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CHAPTER XXI.

JUSTIFICATION.

W2 now proceed to the consideration of the important subject of
Justification ; and it will be proper to enter somewhat more fully
into the investigation of this topic than those which we have
hitherto examined. This was the great fundamental distinguish-
ing doctrine of the Reformation, and was regarded by all the
Reformers as of primary and paramount importance. The leading
charge which they adduced against the Church of Rome was, that
shfz had corrupted and perverted the doctrine of Scripture ,upon
.thls subject in a way that was dangerous to the souls of men ; and
1t was mainly by the exposition, enforcement, and application of
the true doctrine of God’s word in regard to it, that they assailed
and overturned the leading doctrines and practices of the Papal
system. There is no subject which possesses more of intrinsic im-
Portance than attaches to this one, and there is none with respect
to }vhich the Reformers were more thoroughly harmonious in
their sentiments. All who believe that the truth on this subject
had l?een greatly corrupted in the Church of Rome, and that the
doctrine taught by the Reformers respecting it was scriptural
and true, must necessarily regard the restoration of sound doctrine
upon this point as the most important service which the Reformers
Were made instrumental by God in rendering to the church.
It is above all things important, that men, if they have broken
the law of God, and become liable to the punishment which the
law denounces against transgression,—and that this is, indeed, the
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2 JUSTIFICATION. [Crar. XXI.
state of men by nature is of course now assumed,—should know
whether there be any way in which they may obtain the pardon
and deliverance they need; and if so, what that way is. And it is
the doctrine of justification as taught in Scripture which alone
affords a satisfactory answer to the question. The subject thus
bears most directly and immediately upon men’s relation to God
and their everlasting destiny, and is fraught with unspeakable
practical importance to every human being. It is assumed now
that the condition of men by nature is such in point of fact,—that
some change or changes must be effected regarding them in order
to their escaping fearful evil and enjoying permanent happiness
and it is in this way that the doctrine of justification is connected
with that of original sin, as the nature and constituent elements
of the disease must determine the nature and qualities of the
remedy that may be fitted to cure or remove it.
There is, indeed, as must be evident even upon the most cur-
sory survey of what Scripture teaches concerning the recovery
and salvation of lost men, a great subject or class of subjects, that
is intermediate between the general state of mankind as fallen and
lost, and the deliverance and restoration of men individually.
And this is the work of Christ as mediator, and the general place
or function assigned to the Holy Spirit in the salvation of sinners.
The Scripture represenis the whole human race as involved by
the fall in a state of sin and misery. It represents God as looking
with compassion and love upon the lost race of man, and as devising
a method of effecting and securing their salvation. It describes
this divine method of saving sinners as founded on, or rather as
consisting substantially in, this—that God sent His Son into the
world to assume human nature, and to suffer and die in order to
procure or purchase for them salvation, and everything which
salvation might involve or require. And hence, in turning our
attention from men’s actual condition of sin and misery to the
remedy which has been provided, the first great subject which
naturally presents itself to our contemplation and study is the
person and the work of the Mediator, or the investigation of these
three questions,—viz., first, Who and what was this Saviour of
sinners whom the Scriptures set before us? secondly, What is it
that He has done in order to save men from ruin, and to restore
them to happiness? and, thirdly, In what way is it that His work,
or what He did and suffered, bears upon the accomplishment of

Crar. XXI.] JUSTIFICATION. 3
the great object which it was designed to effect? Now, the frst
two ot: t'hc'ase subjects,—i.e., the person and the work of éhris
I:Ixs d?vmlt)" and atonement,—did not form subjects of controt, "
sial discussion between the Reformers and the Romanists ';‘if-
C.huxzch of Rome has always held the proper divinity a;xd the
vicarious atonement of Christ; and though these great doctrin "
have been so corrupted and perverted by her as to be in a e:
measure practically neutralized, and though it is very im ogr:::t
to point out this, yet these subjects cannot be said to consfitut
point of the proper controversy between the Church of Rome ae;
the Protestants, and they were not in point of fact discussnd
b.etween the Romanists and the Reformers. In all the controv N
sies .between them, the divinity and the vicarious atonement el;
thst were assumed as topics in which there was no materi:l
difference of .opinion in formal profession,—doctrines which each
party was entitled to take for granted in arguing with the oth
'Ijhe subject, indeed, of the divinity and atonement of our Savioer.
did not occupy much of the attention of any pprtion of the chur ‘}111'
as subjects of controversial discussion, during the sixteenth o
tury ; for the works of Socinus, who first gave to anti-Trinita‘: -
views, and to the denial of a vicarious atonement, a plausible azg
imposing aspect, did not excite much attention til’l about the end
of this century, and the controversies which they occasioned took
place chiefly in the succeeding one. I propose, therefore, followin
the chr?nologlcal order, to postpone for the present ar; accoun%
of the discussions which have taken place concernin l:hy di’ ini
and atonement of Christ. 8 He vty

The sum and substance of the great charge whi

formex.'s adduced against the Churchgof Rome vgvas tlllll:th wtlllli(;eljl:
proc‘lalmed to men with a considerable measure o’f accuracy who
thst was, and what it was that He had done for the salvat)iron of
sinners, she yet perverted the gospel of the grace of God, and
endangered the salvation of men’s souls, by setting before ,them

erroneous and unscriptural views of the grounds on which, and

the process through which, the blessings that Christ had ro::ured
flor mankind at large were actually bestowed upon mexlx) indivi-
bually, and of the way and manner in which men individually

ecame possess.ed of them, and attained ultimately to the full and

Eerm?nent enjoyment of them. This was the subject that may
e said to have been discussed between the Reformers and the
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Romanists under the head of justification, and I need say nothing
more to show its paramount practical importance. There can be
no difference of opinion as to the importance of the general sub-
ject which has been indicated; but there have been occasionally
discussions in more modern times upon the question whether the
errors of the Church of Rome upon this subject are so important
and dangerous as they are often represented to be, and whether
they were of sufficient magnitude to warrant the views entertained
by the Reformers upon this subject, and the course of practical
procedure which they based upon these views. When more lax
and unsound views of doctrine began to prevail in the Protestant
churches, some of their divines lost their sense of the magnitude
of the Romish errors upon the subject of justification, and began
to make admissions, that the differences between them and the
Romanists upon this point were not so vital as the Reformers had
supposed them to be; and the Romanists, ever on the watch to
take advantage of anything that seems fitted to promote the
interests of their church, were not slow to avail themselves of
these concessions.*

There are two different and opposite lines of policy which
Romish controversialists have pursued upon this subject, according
as seemed to be most expedient for their interests at the time.
Sometimes they have represented the doctrine of the Reformers
upon the subject of justification as something hideous and mon-
strous,—as overturning the foundations of all morality, and fitted
only to produce universal wickedness and profligacy ; and at other
times they have affected a willingness to listen to the grounds on
which Protestants defend themselves from this charge, to admit
that these grounds are not altogether destitute of weight, and that,
consequently, there is not so great a difference between their
doctrine in substance and that of the Church of Rome. They
then enlarge upon the important influence which the alleged
errors of the Church of Rome on the subject of justification had

* Archbishop Wake, in his Exposi- churchmen, Perceval, in his ‘ Roman
tion of the Doctrine of the Church of | Schism Illustrated” (p.365), says, that
England, in reply to Bossuet's Expo- | ** ground for condemnation of the
sition of the Catholic Church, gives | Church of Rome, as touching the main
up our whole controversy with the Foaitions of this doctrine, is not to be
Cgurch of Rome on this subject ; and | found in the decrees of the Council of
to give a specimen of modern High- Trent.”

Caar. XXI] JUSTIFICATION. 5

in producing the Reformation,—quote some of the passages which
show the paramount importance which the first Reformers attached
to this subject,—and proceed to draw the inference that the Re-
formation was founded upon misrepresentation and calumny, since
it appears, and has been admitted even by learned Protestants,
that the errors of the Church of Rome, even if they were to
admit for the sake of argument that she had erred, are not
nearly so important as the Reformers had represented them to
be.*

It is only to this second line of policy, which represents the
difference on the subject of justification as comparatively insigni-
ficant, and makes use, for this purpose, of some concessions of
Protestant writers, that we mean at present to advert. In follow-
ing out this line of policy, Popish controversialists usually employ
an artifice which I had formerly occasion to expose,—viz., taking
the statements of the Reformers made in the earlier period of their
labours, and directed against the general strain of the public
teaching, oral and written, that then generally obtained in the
Church of Rome, and comparing them with the cunning and
cautious decrees of the Council of Trent upon the subject of
justification. We are willing to confine our charge against the
Church of Rome, as such, at least so far as the sixteenth century
is concerned, to what we can prove to be sanctioned by the Council
of Trent; and, indeed, there was not in existence, at the com-
mencement of the Reformation, anything that-could be said to
be a formal deliverance upon the subject of justification to which
the Church of Rome could be proved to be officially committed.
But we must expose the injustice done to the Reformers, when
their statements, expressly and avowedly directed against the
teaching then generally prevalent in the Church of Rome, are re-
presented, as they often are, by modern Popish controversialists,—
and Moehler, in his Symbolism, with all his pretensions to candour
and fairness, lays himself open to this charge,—as directed against
the decrees of the Council of Trent, which were prepared with
much care and caution after the subject had been fully discussed,
and in the preparation of which no small skill and ingenuity were

* Jurieu, in his “‘Prejugéz Légitimes | ency between the course taken by
contre le Papisme,” Part ii., ¢. xxv., | Nicole, and that taken by Arnauld,
pp. 307-10, points out the inconsist- | upon this subject.
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employed to evade the force of the arguments of the Reformers,
and to conceal or gloss over what they had most successfully
exposed. Thad occasion formerly to quote or refer to an extract
from Melancthon, written in 1536, when he was invited by
Francis 1. into France, in which he states the great improvement
which had taken place, and the much nearer approach which had
been exhibited to Protestant principles, in the statements then
commonly made by Romanists upon justification and other sub-
jects, as compared with those which prevailed when Luther began
his work ; and though the application which Melancthon made of
this consideration was far from being creditable to his firmness or
his sagacity, yet it was undoubtedly true, to a large extent, as a
statement of a fact.

I may mention one striking and important instance in which
the Council of Trent may be said to have modified and softened
the erroneous doctrine which was previously prevalent in the
Church of Rome upon this subject. It was the general doctrine
of the schoolmen,—it was universally taught in the Church of
Rome at the commencement of the Reformation,—it was explicitly
maintained by most of the Popish controversialists who, previously
to the Council of Trent, came forward to oppose the Reformers,
that men in their natural state, before they were justified and re-
generated, could, and must, do certain good things by which they
merited or deserved the grace of forgiveness and regeneration,—
not indeed with the merit of condignity,—for that true and pro-
per merit, in the strictest sense, was reserved for the good deeds
of men already justified,—but with what was called the merit of
congruity,—a distinction too subtle to be generally and popularly
apprehended. Now, of this merit of congruity,—so prominent
and important a feature of the Romish theology before and at the
commencement of the Reformation, and so strenuously assailed
by Luther,—the Council of Trent has taken no direct notice
whatever. The substance, indeed, of the error may be said to be
virtually retained in the decisions of the council upon the subject
of what it calls dispositives or preparatives for justification; bug
the error cannot be said to be very clearly or directly sanctioned ;
and the council has made a general declaration, that® “ none of
those things which precede justification, whether faith or works,

* Sess. vi., C. viii.
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merit the grace of justification itself,”—a declaration, however, it
should be observed, which has not prevented most subsequent
Romish writers from reviving the old doctrine of meritum de con-
gruo before justification. If it be fair on the one hand that the
Church of Rome, as such, should be judged by the decisions of
the Council of Trent,—at least until it be shown that some other
decision has been given by which the church, as such, was bound,
as by the bull Unigenitus,—it is equally fair that the Reformers,
who wrote before the council, should be judged, as to the cor-
rectness of their representations, by the doctrine which generally
obtained in the Church of Rome at the time when these repre-
sentations were made. But while this consideration should be
remembered, in order that we may do justice to the Reformers,
and guard against the influence of an artifice which Popish con-
troversialists in modern times often employ in order to excite a
prejudice against them, yet it is admitted that the question as to
what is the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon the subject of
justification must be determined chiefly by an examination of the
decisions of the Council of Trent; and we hope to be able to
show, that notwithstanding all the caution and skill employed in
framing its decrees, they contain a large amount of anti-scriptural
error, and that they misrepresent and pervert the method of sal-
vation in a way which, when viewed in connection with the natural
tendencies of men, is fitted to exert a most injurious influence
upon the salvation of men’s souls. Turretine,* in asserting the
importance of the differences between Protestants and the Church
of Rome on the subject of justification, and adverting also to the
attempts which have been made by some Protestant writers to
represent these differences as unimportant, has the following
statement : ¢ Licet verd nonnulli ex Pontificiis cordatioribus vi
veritatis victi sanins ceteris de hoc articulo senserint et locuti
sint. Nec desint etiam ex Nostris, qui studio minuendarum Con-
troversiarum ducti, censeant circa illum non tantam esse dissidii
materiam, et non paucas hic esse logomachias. Certum tamen est
non verbales, sed reales multas, et magni momenti controversias
nobis cum Pontificiis adhuc intercedere in hoc argumento, ut ex
sequentibus fiet manifestum.”

Perhaps the fullest and most elaborate attempt made by any

* Loc. xvi., Quest. i., sec. ii.
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Protestant writer of eminence to show that the difference between
Protestants and Romanists on the subject of justification is not
of very great importance, is to be found in the “Theses Theo-
logice” of Le Blanc, often called the Theses Sedancnses, because
their author was Professor of Theology in the French Protestant
University of Sedan, at a ‘period, however, shortly before the
revocation of the Iidict of Nantes, when the French Protestant
Church in general had very considerably declined from the doc-
trinal orthodoxy of the Reformation, though it still contained
some very able opponents of Popery, men qualified to contend
with Bossuet, Arnauld, and Nicole. Le Blanc’s Theses is a work
of much ingenuity and erudition ; and it contains much matter
that is fitted to be useful in the history of theology, though it
should be read with much caution, as it exhibits a strong tendency
on the* part of its author to explain away, and to make light of,
differences in doctrinal matters, which are of no small impoitance
in the scheme of divine truth. The course of argument adopted
by Le Blanc, in order to prove that there is no very material
difference between Protestants and Romanists on this point, is not
of a very fair or satisfactory kind, and gives us much more the
impression of 2 man who had laid it down as a sort of task to him-
self just to exert all his ingenuity, and to employ all his erudition,
in explaining away the apparent differences among contending
parties, than of one who was candidly and impartially seeking
after the truth. It consists not so much in comparing the declara-
tions of the Reformed confessions with those of the Council of
Trent, as in collecting togethe'r all the best or most Protestant
passages he could find in any Popish authors, and all the worst or
most Popish passages he could find in any Protestant authors ;
and then in showing that there was really no very great difference
between them. The unfairness of this mode of argument is too
obvious to need to be dwelt upon. It is easy to show that there
have been Popish writers whose views upon religious subjects
were sounder than those of their church, and Protestant writers
whose views were less sound than those of the Reformers and
their genuine followers. But the only important questions are :
What is the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon this subject ?
in what respects does it differ from that taught by the Reformers,
and embodied in the confessions of Protestant churches? in what
way does the word of God decide upon these differences? what is

CHap. XXI1.] JUSTIFICATION. 9

their real value or importance? and how does it bear upon the
general scheme of Christian truth, and upon the spiritual welfare
of men?”*

The more general considerations on which Le Blanc, and
Grotius, and other men who have laboured to show that there is
no very material difference between Protestants and the Church
of Rome on the subject of justification, have mainly proceeded,
are these,—that the Church of Rome ascribes the justification of
sinners to the grace of God and to the merits of Christ, and
denies merit to men themselves in the matter. Now, it is true
that the Council of Trent has made general statements to this
effect; but, notwithstanding all this, it is quite possible to show
that their general declarations upon these points are virtually con-
tradicted or neutralized,—practically at least, and sometimes even
theoretically,—by their more specific statements upon some of the
topics involved in the detailed exposition of the subject; and that
thus it can be proved, that they do not really ascribe the justifi-
cation of sinners wholly to the grace of God and to the work of
Christ,—that they do not wholly exclude human merit, but ascribe
to men themselves, and to their own powers, a real share in the
work of their own salvation; and that while this can be proved
to be true of their doctrine as it stands theoretically, their scheme,
as a whole, is also, moreover, so constructed as to be fitted, when
viewed in conhection with the natural tendencies of the human
heart, to foster presumption and self-confidence, to throw obstacles
in the way of men’s submitting themselves to the divine method
of justification, and to frustrate the great end which the gospel
scheme of salvation was, in all its parts, expressly designed and
intended to accomplish,—viz., that, as our Confession of Faith
says,t both the exact justice and the rich grace of God might
be glorified in the justification of sinners.”

* It is amusing and instructive to
obeerve the use to which Nicole turns
the labours of Le Blanc in this matter,
in his ** Préjugés Légitimes contre les
Calvinistes,” tome i., pp. 269, 274-6.
Animadversions on Le Blanc in this
matter are to be found in Witsius De
Econ. Feed., Lib. iii., ¢. viii., secs.

~lv., and De Moor Comment. in
Marck. Compend., tom. iv., pp. 732-3,
763; Owen, vol. xi., pp. 84-5, 161

(or, in original edition, pp. 87, 179).
For an exposure of other attempts
to represent the differences between
Protestants and Romanists on the sub-
ject of justification as unimportant,
see the controversy between Grotius
and Andrew Rivet.—Rivet’s ** Vin-
dici@ Evangelicee,” and Heidegger's
** Dissertationes,” tom. i., Dissertatio
xi., p. 290.
t West. Con., c. xi., sec. 3.
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Sec. I.—Popisk and Protestant Views.

In dealing with the subject of justification, we must, first of
all, attempt to form a clear and correct apprehension of what is
the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon this topic, as opposed
to that which the Reformers deduce from the word of God.
Justification, it is admitted on both sides, is descriptive generally
of the change or changes, in whole or in part, that must take
place in respect of men individually, in order to their escaping
from the evils of their natural condition, and attaining to happi-
ness and heaven. The nature of the change or changes necessary
must depend upon the actual features of men’s natural condition,
the evils from which they must be delivered. And the way and
manner in which they are brought about must be somewhat regu-
lated by the natural powers or capacities of men themselves to
procure or effect them, or to assist in procuring or effecting them.
It is admitted, also, that the two leading features of men’s natural
condition, which render salvation necessary, and must in some
measure determine its character, are guilt and depravity,—or
liability to punishment because of transgression of God’s law, and
a tendency or inclination, more or less powerful and pervading,
to violate its requirements and prohibitions. The corresponding
changes, called graces, because admitted to be in some sense
God’s gifts, and called the blessings or benefits of redemption,
because admitted to be in some sense procured for men by what
Christ has done for them, are an alteration upon men’s state or
condition in relation to God and His law, whereby their guilt
is cancelled, their sins are pardoned, and they are brought into a
state of acceptance and favour; and a change upon their actual
moral character, whereby the tendency to sin is mortified and
subdued, and a state of heart and motive more accordant with
what God’s law requires is produced. Thus far, and when these
general terms are employed, there is no material difference of
opinion; though the second change,—that upon men’s moral
character,—is usually called by Protestants the regeneration or
renovation of man’s moral nature, and by Papists-the infusion
of righteousness or justice,—righteousness or justice denoting, in
their sense of it, actual conformity to what God requires, either
in point of internal character (justitia habitualis) or of outward
actions (justitia actualis).

Sec. L] POPISH AND PROTESTANT VIEWS, 11

It is admitted, further, that these changes upon men’s state
and character, necessary to their salvation and ultimate happiness,
are to be traced, in general, to the grace or kindness of God, who
confers or produces them, and to the work of Christ, who in some
way has procured or purchased them for men. And the sum
and substance of all that the Reformers demanded, as necessary’
to the pure preaching of the gospel,—the scriptural exposition of
the leading principles of the method of salvation,—was, that the
conceded ascription of these changes to the grace of God and
the work of Christ, should be literally and honestly maintained,
according to the proper import of the words, and should be fully
carried out, in the more détailed exposition of the subject, without
any other principles or elements being introduced into it which
might virtually and practically, if not formally and theoretically,
involve a denial or modification of them; while the great charge
which they adduced against the Church of Rome was, that, in
their fuller and more minute exposition of the way and manner
in which these changes were effected upon men individually, they
did introduce principles or elements which, more or less directly,
deprived the grace of God and the work of Christ of the place
and influence which the sacred Scriptures assigned to them.

As the change upon men’s state and condition from guilt and
condemnation to pardon and acceptance is, substantially, a change
in the aspect in which God regards them, or rather in the way in
which He resolves thenceforth to deal with them, and to treat
them, it must, from the nature of the case, be an act of God, and
it must be wholly God’s act,—an act in producing or effecting
which men themselves cannot be directly parties; and the only
way in which they can in any measure contribute to bring it
about, is by their meriting it, or doing something to deserve it, at
God’s hand, and thereby inducing Him to effect the change or to
perform the act. It was as precluding the possibility of this, that
the Reformers attached so much importance to the doctrine which
we formerly had occasion to explain and illustrate,—viz., that all
t¥1e actions of men previous to regeneration are only and wholly
sinful ; and it was, of course, in order to leave room for men in
some sense meriting gifts from God, or deserving for themselves
the blessings which Christ procured for mankind, that the Council
of Trent anathematized it.

The other great change is an actual effect wrought upon men

VOL.
n R
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themselves, of which they are directly the subjects, and in produc-
ing or effecting which there is nothing, in the nature.o.f the case,
though there may be in the actual character and capacities of. men,
to prevent them from taking'a part. The Protestant doct.rme of
men’s natural inability to will anything spiritually good, which has
been illustrated in connection with the doctrine of original sin, of
course precludes them from doing anything that can really improve
their moral character in God's sight, until this inability be taken
away by an external and superior power; while the doctrine of the
Council of Trent about man’s freedom or power to will and do
good remaining to some extent notwithstanding th.e fall, which
forms part of their decree on the subject of justification, paves the
way, and was no doubt so intended, for ascribing to men them-
selves some real efficiency in the renovation of their moral natures.

From the view taken by the Church of Rome of the nature
and import of justification, the whole subject of the way and man-
ner in which both these changes are effected, in or upon men 1n-
dividually, was often discussed in the sixteenth century under this
one head ; though one of the first objects to which the Ref?rmers
usually addressed themselves in discussing it, was to ascertain and
to bring out what, according to Scripture usage, justification really
is, and what it comprehends. The decree of the fathers. of .Trent
upon this important subject (session vi.), comprehended in sixteen
chapters and thirty-three canons, is characterized by vagueness
and verbiage, confusion, obscurity, and unfairness. It is not very
easy on several points to make out clearly and distinctl}.' what
were the precise doctrines which they wished to maintain and
condemn. Some months were spent by the Council in consulta-
tions and intrigues about the formation of their decree upon this
subject. And yet, notwithstanding all their pains,—perhaps we
should rather say, because of them,—they have not brought out
a very distinct and intelligible view of what they meant to teach
upon some of its departments.

The vagueness, obscurity; and confusion of the decree .of the
Council of Trent upon this subject, contrast strikingly with the
clearness and simplicity that obtain in the writings of the Refor-
mers and the confessions of the Reformed churches regarding
it. There were not wanting two or three rash and incautious
expressions of Luther's upon this as upon other subjects, of
which, by a policy I formerly had occasion to expose, the
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Council did not scruple to take an unfair advantage, by intro-
ducing some of them into their canons, in a way fitted to
excite an unwarrantable prejudice against the doctrine of the
Reformers. And it is true that Luther and Melancthon, in
some of their earlier works, did seem to confine their state-
ments, when treating of this subject, somewhat too exclusively
to the act of faith by which men are justified, without giving
sufficient prominence to the. object of faith, or that which faith
apprehends or lays hold of, and which is the ground or basis of
God’s act in justifying,—viz., the righteousness of Christ. But
though their views upon this subject became more clear and en-
larged, yet they held in substance from the beginning, and brought
out at length, and long before the Council of Trent, most fully
and clearly the great doctrine of the Reformation,—viz., that justi-
fication in Scripture is properly descriptive only of a change upon
men’s legal state and condition, and not on their moral character,
though a radical change of character invariably accompanies it;
that it is a change from a state of guilt and condemnation to a
state of forgiveness and acceptance ; and that sinners are justified,
or become the objects of this change, solely by a gratuitous act of
Grod, but founded only upon the righteousness of Christ (not on
any righteousness of their own),—a righteousness imputed to them,
and thus made theirs, not on account of anything they do or can
do to merit or procure it, but through the instrumentality of faith
alone, by which they apprehend or lay hold of what has been pro-
vided for them, and is freely offered to, them.

Let us now attempt to bring out plainly and distinctly the
doctrine which the Council of Trent laid down in opposition to
these scriptural doctrines of the Reformers. The first important
question is what justification is, or what the word justification
means ; and upon this point it must be admitted that the doctrine
of the Council of Trent is sufficiently explicit. It defines* justi-
fication to be ¢ translatio ab eo statu, in quo homo nascitur filius
primi Adez, in statum gratiz et adoptionis filiorum Dei per
secandum Adam Jesum Christum, salvatorem nostrum,”—words
which, in their fair and natural import, may be held to include
under justification the whole of the change that is needful to be
effected in men in order to their salvation, as comprehending their

® Sess. vi., C. iv.
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deliverance both from guilt and depravity. But that this is the
meaning which they attached to the word justification,—that they
regarded all this as comprehended under it,—is put beyond all
doubt, by what they say in the seventh chapter, where they ex-
pressly define justification to be, “non sola peccatorum remissio,
sed et sanctificatio et renovatio interioris hominis per voluntariam
susceptionem gratie et donorum.” Justification, then, according
to the doctrine of the Church of Rome, includes or comprehends
not only the remission of sin, or deliverance from guilt, but also
the sanctification or renovation of man’s moral nature, or deliver-
ance from depravity. In short, they comprehend under the one
name or head of justification, what Protestants—following, as they
believe, the guidance of Scripture—have always divided into the
two heads of justification and regeneration, or justification and
sanctification, when the word sanctification is used in its widest
sense, as descriptive of the whole process, originating in regenera-
tion, by which depraved men are restored to a conformity to God’s
moral image. Now, the discussion upon this point turns wholly
upon this question, What is the sense in which the word justifica~
tion and its cognates are used in Scripture? And-this is manifestly
a question of fundamental importance, in the investigation of this
whole subject, inasmuch as, from the nature of the case, its de-
cision must exert a most important influence upon the whole of
men’s views regarding it. At present, however, I confine myself
to a mere statement of opinions without entering into any exami-
nation of their truth, as I think it better, in the first instance, to
bring out fully at once what the whole doctrine of the Church of
Rome upon this subject, as contrasted with that of the Reformers,
really is.

It may be proper, however, before leaving this topic, to advert
to a misrepresentation that has been often given of the views of
the Reformers, and especially of Calvin, upon this particular point.
When Protestant divines began, in the seventeenth century, to
corrupt the scriptural doctrine of justification, and to deviate from
the doctrinal orthodoxy of the Reformation, they thought it of
importance to show that justification meant merely the remission
or forgiveness of sin, or guilt, to the exclusion of, or without
comprehending, what is usually called the acceptance of men’s
persons, or their positive admission into God’s favour,—or their
receiving from God, not only the pardon of their sins, or im-

sec. 1.] POPISH AND PROTESTANT VIEWS. 15

raunity from punishment, but also a right or title to heaven and
eternal life. And in support of this view, these men appealed to
the authority of the Reformers, and especially of Calvin. Now
it is quite true, that Calvin has asserted again and again that
justification comprehends only, or consists in, the remission or for-
giveness of sin or guilt. But I have no doubt that a careful
and deliberate examination of all that Calvin has written upon
this point,* will fully establish these two positions,—first, that
when Calvin asserted that justification consisted only in the
remission of sin, he meant this simply as a denidl of the Popish
doctrine, that it is not only the remission of sin, but also the
sanctification or renovation of the inner man,—this being the main
and, indeed, the only error upon the point which he was called
upon formally to oppose ; and, secondly, that Calvin has at least as
frequently and as explicitly described justification as comprehend-
ing, not only remission of sin in the. strict and literal sense, but
also positive acceptance or admission into the enjoyment of God’s
favour,— gratuita Dei acceptio,” as he often calls it,—including
the whole of the change effected upon men’s state or legal condition
in God’s sight, as distinguished from the change effected upon
their character. This is one of the numerous instances, con-
stantly occurring, that illustrate how unfair it is to adduce the
authority of eminent writers on disputed questions which had never
really been presented to them,—which they had never entertained
or decided ; and how necessary it often is, in order to forming a
correct estimate of some particular statements of an author, to
examine with care and deliberation all that he has written uppn
the subject to which they refer, and also to be intelligently ac-
quainted with the way and manner in which the whole subject
was discussed at the time on both sides.

When the Council of Trent defined regeneration to be a
component part or a constituent element of Justification, along
with pardon or forgiveness, they were probably induced to do so
partly because they could appeal to some of the fathers, and even
to Augustine, in support of this use of the word, but also because
their real object or intention was to make this sanctification, or

* Bishop O'Brien's Attempt to Ex- | 346-7; (Note M., 2d ed., 1862 (Eds.).

glain and Establish the Doctrine of | Bellarmine, * De Justificatione,” Lib.

ustification by Faith only, in Ten | ii., c. i., admita this in regard to Cal-
Sermons ; London, 1833 ; Note 12, pp. | vin.
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infused or inherent righteousness, as Romanists commonly call
it, the cause or ground of the forgiveness of sin. A change of
legal state, and a change of moral character, are things so mani-
festly different in their own nature, that they could scarcely avoid
attempting some separate explanation of them, and of the way in
which they were conferred or effected, even though they might
regard them as both comprehended under the name justifica-
tion. The question, Upon what ground or consideration does
God forgive men’s sins? or, in other words, To what is it that He
has regard, when, with respect to any individual, He passes an
act of forgiveness?—this question, viewed by itself as a distinct
independent topic, is obviously one which requires and demands
an answer, whether the answer to it may exhaust the exposition
of the subject of justification with reference to its cause or not.
The Reformers, after proving from the word of God that justi-
fication, according to Scripture usage, described only a change of
state, and not a change of character, strenuously demanded that
this question, as to the cause or ground of forgiveness, or as to
what it was to which God had respect, when, in the case of any
individual, He cancelled his guilt, and admitted him into the
enjoyment of His favour and friendship, should be distinctly and
explicitly answered ; and, accordingly, Protestant divines in gene-
ral, when they are discussing the subject of justification, under-
stood in the limited scriptural sense of the word, and explaining
the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon the subject, make it
their object to extract from the decree of the Council of Trent
any materials that bear directly upon this point.

The Council, indeed, have not presented this subject nakedly
and distinctly, as in fairness they ought to have done, but have
made use of their general definition of justification, as compre-
hending also regeneration, for involving the whole subject in a
considerable measure of obscurity. What may be fairly deduced
from their statements as to the cause or ground of forgiveness
or pardon, viewed as a distinct topic by itself, is this: After de-
fining justification to be not only the remission of sins, but also
the sanctification and renovation of the inner man, they proceed
to explain the causes of this justification; and in doing so, they
make a very liberal use of scholastic phrases and distinctions:
The final cause, they say, is the glory of God and Christ, and
eternal life; the efficient cause is God (Deus misericors) exercis-
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ing compassion ; the meritorious cause is Jesus Christ, who by His
suffemngs and death merited justification for us, and satisfied the
Father in our room; the instrumental cause is the sacrament of
baptism ; and “the only formal cause is the righteousness (justitia)
of God, not that by which He Himself is righteous, but that by
which He makes us righteous, by which we, receiving it from
Him, are renewed in the spirit of our mind, and are not only
reckoned or reputed, but are called and are truly righteous.” In
this last statement of the Council about the formal cause of justi-
fication being only an actual righteousness which Grod gives us or
infuses into us, and which thereby comes to be inherent in us,
it would seem as if they had tacitly intended to describe, as they
ought to have done openly and plainly, rather the formal cause or
ground of forgiveness,.or of the change of state, than of justifica-
tion in their own wide sense of it; for it is evident that the
righteousness, or actual personal conformity of character to God’s
law, which He bestows upon men by His Spirit, cannot be, as
they assert it is, the formal cause of that sanctification or renova-
tion of the inner man which they make a part of justification, and
to which, therefore, everything that is set forth as a cause of jus-
tification must be causally applicable. This inherent righteous-
ness, which God bestows upon men or infuses into them, might be
said to be identical with the sanctification of the inner man, or, with
more strict exactness, might be said to be an effect, or result, or con-
sequence of it, but it cannot in any proper sense be a cause of it.
This personal righteousness bestowed by God might, indeed, be
said to be the formal cause of forgiveness, if it were intended to
convey the idea that it is the ground or basis on which God’s act
in forgiving rests, or that to which He has a regard or respect
when He cancels 2 man’s guilt, and admits him to the enjoyment
of His favour. And this is indeed the meaning which accords best
with the general strain of the council’s statements. It is not
necessarily inconsistent, in every sense, with their making Christ
and His work the meritorious cause of justification. In making
Christ and His work the meritorious cause of justification, they, of
course, in accordance with their definition of justification, make this
the meritorious cause, equally and alike of forgiveness and of reno-
vation, the two parts of which justification consists, or, as Bellar-
mine expresses it, “ mortem Christi, qua pretium fuit redemp-
tionis, non solim causam fuisse remissionis peccatorum, sed etiam
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interns renovationis.” * And this Protestants regard as in itself
a great general scriptural truth, though they believe that it errs
both by excess and defect, when it is put forth as a part of the
teaching of Scripture on the subject of justification. It errs by
excess, in comprehending renovation as well as forgiveness under
the head of justification; and it errs by defect, in representing the
work or righteousness of Christ as standing in no other or clos.er
relation to forgiveness or acceptance than as being merely its
meritorious cause. It is only with this second error that we have
at present to do. The council not only makes the work or
righteousness of Christ equally and alike the meritorious cause of
forgiveness and renovation, but it expressly denies (can. 'x.) that
men are formally justified by Christ’s righteousness, or, in other
words, that Christ’s righteousness is the formal cause of our jus-
tification ; and it expressly asserts, as we have seen, that the only
formal cause of our justification is the personal righteousness
which God bestows or infuses into men. Bellarmine carefully
guards against the inference that, because the eleventh canon con-
demns the doctrine that we are justified by the righteousness of

Christ alone, it admitted by implication that we are justified -

formally by it at all.} .

Now, it is plainly impossible to make one consistent and har-
monious doctrine out of these various positions, affirmative and
negative, which the council has laid down, ezcept upon the assump-
tion that the council really meant to teach that there is no direct
and immediate connection between the work or righteousness of
Christ and the forgiveness of the sins of men individually; and
to represent Christ as merely meriting the communication to men
of personal righteousness, and thereby, or through the m.edl.um of
this personal righteousness which He merited for them, indirectly
or remotely meriting the forgiveness of sin, of which this pers.onal
righteousness, infused and inherent, as they describe it, is the direct
and immediate cause. That the Council of Trent really intended
to teach this doctrine, though it is brought out somewhat obscurely,
and though we are obliged to infer it from a careful comparison
of its different statements upon the subject, is clearly shown by
Chemnitius in his valuable work, ¢ Examen Concilii Tridentini,”
not only from an examination of the decrees themselves, but from

* De Justificatione, Lib. ii., cap. vi. t Ibid., Lib. ii., cap. ii.
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the statements of Andradius, an eminent Popish divine, who was
present at the council, and afterwards published a work in defence
of its decisions.* That this is the doctrine which the council
intended to teach, and that it is in comsequence the ordinary
recognised doctrine of the Church of Rome upon the subject, is
confirmed, or rather established, by the consideration that the
generality of Romish writers are accustomed, without any doubt
or hesitation, to give this as the state of the question between them
and Protestants upon this topic,—viz., Whether the cause of our
justification be a righteousness inherent in us or mot? or this,
Whether the cause of our justification be a righteousness infused
into and inherent in us; or an external righteousness,—that is, the
righteousness of Christ,—imputed tous? And that in discussing
this question, so stated, they just labour to produce evidence from
Scripture that that to which God has an immediate respect or
regard in forgiving any man’s sins, and admitting him to the
enjoyment of His favour, is, not the righteousness of Christ, but
an infused and inherent personal righteousness. ~As this is a point
of some importance in order to a right apprehension of the doc-
trine of the Church of Rome upon the subject, it may be proper
to produce some evidence of this position.

Bellarmine says,+ “Status totius controversie revocari potest
ad hanc simplicem quastionem, sitne formalis causa absolute
justificationis, justitia in nobis inhzrens, an non?” and then he
proceeds to show that the determination of this question in the
affirmative at once overturns all the leading errors of the Refor-
mers upon the whole subject of the causes and grounds of justifi-
cation : “ Omnes refutantur, si probetur justitia inharens, qua ab-
soluté et simpliciter justificet;” and more particularly, “Si justitia
inharens est formalis causa absolute justificationis, non igitur re-
quiritur imputatio justitie Christi.”

In like manner, Dens, in his “Theologia Moralis,” says,}
“Probo contra hereticos :" quod justificatio formaliter fiat per in-
fusionem gratiz habitualis inhzrentis anima, non vero per justi-
tiam Christi nobis extrinsect imputatam.” Perrone also, in his
“ Preelectiones Theologice,” § lays down this proposition, as taught

* Chemnitii Exam. Con. Trid., p. De Justificatione, Lib. ii., cap. ii.
144, Ed. 1609 ; see also Bp. Dave- I Dens’ Theol. Mor., tom. ii., p. 448.
nant, Preelectiones de Justitia Habitu- § Perrone, Prelec. Theol., tom. i.,
ali et Actuali, c. xxvii. col. 1398.




www.reformedontheweb.c

20 JUSTIFICATION. [Cuar. XXI.

by the Council of Trent, and as being, therefore, de fide, or an
essential binding article of faith: “Impii formaliter non justifi-
cantur vel sola imputatione justitize Christi vel sola peccatorum re-
missione ; sed justificantur per gratiam et caritatem, qu® in cordi-
bus eorum per Spiritum Sanctum diffunditur, atque illis inhzeret.”
And, in answer to the Scripture statements adduced to prove that
we are justified by the righteousness of Christ, he admits that we
are justified by it as the meritorious cause; but denies that we are
justified by it as the formal cause.

The most eminent Protestant divines have been quite wi'ling to
admit that these statements of Popish writers give a fair account
of the state of the question, and have had no hesitation in under-
taking the defence of the positions which this view of the state of
the question assigned to them. They have not, indeed, usually
attached much weight in this matter to the scholastic distinctions
about the different kinds of causes; because, as Turretine says,*
«in the matter of justification before God, the formal cause cannot
be distinguished from the meritorious cause, since the formal cause,
in this respect, is nothing else than that, at the sight of which, or
from a regard to which, God frees us from condemnation, and
accepts us to eternal life.” On these grounds Protestant writers
have held themselves fully warranted in imputing to the Church
of Rome the maintenance of this position,—viz., that that to
which God has directly and immediately a respect or regard, in
pardoning a man’s sins, and admitting him into the enjoyment of
His favour, is a personal righteousness infused into that man, and
inherent in him ; while they have undertaken for themselves to
establish from Scripture the negative of this position, and to show
that that which is the proper ground or basis of God’s act in for-
giving or accepting any man,—that to which alone He has a re-
spect or regard when He justifies him,—is the righteousness of
Christ imputed to him.

It may be proper to mention, that among orthodox Protestant
divines who have agreed harmoniously in the whole substance
of the doctrine of justification, there may be noticed some differ-
ences in point of phraseology on some of the topics to which we
have referred, and especially with respect to the causes of justi-
fication. These differences of phraseology are not of much im-

* 10c. xvi., Quaest. ii., sec. v.
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ortance, and do not give much trouble in an investigation of
this subject. Calvin sometimes spoke of justification as consisting
in the remission of sins and the imputation of Christ’s righteous-
ness.* But, by the imputation of Christ’s righteousness in this con-
nection, he seems to have meant nothing more than acceptance or
positive admission into the enjoyment of God's favour,—the be-
stowal of a right or title to eternal life, as distinguished from, and
going beycnd, mere pardon. In any other sense,—and, indeed,
in the strict and proper sense of the expression,—the statement is
inaccurate ; for the imputation of Christ’s righteousness does not
stand on the same level or platform as the remission of sins, and

~ of course cannot go to constitute, along with it, one thing desig-

nated by the one term,—justification,—as is the case with accept-
ance or admission into God’s favour. The imputation of Christ’s
righteousness, correctly understood, is to be regarded as in the
order of nature preceding both remission and acceptance, and as
being the ground or basis, or the meritorious impulsive or formal
cause, of them; or that to which God has respect when in any
instance He pardons and accepts.t

Again, some orthodox divines have thought that the most
accurate mode of speaking upon the subject, is to say that the
formal cause of our justification is Christ’s righteousness im-
puted; others, that it is the imputation of Christ’s righteousness ;
and a third party, among whom is Dr Owen, in his great work
on justification,} think that there is no formal cause of justifi-
cation, according to the strict scholastic meaning of the expres-
sion ; while all orthodox divines concur in maintaining against
the Church of Rome, that, to adopt Dr Owen’s words, the right-
eousness of Christ “is that whereby, and wherewith, a believing
sinner is justified before God; or whereon he is accepted with
God, hath his sins pardoned, is received into grace and favour,
and hath a title given him unto the heavenly inheritance.” §

Having thus brought out the doctrine of the Church of Rome
on the subject of the meaning, nature, and ground of justification,

* A similar mode of speaking was| § For a full exposition of the dif-
adopted by some Lutheran divines. | ferences of opinion and statement on
Vide Buddaus, Instit. Theol. Dogm., the causes of justification, vide de
Lib. iv., c. iv., sec. vi. Moor, tom. iv., pp. 68290, and John

t Turret., Loc. xvi., Quaest. iv. Goodwin’s Imputatio Fidei, P. ii.,.e.
t Orme's edition of Owen, vol xi., | iv.; Davenant, De Just. ; Appendix
pp. 257-292. to Newman on Justification.
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we proceed now to explain her doctrine as to its means and re-
sults. And first with respect to the means of justification. The
Reformers were unanimous and decided in maintaining the doc-
trine that faith alone justified ; that men were justified by faith
only; and this gave rise to a great deal of discussion between
them and the Romanists,—discussions bearing not only upon the
import and evidence of this general position, but likewise upon
the meaning and nature of justifying faith, and upon the way
and manner in which faith justifies, or in which it acts or operates
in the matter of justification. By the position that faith alone
justifies, the Reformers meant in general that faith was the only
thing in a man himself, to the exclusion of all personal righteous-
ness, habitual or actual, of all other Christian graces, and of all
good works, to which his forgiveness and acceptance with God are
attributed or ascribed in Scripture,—the only thing in himself
which is represented in God’s word as exerting anything like
causality or efficiency in his obtaining justification. They did not
hold that faith was the only thing which invariably accompanies
justification, or even that it was the only thing required of men in
order to their being justified; for they admitted that repentance
was necessary to forgiveness, in accordance with the doctrine of our
standards, that, “to escape the wrath and curse of God due to us
for sin, God requireth of us repentance unto life,” as well as “faith
in Jesus Christ.” * But as repentance is never said in Scripture to
justify, as men are never said to be justified by or through repent-
ance, or by or through anything existing in themselves, except
faith, the Reformers maintained that faith stood in a certain rela-
tion to justification, such as was held by no other quality or feature
in men’s character or conduct,—that it justified them,—nothing
else about them did; that men were justified by faith, and could
not be said to be justified by anything else existing in themselves,
whatever might be its nature or its source.

They did not teach that this faith which alone justified was
ever alone, or unaccompanied with other graces; but, on the con-
trary, they maintain that, to adopt the words of our Confession,t
“ijt is ever accompanied with all other saving graces, and is no
dead faith, but worketh by love.” Calvin, in explaining this

* In the Larger Catechism, Ques. t C. xi., sec. ii.
153, repentance is placed before faith.
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matter, says,* “ Hoc semper lectoribus testatum esse volo, quoties
in hac quastione nominamus solam fidem, non mortuam a nobis
fingi, et quee per caritatem non operatur : sed ipsam statui unicam
justificationis causam. Fides ergo sola est quae justificet: fides
tamen qua justificat, non est sola.” It is a curious fact, that while
many Romish writers, and others who have corrupted the doctrine
of Scripture upon this subject, have misrepresented the great
doctrine of the Reformation, that faith alone-justifies, s meaning
or implying that nothing but faith is in any sense required of men
in order to their being forgiven, or does in fact invariably exist in
justified men, Bellarmine accurately and fairly lays it down as one
of the leading differences between the Reformers and the Church
of Rome on the subject of justifying faith, that the Reformers
held, ¢ fidem solam justificare, nunquam tamen posse esse solam,”
whereas the Romanists taught, in full and exact contrast with
this, ¢ fidem non justificare solam, sed tamen posse esse solam.”+

Again, the Reformers did not ascribe to faith, in the matter
of justification, any meritorious or inherent efficacy in producing
the result, but regarded it simply as the instrument or hand by
which a man apprehended or laid hold of, and appropriated to
himself, the righteousness of Christ; and it was only in that very
general and, strictly speaking, loose and improper sense, which
was consistent with this view of its function and operation‘in the
matter, that they called it, as Calvin does in the extract above
quoted from him, the cause of justification. Such were the clear
and explicit doctrines of the Reformers on the subject of the
means of justification, its relation to faith, and the place and
function of faith in the matter.

On all these topics the Council of Trent has spoken with
some degree of obscurity and unfairness, insinuating misrepre-
sentations of the real doctrines of the Reformers, and bring-
ing out somewhat vaguely and imperfectly what they meant to
teach in opposition to them. In accordance with their princi-
ples, they could not admit that there was any sense in which
faith alone justifiéd, or in which men were justified by faith
only; for, as we have seen, they held that inherent personal
righteousness was the only formal cause, and that baptism was

* Calvini Antid. in Sextam Ses- | 1t Bellarm., De Justificat., Lib. i., c.

gionem ; in Canon. xi. i
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the instrumental cause of justification. Accordingly, they denied*
that a sinner is justified by faith alone, in such wise as to mean
that nothing eclse is required to co-operate in order to the ob-
taining the grace of justification. Now, this is quite equivalent
to denying that in any sense faith alone justifies: for anything
which acts or operates in order to obtaining justification, may be
said to justify; and as the canon clearly implies that there is
always something else conjoined with fzith in the matter of justi-
fication, different from faith itself, and equally with it operating
in order to obtain justification, it follows that in no sense does
faith alone justify. And, in accordance with this view, they
explain the sense in which they understand the apostle’s ascrip-
tion of justification to faith,t—in which alone they admit that
faith justifies at all,—in this way, “ We are therefore, or for this
reason, said to be justified by faith, because faith is the beginning
of human salvation, the foundation and the root of all justifica-
tion.” By this they mean that faith justifies, or is said to justify,
because, or inasmuch as, it is the chief means of producing that
personal righteousness which is the true cause or ground of justi-
fication ; or, as it is thus rather oddly and awkwardly explained
by Bellarmine : “ Fidem non tam justificare, quam justificare, ut
initium, et radicem primam justificationis ; hinc enim sequetur
non ipsam solam justificare, sed sic eam agere in hoc negotio, quod
suum est, ut etiam ccteris virtutibus locum 'relinquat.” The title
of the chapter from which this curious extract is takent is, “Fidem
justificare, sed non solam, idem enim facere timorem, spem, et di-
lectionem,” etc. And he had previously laid down this as one of
the leading differences betwcen Protestants and Romanists on the
subject of justifying faith: “Quod ipsi (the Protestants) solam
fidem justificare contendunt, nos ei comites adjungimus in hoc
ipso officio justificandi, sive ad justitiam disponendi.”§

Indeed, the function or place which the Council of Trent
assigns to faith in this matter, is rather that of preparing or dis-
posing men to reccive justification, than of justifying ; and even
in this subordinate work of preparing or disposing men to receive
justification, they give to faith only a co-ordinate place along
with half a dozen of other virtues. For the sake of clearntess, I

* De Justificat., can, ix. 1 Bellarm., De Justificat., Lib. i.,
t Sess. vi., C. viii. cap. xiii.
§ Ibid., cap. iii.
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shall explain this important point in the words of Bellarmine,
rather than in the vague and obscure verbiage which the Council
of Trent has thought proper to employ upon this subject. He
says, ““ Adversarii sola fide justificationem acquiri, sive
apprehendi docent: Catholici contra, ac prasertim Synedus ipsa
Tridentina (quam omnes Catholici, ut magistram sequuntur) sess.
vi,, cap. vi. Septem actus enumerat, quibus impii ad justitiam
disponuntar, videlicet fidei, timoris, spei, dilectionis, peenitentiz,
propositi suscipiendi sacramenti, et propositi nove vite, atque
observationis mandatorum Dei.”* So that men, before they can
obtain the forgiveness of their sins and the renovation of their
natures—the two things in which, according to the Church of
Rome, justification consists,—must exercise faith, fear, hope, love,
penitence, and have a purpose of receiving the sacrament, and of
leading a new and obedient life ; and, even after they have done
all this, they are not justified, for none of these things justifies,
but only prepares or disposes to justification.

This subject, of men disposing or preparing themselves to
receive justification, is an important feature in the theology of the
Church of Rome, and may require a few words of explanation.
First of all, it is needed only in adults: all baptized infants receive
in baptism, according to the doctrine of the Church of Rome, for-
giveness and regeneration, without any previous disposition or pre-
paration,—God in baptism first renewing, and then forgiving
them, and thus completely removing from them all the effects of
original sin,—a doctrine, the falsehood and injurious influence of
which has been already exposed ; but all adults must be disposed
or prepared, by exercising the seven virtues, as Romanists commonly
«all them, above enumerated, before they receive either forgive-
Ness or renovation. We are not called upon at present to advert
to the absurdity of the alleged antecedency of all these virtues or
graces to the sanctification of the inner man, in which partly
Justification consists; but when we find faith placed in the very
same relation to justification, as the other virtues with which it is
here classed, and even then not allowed to justify, or to be that by
which men are justified, but merely to prepare or dispose men for
receiving justification, we are irresistibly constrained to ask, if
this is anything like the place assigned to it, in the matter of

* Bellarm., De Justificat., Lib. i., cap. xii.
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justification, by the Apostle Paul when ke was expounding the
way of a sinner's salvation to the Christians at Rome?

But we must at present consider what the modern Church of
Rome teaches about this matter of disposing or preparing men for
justification,—a subject on which the apostle certainly left the
Roman Christians of his day in profound ignorance, though he
seems to have intended to open up to them the whole doctrine of
justification, so far as he knew it. The Council of Trent gives us
scarcely any direct or explicit information as to what they mean by
these seven virtues disposing or preparing men for justification,
except that it is necessary that they should all exist, and be exer-
cised, before men are forgiven and renewed, and that they exert
some influence in bringing about the result. It tells us, however,
that none of those things that precede justification, whether faith
or works, merit or deserve the grace of justification itself ; and this
had so far an appearance of deference to plain scriptural princi-
ples. It is not, however, by any means certain,—nay, it is very
improbable,~—that the council, by this declaration, meant to take
away from these preliminary and preparatory virtues anything
but the strict and proper merit of condignity, which they reserved
for the good works of justified men. The council does not,
indeed, formally sanction, as I have already mentioned, the dis-
tinction which prevailed universally in the Church of Rome at
the time when the Reformation commenced, between merit of
congruity and merit of condignity. But neither has it formally
nor by implication condemned it; and it is certain that most
Romish writers since the council have continued to retain and to
apply this distinction,—have regarded the decision which we are
considering, merely as denying to these dispositive or preparatory
works merit of condignity, and have not scrupled, notwithstand-
ing this decision, to ascribe to them merit of congruity; or, in
other words, to represent them as exerting some meritorious effi-
cacy, though in a subordinate sense, and of an imperfect kind, in
procuring for men justification. Bellarmine fully and explicitly
asserts all this. He maintains that the decision of the council,
that these dispositive and preparatory works do not merit justifi-
cation, means merely that they do not merit it ez condigno,—con-
tends that they do merit it ez congruo,—and asserts that this is
the view taken by most, though not by all, Romish writers, both
as to the truth of the case and the real import of the decision of
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the council ; from all which we are warranted in concluding, that
the decision of the council, denying merit to those things which
precede justification, ¢s equivocal, and was intended to be equivo-
cal and deceptive. Bellarmine for one,—and this is true also of
the generality of Romish writers,—goes so far as to assert explicitly
that these virtues are meritorious causes of justification; and he
was fully warranted in doing so, if it be true that the Council of
Trent did not deny, or intend to deny, to them merit of con-
gruity ; and if it be also the general doctrine of the Church of
Rome, as he asserts it is, “ Potius fundari meritum de congruo in
aliqua dignitate operis, quam in promissione.”*

There was also a great deal of controversy between the Re-
formers and the Romanists on the definition and nature of justi-
fying faith, and the way and manner in which it acted or operated
in the matter of justification. The Reformers generally con-
tended that justifying faith was fiducia, and had its seat in the
will ; and the Romanists that it was merely assensus, and had itsseat
in the understanding. This is a subject, however, on which it must
be admitted that there has been a considerable difference of opinion,
or, at least, of statement, among orthodox Protestant divines in
more modern times; and which, at least in the only sense in
which it has been controverted among Protestants who were in
the main orthodox, does not seem to me to be determined in the
standards of our church. While the Reformers unanimously and
explicitly taught that faith which alone justified did not justify
F)y any meritorious or inherent efficacy of its own, but only as the
Instrument of receiving or laying hold of what God had provided,
—had freely offered and regarded as the alone ground or basis on
which He passed an act of forgiveness with respect to any indivi-
dual, viz., the righteousness of Christ,—the Council of Trent can
scarcely be said to have determined anything positive or explicit
as to the office or function of faith in justification, or as to the way
and manner in which it can be said to justify, beyond what is
contained in the statement formerly quoted, viz., that we are said
to be justified by faith for this reason, because faith is the begin-
ning of human salvation, the foundation and the root of all justi-
fication. There is little information given us here except this,

. ;xlzella.rm., De Justificat., Lib. i., c. xxi. See also Lib. i., ¢. xvii.; Lib. v.,
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that the reason why Scripture assigns so much prominence to
faith, in the matter of justification, is, because faith is the chief
means of originating and producing Christian graces and good
works ; while, at the same time, it should be remembered that
Romanists teach, as we have seen, that it does not necessarily and
invariably produce them, as Protestants hold, but that it may
exist alone or unaccompanied by them.

But while the Council of Trent does not formally and expli-
citly teach more than this upon this point, there is nothing in the
decree to preclude, and much in the general scope and spirit of its
statements to countenance, the doctrine which has unquestionably
been held by the great body of the most eminent Romish writers,
viz., that faith has in itself some real and even meritorious efficacy,
—i.e., meritum de congruo, as already explained,—in disposing to,
and in procuring or obtaining, justification. This doctrine is thus
expressed by Bellarmine, who lays it down as the doctrine of the
Church of Rome, “Fidem etiam a caritate disjunctam, alicujus esse
pretii, et vim habere justificandi per modum dispositionis, et impe-
trationis ;”* and again, “ Fidem impetrare justificationem,
ac per hoc justificare per modum dispositionis ac meriti ;° and
again, after stating fairly enough the doctrine of the Reformers in
this way, “ Fidem non justificare per modum causz, aut dignitatis,
aut meriti, sed solum relativé, quia videlicet credendo accipit, quod
Deus promittendo offert,” he thus states in contrast the doctrine
of the Church of Rome, * Fidem justificare impetrando, ac pro-
merendo . . . justificationem;” and again, “ Fidem .
impetrare, atque aliquo modo mereri justificationem ;71 while
he applies similar statements to the other virtues, which, equally
with faith, precede and dispose to justification, describing them
expressly as meritorious causes of justification.

We have now only to advert briefly to the differences between
the Romanists and the Reformers on some points which may be
comprehended under the general head of the results or consequences
of justification ; and, first, we may explain the views respectively
entertained by them, as to the way in which sins committed sub-
sequently to justification are pardoned. The Reformers taught
that these sins were pardoned upon the same ground, and through
the same means, as those committed before justification,—viz.,

* Bellarm., De Justificat., Lib. i., cap. iii. t Lib. i., cap. xvii..
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upon the ground of Christ’s- righteousness, and through the exer-
cise of faith apprehending, or laying hold of, and appropriating it.
As the Church of Rome teaches that baptism is the instrumental
cause of justification, so she has invented another sacrament, and
established it as the only channel through which post-baptismal
sins, as she commonly calls them, can be forgiven; for the
Council of Trent anathematizes all who say* that “a man who
has fallen after baptism is able to reccive the justice which he has
lost, by faith alone, without the sacrament of penance.” They do
not, however, regard the forgiveness, which the sacrament of
penance conveys in regard to post-baptismal sins, as so perfect and
complete as that which baptism conveys in regard to the sins
which preceded it : for they teach that the sacrament of penance,
while it takes away all the guilt of mortal sins, in so far as this
would otherwise have exposed men to eternal punishment, leaves
men still exposed to temporal punishment, properly so called, for
their mortal sins, and to the guilt, such as it s, of their venial sins ;
and thus needs to be supplemented by satisfactions, rendered
either by sinners themselves, or by others in their room, and either
in this life or in purgatory. These doctrines are plainly taught
in the twenty-ninth and thirtieth canons; and as there is no room
for doubt as to what the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon
this point is, we need not at present further dwell upon it.

The same observation applies to the second topic, which might
be comprehended under the general head of the results or con-
sequences of justification,—viz., this, that the Church of Rome
teaches that it is possible for men, when once justified, to keep in
this life wholly and perfectly the law of Grod ; nay, even to go
beyond this, and to supererogate, and that they can truly and pro-
perly merit or deserve, with proper merit of condignity, increase
of grace and eternal life. These doctrines, with the exception of
that of works of supererogation,—which can be shown to be the
doctrine of the church otherwise, though not so directly,—are
taught clearly and unequivocally in the eighteenth, twenty-fourth,
and thirty-second canons.

The last topic which it is needful to advert to, in order to
complete the view of the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon
this important subject, is the certainty or assurance which believers

* Canon xxix.
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have, or may have, or should have, of their being in a justified

state, and of their persevering in it. This topic is explained in.

canons thirteenth, fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth. The Council
of Trent taught that no man can have any certainty or assurance
that he will persevere and attain to eternal life, without a special
revelation ; but this topic was not much discussed at the time of
the Reformation, and it belongs more properly to the controversy
between the Calvinists and the Arminians. The dispute between
the Reformers and the Romanists in connection with this matter
turned mainly upon this question, whether men could or should have
any certainty or assurance that they were at present in a justified
state, and would, of course, be saved if they persevered in it. And
upon this point many of the most eminent orthodox Protestant
divines have been of opinion that both the Reformers and the Council
of Trent carried their respective views te an extreme, and that the
truth lay somewhere between them. The Romanists, in their anxiety
to deprive men of all means of attaining to anything like certainty
or assurance that they were in a justified and safe condition, and
thus to keep them entirely dependent upon the church, and wholly
subject to her control, denied the possibility of certainty or assur-
ance; while the Reformers, in general, maintained its necessity,
and, in order, as it were, to secure it in the speediest and most effec-
tual way, usually represented it as necessarily involved in the very
nature of the first completed act of saving-faith. The generality
of orthodox Protestant divines in more modern times have main-
tained, in opposition to the Church of Rome, the possibility of
attaining to a certainty or assurance of being in a justified and re-
generated condition, and the duty of seeking and of having this
certainty and assurance, as a privilege which God has provided
for His people, and a privilege the possession of which is fitted to
contribute greatly niot only to their happiness, but to their holiness;
while they have commonly so far deviated from the views enter-
tained by many of the Reformers, as to deny its necessity, except
in the sense of obligation, and more especially to represent it as not
necessarily involved in the exercise of saving faith: and this is the
view given of the matter in the standards of our church. But this
is a topic of comparatively subordinate importance, as it does not
essentially affect men’s actual condition in God’s sight, their relation
to Him, or their everlasting destiny, but rather their present peace
and comfort, and the advancement of the divine life in their souls.
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There have thus been brought out many most important differ-
ences between the doctrines of the Church of Rome and those
generally held by orthodox Protestants, on the meaning and na-
ture, the gronnd and cause, the means and instrument, the results
and consequences, of justification ; and we must now proceed to
give some explanation of the way in which the Reformers estab-
lished their doctrines upon these subjects, and proved that those
of the Church of Rome were inconsistent with the word of God,
and dangerous to the souls of men.

Sec. I1.—Nature of Justification.

We shall advert briefly to the grounds on which we main-
tain that justification is properly descriptive only of a change of
state in men’s judicial relation to God, and to His law, as in-
cluding forgiveness and acceptance or admission to God’s favour,
in opposition to the Romish doctrine that it comprehends a change
of character, the renovation of men’s moral nature, or, as Papists
commonly call it, the infusion of an inherent righteousness.
Justification is God’s act—it is He who justifies; and we must be
guided wholly by the statements of His word in determining what
the real nature of this act of His is. 'We must regard justification
as just being what the word of God represents it to be; we must
understand the word in the sense in which it is employed in the
sacred Scriptures. The question then is, In what sense are the
words justification and its cognates used in Scripture ; and more
especially, should any variety in its meaning and application be
discovered there, in what sense is it employed in those passages in
which it is manifest that the subject ordinarily expressed by it is
most fully and formally explained ?  Now, the truth upon this point
18 50 clear and certain in itself, and has beenso generally admitted
by all but Romanists, that it is unnecessary to occupy much time
with the illustration of it.

It has been proved innumerable times, by evidence against
which it is impossible to produce anything that has even plausi-
bility, that the word justification is generally used in Scripture in
what is called a forensic or judicial sense, as opposed to condem-
hation ; that it means to reckon, or declare, or pronounce just or
righteous, as if by passing a sentence to that effect; and that it
does not include in its signification, as the Council of Trent asserts
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the making just or righteous, by effecting an actual change on
the moral character and principles of men. The Council of
Trent says that justification is not only the remission of sins, but
also the sanctification and renovation of the inner man. But the
inspired writers plainly do not ordinarily employ it to describe an
actual change effected upon men’s character, but only a change
effected upon their legal state or condition by a forensic or judicial
act of the Justifier. It implies the pronouncing, more or less for-
mally, of a sentence,—a sentence, not of condemnation, but of
acquittal or acceptance. It has been alleged that the original
and radical idea of the word Sikatéw is to punish; and there are
some considerations which favour this notion, though it cannot be
said to be established by satisfactory evidence. But even if this
were admitted to be the primary or radical idea expressed by the
word, there would be no great difficulty in tracing the process by
which it came to acquire what seems to be the nearly opposite
meaning it bears in the New Testament. When a man has had
a sentence of condemnation passed upon him for an offence, and
has, in consequence, endured the punishment imposed, he is free
from all further charge or liability, and might be said to be now
justified in the derived sense of the word, or to have now virtaally
a sentence of acquittal pronounced upon him. A punished person

in this way virtually becomes a justified one, and the two notions .

are thus not so alien or contradictory as they might at first sight
appear to be. And it should not be forgotten that, in the matter
of the justification of a sinner before Giod, there has been a punish-
ment inflicted and endured, which is in every instancé the ground
or basis of the sinmer’s justification. When the apostle says, as
he is represented in our translation,* ¢ He that is dead is free from
sin,” the literal, real meaning of his statement is,  He that has died
has been justified from sin,” Seducalwras; and the import of this
declaration (which furnishes, I think, the key to the interpretation
of the chapter), is, that a man by dying, and thereby enduring the
punishment due to his sin (which sinners of course do in their
Surety, whose death is imputed to them), has escaped from all
further liability, and has a sentence virtually pronounced upon
him, whereby he is justified from sin.

But whatever might be the primary meaning of the word

* Rom. vi. 7.

Be¢. 1L.] NATURE OF JUSTIFICATION. 33

justify, and whatever the process of thought by which its meaning
may have been afterward modified, it can be very easily and con-
clusively proved, that both in the Old and in the New Testament
it is ordinarily employed in a forensic or judicial sense, and means
not to make or render righteous by changing the character, but
to reckon, declare, or pronounce righteous by a sentence formal
or virtual, changing the state or condition in relation to a judge
and a law. The Socinian system of justification is, in its general
scope and tendgncy, very much akin to the Popish one; for both
tend to assign to men themselves an influential and meritorious
share in securing their own ultimate happiness ; and yet even the
Socinians admit that the word justify is used in the New Testa-
ment in a forensic sense, to denote the declaring or pronouncing
men righteous. It is true that something else than a love of truth
might lead them to concur with Protestants in the interpretation
of this word; for the idea of God’s making men righteous by
effecting some change upon their character, or what the Romanists
call the infusion of righteousness,—which they allege to be in-
cluded in justification,—does not harmonize with the Socinian
system, according to which men do not need to be made righteous,
since they have always been so,—do not need to have righteous-
ness infused into them, since they have never existed without it.
Almost the only man of eminence in modern times, beyond
the pale of the Church of Rome, who has contended that the pro-
per meaning of the word justify in Secripture is to make righteous,
~—t.e., to sanctify,—is Grotius, whose inadequate sense of the im-
portance of sound doctrine, and unscriptural and spurious love of
peace, made him ever ready to sacrifice or compromise truth, whether
it was to please Papists or Socinians.* The course adopted upon
this subject in Newman’s Lectures on Justification is rather curious
and instructive. Newman’s general scheme of doctrine upon this
subject, though it was published some years before he left the
Church of England, and though Dr Pusey issued a pamphlet for
the purpose of showing that there was nothing Popish about it, is
beyond all reasonable doubt identical, in its fundamental principles
and general tendencies, with that of the Council of Trent and the
Church of Rome, to which its author has since formally submit-
ted himself. The fact, however, that the articles of the church

* Grotius, Pref. ad Rom.
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to which he then belonged (and which, at the time, he does not
seem to have had any intention of leaving), had fixed the mean-
ing of the word justify to be, to ¢ account righteous before God,”
as well as perhaps some sense of the scriptural evidence in support
of this view of its meaning, prevented him from openly adopting
the definition which the Council of Trent gave of justification ;
and obliged him to admit that the proper meaning of the word in
Scripture is to declare or pronounce, and not to make or render,
righteous. He feels, however, that this admission exposes him to
some disadvantage and difficulty in the exposition and defence of
his Popish system ; and he is, besides, greatly distressed at finding
himself in the awkward position, to use his own words,® of ventur-
ing “to prefer Luther in any matter even of detail to St Austin,”
the former of whom, he says, was merely the founder of a school,
or sect, while the latter was a father in the Holy Apostolic
Church ;+ and on these accounts he is obliged to devise some ex-
pedient for practically and in substance withdrawing the conces-
sion he had been compelled to make ; and it is this : 1 “To justify,
means in itself ¢ counting rightecus,” but includes under its mean-
ing ¢making righteous:’ in other words, the sense of the term is
¢ counting righteous ;” and the sense of the thing denoted by it is,
making righteous. In the abstract, it is a counting righteous; in
the concrete, a making righteous.” These words may probably be
regarded as not very intelligible, but the general object or tendency
of them is plain enough ; and it is met and exposed simply by re-
collecting that Scripture, being given by inspiration, and therefore
a higher authority than even the unanimous consent of the fathers,
just means what it says, and that by the terms which it employs
it conveys to us accurate conceptions of the things denoted by
them. The course pursued by Newman in this matter is fitted to
impress upon us at once the difficulty, and the importance, for
Popish purposes, of evading the clear scriptural evidence of the
forensic sense of the word—justify.

Bat it is unnecessary to adduce in detail the scriptural evi-
dence in support of the Protestant meaning of the word,—justify.
I may briefly advert, however, to the way in which Popish writers
have attempted to meet it. They do not deny that the word is

* Newman's Lectures on Justifica- t Ibid., p. 67.
tion, p. 70. 2d Edition. $ Ibid., p. 71.
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sometimes, nay often, taken in Scripture in a forensic sense. Its
meaning is too clearly and conclusively fixed by the context in
some passages, especially in those in which it is formally opposed
to the word condemn, to admit this position. But they usually
contend that this is not the only meaning which the word bears in
the Scriptures,—that there are cases in which it means to make
righteous,—and that, consequently, they are entitled to regard
this idea as contained in its full scriptural import. Now, it is to
be observed that the position which Protestants maintain upon this
subject is not, that in every passage where the word occurs there
exists evidence by which it can be proved from that passage alone,
taken by itself, that the word there is used in a forensic sense,
and cannot admit of any other. They concede that there are
passages where the word occurs in which there is nothing in the
passage itself, or in the context, to fix down its meaning to the
sense of counting righteous, in preference to making righteous.
Their position is this,—that there are many passages where it is
plain that it must be taken in a forensic sense, and cannot admit
of any other; and that there are none, or at least none in which
the justification of a sinner before God is formally and explicitly
spoken of, in which it can be proved that the forensic sense is
inadmissible or necessarily excluded, and that it must be taken in
the sense of making righteous. If these positions are true, then
the Protestant view of the Scripture meaning and import of jus-
tification is established ; for we are of course entitled to apply to
those passages in which the sense of the word is not fixed by that
particular passage, the meaning which it must bear in many
passages, and which cannot be shown to be certainly inadmissible
in any one. This being the true state of the argument, Romanists,
in order to make out their case, are bound to produce passages in
which it can be shown that the word cannot be taken in a forensic
sense, and must be regurded as meaning to make righteous. And
this, accordingly, they undertake ; usually, however, endeavour-
ing in the first place to involve the subject in obscurity, by trying
to show that there are various senses,—feur at least,—in which the
word justify is used in Scripture. The Romanists, of course, in
this discussion are fully entitled to choose their own ground, and
to sclect their own texts, in which they think they can prove that
the forensic sense is inadmissible or necessarily excluded, and that
of making righteous is required; while all that Protestants have
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to do is merely to prove that the Romanists have not succeeded in
conclusively establishing these positions.

The texts usually selected by Romanists for this purpose are
the following : *—¢ Moreover, whom He did predestinate, them
He also called ; and whom He called, them He also justified ; and
whom He justified, them He also glorified,”—where, as there
is no explicit mention of regeneration or sanctification in this
description of the leading steps of the process of the salvation of
sinners, it is contended that this must be comprehended in the
word justify, which seems to fill up the whole intermediate space
between calling and glorifying. Again:t+ “And such were some
of you : but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ve are justi-
fied in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our
God,”—where the general scope of the passage, and the position
of the word justified, it is alleged, show that at least it is not taken
in a forensic sense. Again,t the apostle speaks of the “renewing
of the Holy Ghost; which He shed on us abundantly through
Jesus Christ our Saviour; that, being justified by His grace, we
should be made heirs according to the hope of eternal life.”
Again :§ “He that is righteous, let him be righteous still,”—the
original of which in the “textus receptus,” as it is called, is xkal ¢
Slkaios Sikarwbiirer &ri.. Now, some Protestant writers have ad-
mitted that in these passages, or in some of them, the forensic use
of the word. 8ikatow can be disproved ; and Le Blanc, in the work
which I formerly referred to, || and described, has produced all the
concessions of this kind which he could discover, and has laboured
himself to prove that these concessions could not have been fairly
withheld, and cannot be refused without a very forced and unwar-
rantable construction of the, passages. Those Protestant divines
who have been disposed to admit that in these passages, or in some
of them, it can be shown that the word justify is not used in a
forensic sense, usually contend that it is quite sufficient, in order to
establish the Protestant doctrine, and to overthrow the Popish one,
about the meaning of justification, to show that the forensic sense
is that in which it is generally and ordinarily taken in Scripture,
and that it is taken in ¢hat sense, and in no other, in those passages

* Rom. viii. 30. || Theses 'Theologicss Sedanenses.
+1 Cor. vi. 11. De usu et acceptione vocis Justifi-
I Titus iii. 5, 6, 7. candi in Scripturis et Scholis, pp.
§ Rev. xxii. 11. 255-63.
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where the subject of the justification of a sinner before God is most
fully and formally set forth. There is force in this view of the mat-
ter; and if these positions can be established, as they certainly can,
this is sufficient to show that it is unwarrantable to introduce into
the scriptural description of what the justification of a sinner is, any
other idea than that of a change of state in relation to God and to
His law, even though one or two instances may occur in the Scrip-
tures in which the word is used in a somewhat wider and larger
sense. This consideratlon is sufficient to save Protestant commen-
tators from any very strong temptation to pervert these passages
from what may seem to be their true meaning, in order to wrest a
weapon out of the hands of an opponent ; and I use the word
temptation here, because it should never be forgotten that the
highest and most imperative duty of all honest investigators of
Christian truth, is just to ascertain the true and real meaning of
every portion of the inspired word of God. I cannot enter into a
minute and detailed examination of those passages, and will make
only one or two observations regarding them.

It will scarcely be disputed that, had these been the only pas-
sages in the New Testament where the word Justify occurred, the
presumption would have been against it being taken in a forensic
sense,—to describe a change of legal relation, the passing of a
sentence of acquittal. But, from the explanation we have given
of the conditions of the argument, it will be seen that much more
than this must be proved in regard to them, in order to their
being of any service to the Papists,—even that the forensic sense
is clearly and conclusively shut out. Now, I think it has been
satisfactorily proved that this cannot be effected, and that, on the
contrary, in regard to all the passages quoted,—except, perhaps, the
one which occurs in the twenty-second chapter of the Revelation,
—it can be shown, and without any violent and unwarrantable
straining of the statements, that the ordinary and usual sense of
the word in the New Testament is not clearly and necessarily
e.xcluded. In regard to the first of them,—that occurring in the
eighth of the Romans,—it is contended that we have no right
to assume, as the Popish argument does, that the apostle must
liecessarily have comprehended, in the description he gave, every
step in the process of a sinner's salvation, every one of the leadin
blessings which God bestows; that the train of thought which the
apostle was pursuing at the time,—or, what is in substance the




www.reformedontheweb.c

38 JUSTIFICATION. [Crar. XXI.

same thing, the context and scope of the passage,—did not require
this, as Calvin has shown in his commentary upon it; and that
even if we were to assume,—what, however, is not necessary, and
is therefore, from the conditions of the argument, unwarrantable,—
that all the leading blessings of salvation must have been directly
or by implication adverted to, we are under no more necessity
of supposing that regeneration, by which men are made righteous,
must be included under justification, than under vocation or
glorification.

There is no serious difficulty in the passage quoted from the
sixth of First Corinthians. J ustify cannot here mean to make
righteous,—i.e., it cannot be identical with, .or comprehensive of,
regeneration and sanctification ; for it is distinguished from them,
while they are expressly mentioned. And as to the allegation that
it cannot be here understood in a forensic sense, because it is in-
troduced after ¢ washed and sanctified,” and is ascribed to the
operation of the Holy Spirit, it is answered, that the inspired
writers do not always, in other cases, restrict themselves to what
may be called the natural order of time,—that the apostle’s train
of thought in the preceding context naturally led him to give
prominence and precedency to washing and sanctification ; while
he was also naturally led on, in magnifying their deliverance and
in enforcing their obligations, to introduce, as completing the
description of what had been done for them, their justification, or
deliverance from guilt and condemnation ; and that justification as
well as sanctification may be, and is, ascribed to the Holy Spirit
as well as to Christ, since it is He who works faith in them and
thereby unites them to Christ, which union is the origin and the
ground of all the blessings they enjoy.

The argument which the Romanists found on the third
chapter of Titus amounts in substance to this: that the statement
seems to imply that men are renewed by the Holy Ghost, in order
that they may be justified by grace; but it has been proved,
first, that neither the connection of the particular clauses of the
sentence, nor the general scope of the passage, requires us to ad-
mit that the apostle intended to convey this idea; and, secondly,
that, independently of all questions as to the exact philological
meaning of the word justify, this doctrine is inconsistent with the
plain teaching of the word of God in regard to the whole subject.
I think it has been established, by such considerations as these,
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that in none of these three passages is there any necessity for
regarding the word—justify—as meaning or including to make
righteous, or for departing in the interpretation of them from its
ordinary forensic sense.

The only one remaining, is that in the twenty-second chapter
of Revelation, “ He that is righteous, let him be righteous still.”
Now there does seem to be greater difficulty about this one; for
the only senses which, in accordance with the context, and without
considerable straining, the word SixaiwbnTew seems here to admit,
are either, “ Let him be made righteous,”—i.e., more righteous,—
or,  Let him do righteousness,”—i.e., more righteousness. But, by
a remarkable coincidence, it so happens that there is good and con-
clusive ground, on the soundest and most universally recognised
principles of eriticism, for believing that the reading in the “ textus
receptus” is erroneous ; that the word Sikalow was not here used by
the apostle ; that Sucaiwbire ought to be removed from the text,
and the words Sikacocvryy mooat, literally expressing the second
of the two meanings above mentioned, as apparently required by
the context, substituted in its room. Griesbach, Scholz, Lach-
mann, and Tischendorf,—i.e., all the most recent and most eminent
investigators into the sacred text,—have done this without any
hesitation ; and the purely critical grounds on which this change’is
based, have commended themselves to the minds of all competent
judges. I cannot prosecute this subject further; but what appear
to me to be satisfactory discussions of these texts, as adduced by Le
Blanc and the Romanists, may be found in Dr Owen’s great work
on Justification,* in Witsius’ (Economy of the Covenants,t and De
Moor’s Commentary on Marckius.t Witsius, in reference to the
concessions which some Protestant divines had made to Romanists
about the meaning of the word justify in some of these passages,
says: “ Et sane non exagitanda hac maximorum virorum ingenuitas
est, qui licet tantum adversariis dederint, feliciter tamen de iis in
summé rei triumpharunt. Verum enimvero nos rationes suffici-
entes non videmus, que ipsos tam liberales esse coegerint. Nulla
Vis allegatis inferretur locis, si ibi quoque justificandi verbum,
sensu, qui Paulo ordinarius est, acciperetur ; neque minus com-
mode omnia tunc fluere videntur.” §

* C. iv. § Wits., (Econom. Feed., Lib. iii.,
1 Lib. iii., c. viii. cap. viii., sec. vii.
C. xxiv., tom. iv.
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The word justify, then, in its scriptural use, means to reckon,
or pronounce, or declare righteous, or to resolve on treating as
righteous; and the justification of a sinner, therefore, is descrip-
tive of a change effected by an act of God, not upon his moral
character, but upon his state or condition in relation to the law
under which he was placed, and to God, the author and the
guardian of that law,—a change whereby he who is the object of
it ceases to be held or reckoned and treated as guilty, and liable
to punishment,—has a sentence of acquittal and approbation pro-
nounced upon him,—is forgiven all his past offences, and is ad-
mitted into the enjoyment of God’s favour and friendship. ~God
has, indeed,—as is clearly set forth in His word, and as the Re-
formers fully admitted,—made complete and effectual provision
that every sinner whom He pardons and accepts shall also be
born again, and renewed in the whole man after His own image;
but He does not describe to us this change upon men’s moral
character by the name of justification. He assigns to this other
equally indispensable change a different name or designation ;
and although,—according to the fundamental principles of the
scheme which He has devised for the salvation of sinners, which
He has fully revealed to us in His word, and which He is execut-
ing by His Spirit and in His providence,—there has been estab-
lished and secured an invariable connection in fact between
these two great blessings which He bestows,—these two great
changes which He effects,—yet, by the representations which He
has given us of them in His word, He has imposed upon us an
obligation to distinguish between them, to beware of confounding
them, and to investigate distinctly and separately all that we find
revealed regarding them in the sacred Scriptures. If this be so,
the first and most obvious inference to be deduced from it is, that
the Council of Trent and the Church of Rome have erred, have
corrupted and perverted the truth of God, in defining justification
to be not only the remission of sin, but also the renovation of the
inner man; and thus confounding it with, or unwarrantably ex-
tending it so as to include, regeneration and sanctification, or the
infusion of an inherent personal righteousness. Every error in
the things of God is sinful and dangerous, and tends to extend
and propagate itself; and while thus darkening men’s under-
standings, it tends also to endanger, or to affect injuriously, their
spiritual welfare. An error as to the scriptural meaning and
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import of justification,—and especially an error which thus con-
founds, or mixes up together, the two great blessings of the gospel,
—must tend to introduce obscurity and confusion into men’s whole
conceptions of the method of salvation.

It is true that even Augustine, notwithstanding all his pro-
found knowledge of divine truth, and the invaluable services
which he was made the instrument of rendering to the cause of
sound doctrine and of pure Christian theology, does not se¢m to
have ever attained to distinct apprehensions of the forensic mean-
ing of justification, and usually speaks of it as including or com-
prehending regeneration; and this was probably owing, in some
measure, to his want of familiarity with the Greek language, to his
reading the New Testament in Latin, and being thus somewhat
led astray by the etymological meaning of the word justification.
The subject of justification, in the scriptural and Protestant sense
of it, had not been discussed in the church, or occupied much of
its attention, since the time of the Apostle Paul. The whole
tendency of the course of sentiment which had prevailed in the
church from the apostolic age to that of Augustine, was to lead
men to throw the doctrine of justification into the background,
and to regard it as of inferior importance. ~When Pelagius, and
his immediate followers, assailed the doctrines of grace, it was ex-
clusively in the way of ascribing to men themselves the power or
capacity to do God’s will and to obey His law, and to effect
whatever changes might be necessary in order to enable them to
accomplish this. And to this point, accordingly, the attention of
Augustine was chiefly directed; while the subject of justification
remained in a great measure neglected. But from the general
scfundness of his views and feelings in regard to divine things, and
his profound sense of the necessity of referring everything bearing
upon the salvation of sinners to the grace of God and the work of
phrist, his defective and erroneous views about the meaning and
mport of the word justification did not exert so injurious an in-
fluence as might have been expected, either upon his theological
system or upon his character; and assumed practically very much
the aspect of a mere philological blunder, or of an error in phrase-
ology, rather than in real sentiment or conviction. And Calvin,
!u:(:'ordingly, refers to it in the following terms: “Ac ne Augustini
quidem sententia vel saltem loquendi ratio per omnia recipienda
est.. Tametsi enim egregie hominem omni justitice laude spoliat, ac
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totam Dei gratie transcribit: gratiam tamen ad sanctificationem
refert, qud in vite novitatem per Spiritum regeneramur.”* The
whole tendency on the part of the great body of the church for
about a thousand years after Augustine, notwithstanding all the
respect that was professedly entertained for him, was to throw all
that was sacred and scriptural in his system of doctrine into the
background, and to bring all that was defective and erroneous in
his opinions into prominence and influence ; and hence there is this
singular aspect presented by the decrees of the Council of Trent,
that while it might probably be difficult to prove that they con-
tain much, if anything, which formally, and in terminis, contradicts
any of the leading doctrines of Augustine, they yet exhibit to us a
system of theology which, in its whole bearing, spirit, and tendency,
is opposed to that which pervaded the mind and the writings of
that great man, and which much more nearly approximates in these
respects to that of his opponents in the Pelagian controversy.

But while this much may be justly said in defence of by far
the greatest and most useful man whom God gave to the church
from the apostolic age till the Reformation, it should not be for-
gotten that his defective and erroneous views upon the subject of
justification were at once the effect and the cause of the attention
of the church being withdrawn, through the artifices of Satan,
from a careful study of what Scripture teaches as to the nature
and necessity of forgiveness and acceptance, and the way and
manner in which men individually receive and become possessed
of them; and of men being thus led to form most inadequate
impressions of what is implied in their being all guilty and under
the curse of the law as transgressors, and of the indispensable
necessity of their being washed from their sins in the blood of
Christ. The natural tendency of men is to consider the guilt
incurred by the violation of God's law as a trivial matter, which
may be adjusted without any great difficulty ; and this tendency is
strengthened by vague and erroneous impressions about the cha-
racter of Gtod, and the principles that regulate His government
of the world. And where something about Christianity is known,

* Caly. Inst., Lib. iii., c. xi., sec. | all the words that are in italics, and
15. Bellarmine, in quoting this pas- | gives the first and the last clauses as
sage, as a concession of Calvin, that | the whole passage. De Justificat. Lib.
all the fathers, even "Angustine, were | ii., cap. viii.
opposed to him on this point, omits
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this universal and most dangerous tendency appears in the form of
leading men to cherish, and to act upon, a vague impression that,
because Christ came into the world to save us from our sins, men
need have no great anxiety about any guilt that may attach to them,
even while they have not a single distinct and definite conception
about the way in which Christ’s mediatorial work bears upon the
deliverance and salvation of the human race, or of the way in which
men individually become possessed of forgiveness and acceptance.

I have no doubt that it is to be regarded as an indication and
result of this state of mind and feeling, that there has been so strong
and general a tendency to extend, beyond what Scripture warrants,
the meaning of justification, and to mix it up with regeneration and
sanctification. Romish writers, in defending the doctrine of their
church upon this subject, sometimes talk as if they thought that
deliverance from guilt and condemnation,—mere forgiveness and
acceptance,—were scarcely important enough to exhaust the mean-
ing of the scriptural statements about justification, or to be held up
as constituting a great and distinct blessing, which ought to be by
itself a subject of diligent investigation to the understanding, and
of deep anxiety to the heart. All false conceptions of the system
of Christian doctrine assume, or are based upon, inadequate and
erroneous views and impressions of the nature and effects of the
fall,—of the sinfulness of the state into which man fell; produc-
ing, of course, equally inadequate and erroneous views and im-
Pressions of the difficulty of effecting their deliverance, and of the
magnitude, value, and efficacy of the provision made for accom-
plishing it. Forgiveness and regeneration, even when admitted
to be in some sense necessary, are represented as comparatively
tl:ivial matters, which may be easily procured or effected,—the pre-
Cise grounds of which need not be very carefully or anxiously
Investigated, since there is no difficulty in regarding them as, in a
Mmanner, the natural results of the mercy of God, or, as is often
added, though without any definite meaning being attached to it,
of the work of Christ. This appears most fully and palpably in the
Socinian system, which is just a plain denial of all that is most
peculiar and important in the Christian revelation, and in the
scheme there unfolded for the salvation of sinners. But it appears
to a considerable extent also in the Popish system, where, though
the bearing of the vicarious work of Christ upon the forgiveness
and renovation of men is not denied, it is thrown very much into
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the background, and left in a state of great indefiniteness and
obscurity ; and in which the importance of forgiveness and ad-
mission into God’s favour, as a great and indispensable blessing,
is overlooked and underrated, by being mixed up with renovation
and sanctification,—men’s thoughts being thus withdrawn from
the due contemplation of the great truth that they need forgive-
ness and acceptance, and from the investigation, under a due
sense of responsibility, of the way and manner in which they are
to receive or obtain it.

There are few things more important, either with reference to
the production of a right state of mind and feeling in regard to our
religious interests, or to the formation of a right system of theology,
than that men should be duly impressed with the conviction that
they are by nature guilty, subject to the curse of a broken law, con-
demned by a sentence of Glod, and standing as already condemned
criminals at this tribunal, If this be indeed the real condition of
men by nature, it is of the last importance, both as to the formation
of their opinions and the regulation of their feelings and conduct,
that they should be aware of it; and that they should realize dis-
tinctly and definitely all that is involved in it. When this is under-
stood and realized, men can scarcely fail to be impressed with the
conviction, that the first and most essential thing in order to their
deliverance and welfare is, that this sentence which hangs over them
be cancelled, and that a sentence of an opposite import be either
formally or virtually pronounced upon them,—a sentence whereby
God forgives their sins and admits them into the enjoyment of
His favour, or in which He intimates His purpose and intention
no longer to hold them liable for their transgressions, or to treat
them as transgressors, but to regard and treat them as if they had
not transgressed ; and not only to abstain from punishing them,
but to admit them into the enjoyment of His favour. The passing
of such an act, or the pronouncing of such a sentence, on God’s
part, is evidently the first and most indispensable thing for men'’s
deliverance and welfare. Men can be expected to form a right
estimate of the grounds on which such an act can be passed,—such
a change can be effected upon their condition and prospects,—only
when they begin with realizing their actual state by nature, as
guilty and condemned criminals, standing at God's tribunal, and
utterly unable to render any satisfaction for their offences, or to
merit anything whatever at God’s hand.
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Sec. III.—Imputation of Christ's Righteousness.

Whatever meaning might be attached to the word justification
in Scripture, and even though it could be proved that, as used
there, it comprehended or described both a change in men’s state
and in men’s character, it would still be an important question,
deserving of a separate and very careful investigation, What are
the grounds or reasons on account of which God forgives any
man’s sins, and admits him into the enjoyment of His favour ?
And it would still be an imperative duty, incumbent upon all men,
to examine with the utmost care into everything which Scripture
contains, fitted to throw any light upon this infinitely important
subject. Now, I have already shown that, while-the Council of
Trent ascribes, in general, the forgiveness and acceptance of sin-
ners to the vicarious work of Christ as its meritorious cause, in the
first place it gives no explanation of the way and manner in which
the work of Christ bears upon the accomplishment of this result
in the case of individuals ; and then, in the second place, it repre-
sents the only formal cause of our forgiveness to be an inherent
personal righteousness, infused into men by God’s Spirit,—thus
teaching that that to which God has a respect orregard in passing
an act of forgiveness in the case of any individual, is a personal
righteousness, previously bestowed upon him, and wrought in
him ; while the only place or share assigned, or rather left, to the
work of Christ in the matter, is to merit, procure, or purchase the
grace, or gracious exercise of power, by which this inherent per-
sonal righteousness is infused.

The Reformers and the Reformed confessions, on the other
hand, asserted that that to which God has dirdctly and imme-
diately a respect in forgiving any man’s sius, or that which is the
proper cause or ground of the act of forgiveness and acceptance,
is not an inherent personal righteousness infused into him, but the
righteousness of Christ imputed to him. By the righteousness of
Christ, the Reformers understood the whole vicarious work of
Christ, including both His sufferirigs as satisfactory to the divine
justice and law, which required that men’s sins should be punished,
and His whole obedience to the law, as meritorious of the life that
was promised to obedience ; the former being usunally called by
later divines, when these subjects came to be discussed with
greater minuteness and detail, His passive, and the latter His active,
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righteousness. By this righteousness being imputed to any man,
they meant that it was reckoned to him, or put down to his
account, so that God, from a regard to it thus imputed, virtually
agreed or resolved to deal with him, or to treat him, as if he
himself had suffered what Christ suffered, and had done what
Christ did; and had thus fully satisfied for his offences, and fully
earned the rewards promised to perfect obedience. The Reformers
taught that, when God pardoned and accepted any sinner, the
ground or basis of the divine act,—that to which God had directly
and immediately a respect or regard in performing it, or in pass-
ing a virtual sentence cancelling that man’s sins, and admitting
him into the enjoyment of His favour,—was this, that the right-
eousness of Christ was his, through his union to Christ ; that being
his in this way, it was in consequence imputed to him, or put
down to his account, just as if it were truly and properly his own;
and that this righteousness, being in itself fully satisfactory and
meritorious, formed an adequate ground on which his sins might
be forgiven and his person accepted. Now, the Papists deny
that, in this sense, the righteousness of Christ, as satisfactory and
meritorious, is imputed to men as the ground or basis of God’s act
in forgiving and accepting them ; and set up in opposition to it, as
occupying this place, and serving this purpose, an inherent per-
sonal righteousness infused into them. And in this way the state
of the question, as usually discussed between Protestamt and
Romish writers, is, as we formerly explained and proved, clearly
defined and marked out, although the decisions of the Council of
Trent upon this subject are involved in some obscurity.

The main grounds on which the Reformers contended that
the righteousness of Christ, imputed to a man, or given to him in
virtue of his union to Christ, and then held and reckoned as his,
was that to which God had respect in forgiving him, and admit-
ting him to the enjoyment of His favour, were these : First, that,
according to the general principles indicated in the sacred Scrip-
tures as regulating God's dealings with fallen man, a full satisfac-
tion and a perfect righteousness were necessary as the ground or
basis of an act of forgiveness and acceptance; and that there is no
adequate satisfaction and no perfect righteousness which can avail
for this result excep: the sacrifice and righteousness of Christ;
and, secondly, that the statements contained in Scripture as to the
place which Christ and His vicarious work, including His obedience
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as well as His sufferings, hold in their bearing upon the forgiveness
and acceptance of sinners, necessarily imply this doctrine ; and
that, indeed, the substance of these statements cannot be correctly,
fully, and definitely brought out, or embodied in distinct and ex-
plicit propositions, except just by asserting that Christ’s righteous-
ness is given and imputed to men, and is thus the ground or basis
on which God’s act in forgiving and accepting them rests.

It is manifest that the doctrine of Christ being the surety and
substitute of sinners, and performing in that capacity a vicarious
work, implies that it was necessary that something should be suf-
fered and done by Him which might stand in the room and stead
of what should have been suffered and done by them ; and that
in this way they, for whose salvation it was designed, have the
benefit of what He suffered and did in their room imparted to
them. This, accordingly, is admitted to be in substance what the
Scripture states as to the ground or basis of jforgiveness by all,
even Arminians, who admit a proper vicarious atonement or satis-
faction ; and they thus admit, though some of them make great
difficulties about the language or phraseology, the whole substance
of what is contended for under the name of the imputation of our
sins to Christ as the ground of His sufferings, and of the imputa-
tion of Christ’s sufferings to us as the ground or basis of our
pardon. Now, the Reformers, and Calvinistic divines in general,
have extended the same general principle to merit and acceptance,
which is admitted by all but Socinians to apply to the two other
correlatives, viz., satisfaction and forgiveness. The proper grounds
on which a criminal, who had violated a law, and had had a sen-
tence of condemnation pronounced upon him, is exempted from
liability to punishment, are either his having already endured in
his own person the full punishment appointed, or his having im-
puted to him, and so getting the benefit of, a full satisfaction made
by another in his room ; for I assume, at present, the necessity of
a satisfaction or atonement,—a principle which, of course, pre-
cludes any other supposition than the two now stated. But a man
n!ight, on one or other of these two grounds, be pardoned or for-
given, so as to be no longer liable to any further punishment,
while yet there was no ground or reason whatever why he should
be admitted into the favour or friendship of the judge or law-
g_iver,-—receive from him any token of kindness, or be placed by
him in a position of honour and comfort. We find, however, in
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Scripture, that, in the case of all justified men, these two things are,
in point of fact, invariably and inseparably combined ; and that
when God justifies a man, He not only pardons all his sins, but
admits him into the enjoyment of His favour, and virtually pro-
nounces upon him a sentence whereby He gives him a right or
title to happiness and heaven, and to everything necessary for
the full and permanent enjoyment of them.

The two things, however, though invariably combined, in fact,
in the gospel method of salvation, and in all on whom it takes
practical effect, are quite distinct in themselves, and easily separ-
able in idea ; nay, they are so entirely distinct in their own nature,
that we cannot but conceive that each must have its own suitable
and appropriate ground to rest upon. As the proper ground of
an act of foregivness or of immunity from further punishment,
extended to a condemned criminal, in a case where there are
principles that preclude a mere discretionary pardon by a sove-
reign act of clemency, must be the endurance of the penalty
prescribed, either personal or by a vicarious satisfaction, so the
proper ground of a sentence of approbation and reward must,
from the nature of the case, be obedience to the law, personal or
vicarious, i.c., imputed. If a regard to the honour of the law
demanded, in the case of sinners, that there should be satisfaction
as the ground of forgiveness, because it had threatened transgres-
sion with death, so it equally demanded that there should be
perfect obedience as the ground or basis of admission to life.
Perfect obedience to the law,—or, what is virtually the same thing,
merit the result of perfect obedience,—seems just as necessary as
the ground or basis of a virtual sentence of approbation and
reward, as satisfaction is as the ground or basis of a sentence of
forgiveness and immunity from further punishment. And as
there is no perfect righteousness in men themselves to be the
ground or basis of their being accepted or admitted to favour
and happiness,—as they can no more render perfect obedience
than they can satisfy for their sins,—Christ's perfect obedience
must become theirs, and be made available for their benefit, as
well as His suffering,—His merit as well as His satisfaction.

Papists unites with Arminians in denying the necessity of a
perfect righteousness, as the ground or basis of God’s act in
accepting men’s persons, and giving them a right and title to
heaven ; and in maintaining that all that is implied in the justifi-
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cation of a sinner, so far as it is descriptive of a mere change of
state, consists only in forgiveness, based upon Christ's vicarious
sufferings or penal satisfaction. The Arminians hold the doc-
trine of the imputation of faith for, or instead of, righteousness
or perfect obedience ; and the chief scriptural ground on which
they defend this doctrine is the statement of the apostle,* that “faith
is counted or reckoned for righteousness,” —miocTis Noyilerar eis
SucatoaUvny. Their interpretation of this statement certainly could
not be easily rejected, if the preposition eis could be shown to con-
vey anything like the idea of substitution, as the word for, by which
it is rendered in our version, often does. But no such idea can be
legitimately extracted from it. The prepositions used in Scrip-
ture in reference to Christ’s vicarious atonement or satisfaction in
our room and stead, for us,—for our sins,—are, avr¢ and vmep, and
never eis, which means towards, in order to, with a view to,—ideas
which, in some connections, may be correctly enough expressed by
the English word for, but which cannot convey the idea of substitu-
tion. Faithbeing counted eis Sikatoaivny, means merely,—and can-
not, according to the established usus loguendi, mean anything else
than,—faith being counted in order to righteousness, or with a view
to justification ; so that this statement of the apostle does not directly
inform us how, or in what way, it is that the imputation of faith
bears upon the result of justification,—this we must learn from
other scriptural statements,—and most certainly does not indicate
that it bears upon this result by being, or by being regarded and
accepted as, a substitute for righteousness or perfect obedience.
The Arminians commonly teach that faith,—and the sincere
though imperfect obedience, or personal righteousness, as they
call it, which faith produces,—is counted or accepted by God as if
it were perfect obedience, and in this way avails to our justifica-
tion, and more especially, of course, from the nature of the case,
to our acceptance and title to heaven. Now, with respect to this
doctrine, I think it is no very difficult matter to show,—though
I cannot at present enter upon the proof,—first, that it is not
supported by any scriptural evidence; secondly, that it has been
devised as an interpretation of certain scriptural statements which
have some appearance of countenancing it,—an interpretation

* Rom. iv. §, 9.
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that might supersede the common Calvinistic explanation of
them, and might not contradict the gencral Arminian doctrine
upon the subject of justification; and, thirdly, that it implies
a virtual admission, or indicates a sort of lurking consciousness,
of the scriptural truth of some general principles which really
establish the Calvinistic, and overturn the Arminian, doctrine on
the subject of justification,—viz., a distinction, in nature and
ground, between forgiveness and acceptance; and the necessity,
after all, of a perfect righteousness, actual or by imputation, as the
ground or cause of acceptance and admission into the enjoyment
of God's favour. These two important principles the Arminians
formally and explicitly deny, and the denial of them constitutes
the main ground of controversy between them and the Calvinists
in this whole question. And yet their doctrine of the imputation
of faith for, or instead of, righteousness, implies something tanta-
mount to a virtual admission of both. They do not allege that
this imputation of faith for righteousness is the ground of the
pardon of our sins, for that they admit to be the vicarious suffer-
ings of Christ. If it bears, therefore, upon our justification at all,
it can be only, from the nature of the case, upon our acceptance
and admission into God’s favour; and if faith, and the imperfect
obedience which follows from it, is regarded and accepted in the
way of imputation instead of righteousness, this can be only
because a higher and more perfect righteousness than is, in fact,
found in men, is in some way or other mecessary,—needful to be
brought in,—in the adjustment of this matter, with a view to men’s
eternal welfare. But though all this can be shown to be fairly im-
plied in their doctrine of the imputation of faith instead of right-
eousness, they continue explicitly to deny the necessity of a real or
actual perfect righteousness as the ground or basis of acceptance and
a title to heaven, lest the admission of this should constrain them
to adopt the doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness.
Papists have another way of making this argument about the
necessity of a perfect righteousness, in the use of which the Ar-
minians have not. ventured to follow them, and which even the
Socinians hesitate to adopt. It is by asserting that, even if it be
conceded that a perfect righteousness is necessary, there is no
occasion to have recourse to Christ’s righteousness ; for that men’s
own inherent personal righteousness is, or may be, perfect. Bel-
larmine distinctly lays down and maintains this doctrine, in

sec. III.]  IMPUTATION OF CHRIST'S RIGHTEOUSNESS. 51

opposition to the common Protestant argument for the necessity
of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness, from there being no
other that is perfect. He says that our inherent righteousness
consists chiefly in faith, hope, and love, which Papists commonly
call the theological virtues; he then proceeds to prove from Serip-
ture that all these virtues may be perfect in men in this life, and
thus constitute them perfectly righteous. His argument, indeed,
plainly requires him to prove that these virtues are actually, and
in point of fact, perfect in man in this life. This, however, he
scarcely ventures to attempt, and merely labours to prove from
Scripture that they may be perfect, or that perfection in them
may possibly be attained ; and after having established this to his
own satisfaction,* he triumphantly concludes, “ Quod si fidem,
spem, et caritatem, ac per hoc justitiam inherentem, perfectam
habere possumus, frustra laborant heretici in asserenda imputa-

tione justiti, quasi alioqui nullo modo simpliciter, et absoluteé

justi esse possimus.”t The employment of such an argnment as
this brings out very clearly,—more so than their cautious and
guarded general statements,—the real doctrine of the Church of
Rome in regard to the ground of a sinner’s justification ; while,
at the same time, from its manifest contrariety to the plainest
scriptural declarations, it is not necessary to enlarge in refuting it.

It must, however, be acknowledged that the great direct and
proper proof of the Protestant doctrine of the righteousness of
Christ, given and imputed, being that to which God has a respect
or regard in justifying a sinner, is the second position which we
laid down,—viz., that the scriptural statements about Christ as
the only Saviour of sinners, and about the bearing of His suffer-
ings and obedience upon their deliverance and salvation, imply
this, and indeed can be embodied in distinct and definite proposi-
tions only by asserting this doctrine. As the Scriptures indicate
that a perfect righteousness is necessary, as the ground or basis of
our acceptance and admission to a right to life, as well as a full
satisfaction as the ground or basis of our forgiveness or exemption
from punishment, so they set before us such a perfect righteous-
ness as available for us, and actually benefiting us, in the obedience
which Christ, as our surety, rendered to all the requirements of

* Davenant. Pralectiones de Justitia t Bellarm., De Justificat., Lib. ii.,
Habituali et Actuali, c. 24, pp. 825- | c. vii.
329; Allport’stranslation, vol.i., p.181.
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the law. The apostle assures us® that  God sent forth His Son,
made of a woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were
under the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons;” where
our translation unwarrantably, by changing the construction,—
giving in the one case “ to redeem,” and in the other, “ that we
might receive,” while both are expressed in the original by the same
word fva,—conceals the fact that the apostle plainly declared that
Christ was made under the law, and of course complied with all
its requirements, both as demanding punishment, and as imposing
perfect obedience, in order thereby to effect two distinct objects,—
viz., that He might deliver us from its curse, and that He might
invest us with the privileges of soms.t It makes no material
difference whether we suppose that both the clauses introduced
with #a hold directly of, or are immediately connected in gramma-
tical regimen with, Christ’s being made under the law,—or that the
latter clause, “ might receive,” holds directly of the preceding one,
—viz., that % He might redeem us;”—for there is nothing incon-
sistent with the teaching of the Scripture, in regarding the blessing
of forgiveness as being in some sense, in the order of nature, though
ot of time, antecedent and preparatory to that of acceptance, or
the bestowal of a right to life and all the privileges of sonship.
The Scriptures represent the deliverance and salvation of men,
and all the blessings which these require or imply, as traceable not
only to Christ’s safferings and death,—i.e., to His penal satisfaction,
—bat generally to Christ, and to His whole work as our surety;
while they also represent all that He did in our nature upon earth
as vicarious,—as performed in the capacity of a surety or substi-
tute, acting in the room and stead of others. They also more
directly represent Him as our righteousness,—as made of God
unto us righteousness,—and as making many righteous by His
obedience ; statements which, in their fair and natural import,
imply that His obedience, as well as His sufferings, bear directly
and immediately upon our reception into the enjoyment of the
divine favour, and our participation in the blessings of redemption.
And if His whole obedience to the law thus bears directly and
immediately upon our enjoyment of the blessings of salvation, it

* Gal. iv. 4, 5. S0 véuor iEayopaan, va T4y viobwiar

+ The original is, ** ifewéorener ¢ | dxordfBupsr.” Walel Loci Communes,
10 tov Yiov airob, yevdumor ix | * De Satisfactione,” Opera, tom. i., p.
yureinds, wevipsvor 5x6 vopor  Ivarovg | 398. Lugd. Bat. 1647.

Sec. IIL.]  IMPUTATION OF CHRIST'S RIGHTEOQUSNESS. 53

can be only by its being held or reckoned as performed in our
room,—Dby its being imputed to us, or put down to our account, so
as thereby actually to avail for our benefit. ’
We can form no distinct or definite conception either of the
satisfaction or the meritorious obedience of Christ, acting or
operating directly upon our forgiveness and acceptance with God
except in this way. We must bring to bear upon them the Scrip:
ture ideas both of substitution and imputation ; and when we do
so, we can form an intelligible and distinct conception of that
whi.ch the scriptural statements upon the subject seem so plainly
to indicate; while, without the introduction and application of
these scriptural ideas of substitution and imputation, the whole sub-
ject is dark, obscure, and impalpable. We can give no distinct or
intelligible statement or explanation of how either the satisfaction
or tl}e meritorious obedience of Christ bear upon, and affect, the
forgiveness and the acceptance of sinners, except by saying that they
were rendered in the room and stead of men, and that they are
applied to, and made available for, those in whose room they were
rendered, by being made over to them, and put down to their
account, so that they in consequence are regarded and treated as if
tl}ey had endured and done them themselves. This is what is ob-
viously suggested by the general tenor of Scripture language upon
the: subject ; and it is only in this way that we can clearly and de-
finitely express the substance of what an examination of Scripture
statements forces upon our minds as the actual reality of the casg.
I.lomanists, accordingly, while professedly arguing against
t!le imputation of Christ’s righteousness for the justification of
sinners, have felt themselves constrained to make concessions
whic.h involve the whole substance of what Protestants conten(i
for in this matter. Bellarmine, speaking of the views of the Re-
formers upon this subject, says, in an often quoted passage,* ¢ Si
solum vellent, nobis imputari Christi merita, quia nobis donata
sunt, et possumus ea Deo Patri offerre pro peccatis nostris, quo-
mam Christus suscepit super se onus satisfaciendi pro nobis,
nosque Deo Patri reconciliandi, recta esset eorum sententia.”
:&nd Protestant divines have usually answered by saying, they
Just mean this, and nothing more than this, when they contend
that Christ’s satisfactory sufferings and meritorious obedience are

* Bellarm., De Justificat., Lib. ii., c. vii.




www.reformedontheweb.c

54 JUSTIFICATION. [Cuar. XXI.

imputed to men for their justification,—viz., that the merits of
Christ are given to them, and that they, as it were, present them
to the Father as the ground of their forgiveness and acceptance.
And all that they ask of the Romanists is, that, in place of evading
this concession, as Bellarmine does, by attempting to involve the
subject in obscurity by the help of the scholastic distinction of a
formal cause, they would just form a clear and definite conception
of what the statement means, and honestly apply it to the matterin
hand. If it be admitted that the meritorious obedience of Churist
is given to us, and may be presented or offered by us, to the Father,
and if men would attempt to realize what this means, they could
not fail to see that they are bound, in consistency, to hold that it was
rendered in our room and stead,—that it is, in consequence, freely
bestowed upon us,—and, being on this ground held or reckoned
as ours, becomes thus the basis on which God communicates to
us all the blessings which Christ, by His meritorious obedience,
purchased for us, and which are necessary for our eternal happiness.

It is proper to mention that there have been some, though
few, Calvinistic divines, who have rejected the distinction between
forgiveness and acceptance, and between the passive and the
active righteousness of Christ, as not being in their judgment
sufficiently established by Scripture, and have appealed to the
authority of Calvin, without any sufficient warrant, as-sanction-
ing this opinion.* The Calvinistic divines who have most dis-
tinguished themselves by deviating from the orthodox doctrine
upon this subject, are Piscator and Wendelinus, who both be-
longed to the German Reformed Church, the former of whom
flourished about the beginning, and the latter about the middle, of
the seventeenth century; while, on the other hand, it is interest-
ing to notice that, until all sound doctrine was destroyed in the
Lutheran Church by the prevalence of Rationalism, these dis-
tinctions were strenuously maintained by the most eminent
Lutheran divines. The general considerations on which Piscator
and Wendelinus basedt their opinion are of no force, except upon

* The Reformers and Theology of | Ecclesiasticee et Theologicee,” p. 121,
the Reformation, pp. 402, etc. (Edrs.). | 8d edition. Wendelinus, Christ. Theol.

t Piscator's letter to the French | System., Lib. i, c¢. xxv., Thes. vii.
clergy, in defence of his views on this | Vide also Whitby’s Commentary on
subject, is given in the *Prmestan- | the New Testament, at the end of
tiam ac eruditorum virorum Epistolse | 1 Corinthians.
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the assumption of principles which would overturn altogether
the scriptural doctrines of substitution and imputation. The
whole question upon the subject resolves into this, Whether we
have sufficiently clear indications of the distinction in Scripture,—
a question in the discussion of which it has been shown that the
Scripture evidence is sufficient, and that the opponents of the dis-

' tinction demand a measure of evidence in point of amount, and

of directness or explicitness, that is quite unreasonable. At the
same time, many eminent divines have been of opinion that the
controversies which have been carried on, on this subject, have led
some of the defenders of the truth to give a prominence and an
importance to this distinction beyond what Scripture warrants,
and scarcely in keeping with the general scope and spirit of its
statements. There is no trace of this tendency to excess in the
admirably cautious and accurate declarations of our Confession
of Faith; and the danger of yielding to it, and, at the same time,
the importance of maintaining the whole truth upon the point as
sanctioned by Scripture, are very clearly and ably enforced by
Turretine.*

Papists, and other opponents of the truth upon this subject,
usually represent an imputed righteousness as if it were a putative,
fictitious, or imaginary righteousness. But this representation
has no foundation in anything that was held by the Reformers,
or that can be shown to be involved in, or deducible from, their
doctrine. The righteousness of Christ, including the whole of
His perfect and meritorious obedience to the law, as well as His
suffering, was a great and infinitely important reality. It was
intended to effect and secure the salvation of all those whom God
had chosen in Christ before the foundation of the world. 1t is
in due time, and in accordance with the arrangements which God
in His infinite wisdom has laid down, bestowed upon each of them,
through his union to Christ by faith, not in any mere fiction of law,
but in actual deed; and being thus really, and not merely puta-
tively or by a fiction, bestowed upon them, it is, of course, held
or reckoned as theirs, and thus becomes the ground—the full and

* Turret., De Officio Christi Media- ( 959—77. Gerhard. Loci Communes,
torio, Loc. xiv., Q. xiii., secs. xi. xii. | Loc. xvii., c. ii., secs. lvii.-Ixiv., in
For a full discussion of this topic, see | Cotta’s edition, tom. vii., pp. 61-72;
De Moor Comment. in Marck. Com- | folio, tom. iii., pp. 485-95.
pend. cap. xx., sec. Xvii., tom. iii., pp.
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adequate ground—on which God further bestows upon t}}em tl.1e
forgiveness of all their sins, and a right to the heavenly mherlt:-
ance, and to all the privileges of sonship; so that they feel it
ever thereafter to be at once their duty and their privilege, on
the ground of clear and definite conceptions of what Christ has
purchased and merited for them, to ascribe all that they are, an.d
have, and hope for, to Him who not only washed them from t.helr
sins in His own blood, but has also made them kings and priests
unto God and His Father.

Sec. IV.—Justification by Faith alone.

The justification of sinners,—i.e., the actual forgiveness of
their sins, and the acceptance of their persons, or the besfowal
upon them of a right and title to life,—are ascribed in Scripture
to God, or to Iis grace; they are ascribed to Christ, and to what
He has done and suffered in our room and stead; and they are
ascribed to faith, The propositions, then, that men are justified
by God’s grace, that they are justified by Christ’s sufferings and
merits, and that they are justified by faith, are all true, and
should all be understood and believed. A full exposition of the
Scripture doctrine of justification requires that all these proposi-
tions be interpreted in their true scriptural sense, and that they
be combined together in their just relation, so as to form a har-
monious whole. It is to the third and last of these fundamental
propositions, constituting the scriptural doctrine of justiﬁca?ion,
that we have now briefly to advert,—viz., that men are justified
by faith. ' .

This proposition is so frequently asserted in Seripture, in ex-
press terms, that it is not denied by any who acknowledge the
divine authority of the Bible. But the discussion of the sense
in which the proposition is to be understood, and the way and
manner in which this truth is to be connected and combined with
the other departments of scriptural doctrine upon the subject. of
justification, occupied, as we have already explained, a most im-
portant place in the controversies which were carried on be-
tween the Reformers and the Romanists. The disputes upon
this subject involved the discussion of three different question‘s,
—viz., First, What is the nature of justifying faith, or what. is
the definition or description of that faith to which justification
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is ascribed in Scripture? Secondly, Whether there be any-
thing else in men themselves that concurs or co-operates with
their faith in the matter of their justification,—anything else
in them that is represented as standing in the same relation
to their justification as faith does? Thirdly, In what way,
by what process, or by what sort of agency or instrumentality
is it that faith justifies; and how is the agency or instrumen-
tality, that is assigned to faith in the matter of justification, to
be connected and combined with the causality assigned in the
matter to the grace of God, and the righteousness of Christ
imputed ?

The first question, then, respected the nature of justifying
faith, or the proper definition or description of that faith to which
in Scripture justification is ascribed. I have already explained
that, upon this point, the differences between the Reformers and
the Romanists lay in this, that the Romanists defined faith to
be assensus, and placed its seat in the intellect; and that the
Reformers defined it to be fiducia, and placed its seat in the will ;
while, at the same ‘time, I mentioned that a very considerable
diversity of sentiment had prevailed among orthodox Protestant
divines in subsequent times as to the way in which justifying
faith should be defined and described, and expressed my opinion
that some diversity of sentiment upon this point was not pre-
cluded by anything laid down in the standards of our church.
I shall merely make a few observations regarding it, premising
that this is one of the topics where, I think, it must be admitted
that greater precision and accuracy, and a more careful and exact
analysis, than were usually manifested by the Reformers in treat-
ing of it, were introduced into the exposition and discussion of
the subject by the great systematic divines of the seventeenth
century.*

Romanists define justifying faith to be the mere assent of the
understanding to the whole truth of God revealed ; and in this
view of its nature and import they have been followed by a class
of divines who are generally known in modern times, and in this
country, under the name of Sandemanians, and who have com-
monly been disposed to claim to themselves the credit of pro-
pounding much clearer and simpler views of this subject, and of

* See * The Reformers and Theology of the Reformation,” pp. 3, etc.—EDRs.
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scriptural doctrine generally, than those who give a somewhat
different definition or description of faith. Those who define
faith to be the mere assent of the understanding to truth revealed,
of course regard everything else that may be in any way necessary
to justification, or that can be proved to exist invariably in justi-
fied men, as the fruit, or consequence, or result of faith; while
they maintain that nothing but the raere belief of truth revealed
enters into its proper nature, or should form any part of the defi-
nition that ought to be given of what faith is. And the Protest-
ant defenders of this view of the nature of justifying faith differ
from its Popish advocates chiefly in this,—which, however, is
a difference of great importance,—that the Protestants regard
everything else that may be connected with justification, or that
must exist in justified men, as the invariable and necessary fruit
or consequence of the belief of the truth; while the Romanists,
as we have seen, maintain that true faith—that faith which justi-
fies whenever justification takes place—may exist, without pro-
ducing any practical result, and, of course, without justifying.
We have already proved this, in regard to the Romanists, by
quotations from Bellarmine ; and we may add, that so confidently
does he maintain this position, that he founds upon it as an argu-
ment, to prove that faith alone does not justify.

The great majority of the most eminent and most orthodox
Protestant divines* have held this view of the nature of justifying
faith to be defective; i.e., they have regarded it as not including
all that ought to be included in the definition of faith. While
the Reformers thought justifying faith to be most properly defined
by fiducia, trust or confidence, they do not, of course, deny that it
contained or comprehended notitia and assensus, knowledge and
assent. They all admitted that it is the duty of men,—and, in a
sense, their first and most fundamental duty,—in order to their
salvation, to understand and believe what God had revealed ; and
that the knowledge and belief of the truth revealed—of what God
has actually said in His word—must be the basis and foundation of
all the other steps they take in the matter of their salvation, and
the source or cause, in some sense, of all the necessary changes that

* Lo Blanc’s “ Theses Theologice | tion; notes A and B, 2d edition.—
Sedanenses,” pp. 204-248. O'Brien | Epgs.
on Justification, notes 1, 2, 3, 1st edi-
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are effected upon them. It is by the truth which He reveals that
God brings Himself into contact with His rational creatures ; and
we learn from His word, that the instrumentality of the truth re-
vealed is employed by Him in all His dealings with them, and in all
the changes which He effects upon them, with a view to their salva-
tion. Now, the direct and proper correlative acts to truth revealed
by God to His rational creatures, are, understanding its meaning,

and assenting to it, or believing it, as real and certain ; and these,
of course, are acts of the intellect. The knowledge and belief of
the truth revealed are, therefore, the primary and fundamental

duties incumbent upon men, and are essential parts or elements of
justifying and saving faith. Were we in a condition in which we
were at liberty to determine this question purely upon philosophi-
cal grounds, and had no other materials for deciding it, it might
be contended—and I do not well see how, in these circumstances,

the position could be disproved—that the knowledge and belief of
the doctrines revealed in Scripture must certainly and necessarily
lead men to trust in Christ, and to submit to His authority, and
thus produce or effect everything necessary for justification and

salvation ; and that, on this ground, justifying faith might be pro-

perly defined to be the belief of the truth revealed ; while every-

thing else, which some might be disposed to comprehend under it,

might be rather regarded as its invariable and necessary result or.
consequence. The question, however, cannot be legitimately settled

in this way; for, indeed, the question itself properly is, In what

sense is the faith to which justification is ascribed used in Scrip-

ture? or what is it which the Seripture includes in, or compre-

hends under, the word faith? And this question can be settled

only by an examination of the passages in which the word faith

and its cognates occur,~—an examination on which we do not pro-

pose at present to enter.

It can scarcely be disputed that the word faith is used in Scrip-
ture in a variety of senses, and more especially that it is employed
there in a wider and in a more limited signification, as if it were
used sometimes to designate a whole, and at other times some one
or more of the parts or elements of which this whole is composed.
Il_: is on this account that it has always been found so difficult to
gwve anything like a formal definition of faith in its scriptural
acceptation,—a definition that should include all that the Scrip-
ture comprehends under faith itself, as proper to it, and nothing

YOL. 11. E
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more. At the same time, while it is admitted that faith is some-
times used in Scripture in the sense of mere belief or assent to
truth, in such a sense as would require us, were it received as
the only and complete definition of faith, to regard trust or con-
fidence in Christ, receiving and embracing Him, rather as conse-
quences of faith, than as parts or acts of faith, I think it has
been proved by Protestant divines, in opposition to the Romanists,
that trust or confidence, which is an act of the will, does enter into
the ordinary and full idea of scriptural faith ; and that the faith
by which men are said to be justified, includes in it (and not
merely produces) something more than the belief of truths or
doctrines,—even trust or confidence in a person,—in Him who has
purchased for us all the blessings of redemption, who has all these
blessings in Himself, and who, in His word, is offering Himself
and all these blessings to us, and inviting us to accept them. It
may be said to be more correct, metaphysically, to represent this
trust or confidence in Christ, this receiving and resting upon Him
for salvation, as the fruit, or result, or consequence of faith, in
its strict and proper sense: and no doubt it is a result or conse-
quence of knowing and asscnting to the truths revealed in Serip-
ture concerning Him, and concerning this salvation which He has
purchased and is offering; but it is also true,—t.e., I think this
has been proved,—that Scripture represents the faith by which
men are justified as including or containing that state of mind
which can be described only by such words as trust and confidence,
and as involving or comprehending that act, or those acts, which
are described as accepting, embracing, receiving, and resting
upon Christ and His work for salvation. There is nothing in this
scriptural view of the matter,—nothing in this scriptural use of
language,—which in the least contradicts any sound metaphysical
principles about the connection between the operations of the un-
derstanding and the will : for the substance of the whole matter
is just this, that the Scripture does not ordinarily and generally
call that faith which is descriptive of a state of mind that is
merely intellectual, and which does not comprehend acts that
involve an exercise of the powers of the will ; and, more especially,
it does not represent men as justified by faith, or as possessed of
the faith which justifies, until they have been enabled,—no doubt
under the influence, or as the result, of scriptural views of Christ
and His work,—to exercise trust and confidence in Him as their
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Saviour; to accept, to lay hold of, and to apply to themselves, the
blessings of forgiveness and acceptance, which He has purchased
for them, and is offering to them in the word of the truth of the
gospel.

But I need not dwell longer upon this point, and must proceed
to advert to the second question, viz., Whether faith alone justi-
fies ; or whether there be anything else in men themselves that is
represented in Scripture as the cause, in any sense, why men indi-
vidually receive forgiveness and acceptance at the hand of God?
Tt was the unanimous doctrine of the Reformers, and one to which
they attached very great importance, that men are justified by
faith alone: not meaning that the faith which justified them
existed alone, or solitarily ; but, on the contrary, maintaining that
this faith “is ever accompanied with all other saving graces:” not
meaning that nothing else was required of men in order to their
being forgiven,—for they believed that, in order that we may escape
the wrath and curse of God due to us for sin, God requireth of
us repentance unto life as well as faith in Jesus Christ; but
meaning this, that there is nothing else in men themselves to
which their justification is in Scripture ascribed,—nothing else
required of them, and existing in them, which stands in the same
relation to justification as their faith does, or exerts any causality,
or efficiency, or instrumentality in producing the result of their
being justified.

The Council of Trent openly denied this fundamental doc-
trine of the Reformers, and maintained that there were six other
virtues, as they call them, which all concurred with faith in ob-
taining for men the grace of justification. They did not, indeed,
assign to these virtues, or even to faith itself, any power of justi-
fying, properly so called, but only that of preparing or disposing
men to justification. They did, however,—and that is the only
point with which we have at present to do,—deny the Protestant
doctrine, that faith is the only thing in men themselves by which
they are justified; and they denied this, in the way of ascribing
to these six other virtues the very same relation to justification,
and the very same kind of influence in producing or procuring it,
which they ascribe to faith: and this was very distinctly and ex-
plicitly brought out in the quotations I have already made from
Bellarmine. These six virtues are,—fear, hope, love, penitence,
a purpose of receiving the sacrament, and a purpose of leading
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a life of obedience; and Bellarmine, and other defenders of the
doctrine of the Church of Rome, labour to prove from Scripture
that these qualities, or states of mind and feeling, are represented
there as procuring or obtaining for men the forgiveness of their
sins, and the enjoyment of God’s favour. It is certain that there
is not one of them which is ever, in express terms, said in Scrip-
ture to justify men, or by which men are said to be justified,
while men are frequently and most explicitly said to be justified by
faith ; and this single consideration may be fairly regarded as by
itself a proof that, at least, they do not stand in the same relation
to justification as faith does,—that it holds a place, and exerts an
influence, in the justification of sinners, which do not belong to
any of them. All that can ‘be proved from Scripture about these
things, speaking of them generally, is, first, that they all exist in,
and are wrought by God upon, those men whom He justifies; and,
secondly, that they are all duties which He requires of men ; and
that, of course, upon both these grounds they are in some sense
pleasing and acceptable to Him. These positions can be proved ;
but the proof of them affords no ground whatever for the conclu-
sion that men are justified by these graces, or that they exert any
influence in procuring or obtaining for men the forgiveness of
their sins and the enjoyment of God’s favour: for it is manifest
that God may require, as a matter of duty, or bestow as a matter
of grace, what may exert no influence, and have no real efficient
bearing upon other gifts which He also bestows.

Indeed, it may be justly contended that no gift or favour which
God bestows, can, simply as such, exert any real influence in pro-
curing for men other favours at His hand. God may, indeed, in
the exercise of His wisdom, resolve, with a view to general and
ulterior objects, to bestow His gifts or favours in a certain order,
and with something like mutual dependence between them ; and
we may be able to see something of the suitableness and wisdom
of this arrangement; but this affords no ground for our asserting
that the one first conferred exerted any influence in procuring or
obtaining for us the one that was subsequently bestowed. As the
discharge of duties which God requires of men, these virtues are,
in so far as they may be really in conformity with what He
enjoins, agreeable to His will, pleasing and acceptable in His
sight; but this does not prove that they can procure for men
the forgiveness of their sins, or a right or title to eternal life.
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The fact, then, that these things are represented in Scripture as
required by God of men, and as conferred by Him as graces or
favours upon all those whom He justifies,—and this is all that the
Scripture proofs adduced by Romanists, in discussing this subject,
establish,—affords no evidence that men are justified by them, or
that they have any place or influence in procuring or obtaining
for men forgiveness and acceptance.

But, perhaps, it may be said that the same considerations
apply equally to faith, which is also a duty required by God, and
a grace bestowed by Him. We admit that they do; but then
we answer, first, that we assert, and undertake to prove, as will be
afterwards explained, that though faith is both a duty commanded
and a grace bestowed, it is not in either of these capacities, or
simply as such, that it justifies, but solely as the instrument or hand
by which men receive and lay hold of the righteousness of Christ;
and, secondly, that the object and the practical result of these
considerations are not directly to disprove or exclude the justifying
efficacy of these virtues, but merely to show that the inference in
support of their alleged justifying efficacy,—which is based solely
upon the fact that they are represented as existing in all justified
men, being conferred by God and required by Him,—is unfounded.
Men are never said, in Scripture, to be justified by them; and the
only process by which it is attempted to show that any justifying
efficacy attaches to them, is by this inference from other things said
about them in Scripture; and if this inference can be shown to be
unfounded,—and this, we think, the considerations above adduced
accomplish,—then the argument which we are opposing falls to
the ground. The state of the case is very different with respect
to faith. We do not need to prove, by an inferential process of
reasoning, from Scripture that faith justifies; for thisis frequently
asserted in express terms, and thus stands proved without any
argument or inference. We have merely to answer the inferen-
tlfxl process by which it is attempted to prove, in the absence of all
direct scriptural authority, that men are justified by these virtues
as well as by faith; and having done this, we then fall back again
upon the position that men are expressly said in Scripture to be
Justified by faith, while it cannot be shown, either directly or by
inference, that they are represented as being justified by any of
th?se virtues to which Romanists assign a co-ordinate place with
faith in the matter.
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Not only, however, are men said to be justified by faith, while
they are not said, directly or by implication, to be justified by any-
thing else existing in themselves: they are also said to be justified
by faith without works or deeds of law. This, indeed, is the
great doctrine which the Apostle Paul lays down, and formally
and elaborately proves, in the Epistles to the Romans and the
Galatians ; and no effort has been spared by Romanists, and other
opponents of evangelical trath, to pervert the apostle’s statements
into an accordance with their views. This, of course, opens up a
wide field of critical discussion, upon which we do not enter. The
great subject of controversy is, What is it that the apostle in-
tended to exclude from any co-operation or joint efficacy with
faith in the matter of the justification of sinners, under the name
of works or deeds of law? Now, it was contended by all the
Reformers, that, according to the natural and proper import of the
apostle’s words, and the general scope and object of his argument,
especially in his Epistle to the Romans, he must have intended to
exclude from all joint or co-ordinate efficacy with faith in the
matter of justification, all obedience which men did or could
render to the requirements of the law under which they were
placed, whatever that might be; while it has been alleged by
Romanists, and other enemies of the doctrine of gratuitous justi-
fication, that he meant merely to exclude, as some say, the works
of the ceremonial law; others, obedience to the Mosaic law in
general ; and others, all works performed, or obedience rendered
to the divine law, by men, in the exercise of their natural and
unaided powers, previously to the reception of divine grace, and
the production of justifying faith.

The opinion which would limit the apostle’s exclusion of works
from co-operating with faith in the justification of sinners, to the
observance of the requirements of the ceremonial law, is too ob-
viously inconsistent with the whole tenor and scope of his state-
ments, to be entitled to much consideration. It is not denied that
there are statements in the apostle’s writings upon the subject of
justification, especially in the Epistle to the Galatians, in which
he has chiefly in view those who enforced the observance of the
Mosaic law as necessary to forgiveness and acceptance; and is
showing, in opposition to them, that the obedience which might be
rendered to it had no influence in the matter, and was wholly
excluded from any joint efficacy with faith in obtaining justifica-
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tion; while it is contended that, even in the Epistle to the Galatians
he argues for the exclusion of the observance of the Mosaic law’
from the matter of justification, upon principles and grounds whicl;
have a wider and more general bearing, and which equally exclude
all mere obedience to law, as such. And in the Epistle to the
Romans,—where, after having proved the guilt and sinfulness of
all men, both Jews and Gentiles, he addressed himself equally to
both clz.lsses,—his object evidently required, and his statemZnts
plain']y imply, that it was law, as such, under whatever form, and
obedlfance to law, by whomsoever rendered, and from whatsoever
principle proceeding, that are excluded from any influence in
procuring the justification of sinners.

The Romanists generally allege that the apostle meant to ex-
clude only works done, or obedience to law rendered by men’s
natural and unaided powers, before they receive the gra::e of God
an.d are enabled to exercise faith; and thus they leave room fon"
bnnglflg in their six other virtues, which they ascribe to the
operation of God’s grace, and regard as springing from faith.
This is, perhaps, upon the whole, the most plausible expedient for
perverting th.e apostle’s meaning, at least so far as the Epistle to
the: Romans is concerned; but it is liable to insuperable objections
It is wholly unwarranted and gratuitous. There is nothing in th(;
apostle’s statements to suggest it,—nothing in his argument, or in
the principles on which it is based, to require it ; nothing i,n an

. - . y
part of Scripture to oblige or entitle us to force upon him an idea
V.vhlcp seems not to have been present to his own mind. The dis-
tinction l.)etween these two kinds or classes of works has evidently
been dewse(.i,—i.e., so far as its application to this matter is con-
cerned, for in itself it is a real and important distinction,—in order
to serve a purpose ; and its only real foundation is, that some men
h.ave chosen to believe and assert that these virtues or graces
since they exist in justified men, must have some share in procur:
ing ?heir justification. And while the distinction is thus, in this
application of it, wholly unwarranted and gratuitous it’can be
shown to be positively inconsistent with the scope of t’he apostle’s
il:gument, which implies that any mere obedience rendered to any

l‘:v,-—-any mere ct.m.xpliance with any of God’s requirments, in
::mat?v:, sour}(l:e orlgma.tin.g, on whateyer principles based,—.viewed
"mply as such, would, if introduced into the matter of a sinner’s
Justification, as having any efficacy in procuring or obtaining it,
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be inconsistent at once with the purely gratuitous character of
God’s act in pardoning and accepting, and with the place or
influence assigned to faith in the matter. Grace or gratuitous-
ness, and faith, are described as not only consistent, but as fully
and admirably harmonizing with each other; while obedience to
law, so far as concerns the matter of justification, is represented
as a principle of an opposite character or tendency, not only
having no influence in procuring justification, but tending,—so far
as it may be introduced into this matter, and relied upon in con-
nection with it,—to exclude the operation of the principles on
which God has been pleased to regulate this subject, and to
frustrate His gracious design. This is the doctrine taught by
Paul, clearly implied in many of his particular statements, and in
the general scope and substance of his argument; and there s
nothing whatever in any part of his writings that requires or
entitles us to modify this view of his meaning.

One main objection that has been adduced against receiving
this interpretation of Paul's statements as the true doctrine of
Scripture on the subject of justification, is, that the Apostle
James seems to teach an opposite doctrine, when, in the second
chapter of his epistle, he asserts that men are justified by works,
and not by faith only; and that Abraham and Rahab were
justified by works. This question of the reconciliation of Paul
and James upon the subject of justification, has also given rise to
much interesting critical discussion. I shall only state, in general,
that I am persuaded that the two following positions have been
established regarding it. First, that the Apostle James did not
intend to discuss, and does not discuss, the subject of justification
in the sense in which it is so fully expounded in Paul’s Epistles to
the Romans and Galatians; that he does not state anything about
the grounds or principles on which,—the way and manner in
which,—sinners are admitted to forgiveness and the favour of
God ; and that his great general object is simply to set forth the
real tendency and result of that true living faith which holds so
important a place in everything connected with the salvation of
sinners. The truth of this position is very clearly indicated by
the terms in which James introduces the subject in the fourteenth
verse: “ What doth it profit, my brethren, though a man say he
hath faith, and have not works? Can faith save him?” or rather
the faith, for the original has the article, 5 wloTis ; i.e., the faith
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which he says he has, or professes to have, but really has not,—can
that faith save him? This is the subject which alone the a’lpostle
proposed to .dlscuss, and there is nothing in the following state-
ments suf?iclent to show that any other subject than this was in-
trOfluced in the course of the discussion, or that the apostle gave
or intended to give, any deliverance whatever upon the ground;
or reasons of the justification of a sinner before God, or upon the
way and manner in which he obtains forgiveness and acceptance‘
Secondly, that the justification of which James speaks and.
which.he ascribes to works, refers to something in men’s h’istory
posterior to that great era when their sins are forgiven, and the
are adn.utted to the enjoyment of God’s favour,—i.c., to’ the proo¥
or manifestation of the reality and efficacy of their faith to them-
se?lves and their fellow-men. This position may be shown to be
virtually invPlved in, or clearly deducible from, the former one.
z'md has, besides, its own proper and peculiar evidence —especiall ;
in the.application which the apostle makes of the case (’)f Abrahamy
in saying that he was justified by works, when he had offered u ,
I.«?aac his son upon the altar; for it is quite certain, from thz
Plst?ry of Abraham’s life, that, many years before he was thus
].ustfﬁed by works, he had, as the Apostle Paul tells us, been
Justl.ﬁed by faith,—i.e., had had his sins forgiven, and ha(i been
admitted fully and unchangeably into the favour and friendshi
of G?d, and had thus passed that great crisis on-which the eternaﬁ
happiness of every sinner depends, and the nature, grounds, and
means .of which it was Paul’s sole object to expound in all th;t he
has written upon the subject of justification. So evident is the
posteriority of the justification by works, of which James speaks,
to tlfe proper forgiveness and acceptance of sinners, that man ,
Popish writers,—in this, manifesting greater candour than thayt
large body of Episcopalian writers who have followed the system
of _interpretation set forth in Bishop Bull's “ Harmonia .)t; 08~
tolica,”—regard James justification as applying, not to the ;rst
but. to what they call the second, justification, or that process b ,
which a justified person is made more righteous. ¢
This notion of theirs about a first and second justification,—
comp.rehending, as they do, under that word, both forgiveness z;nd
sanctification,—is utterly unfounded, and tends to pervert the
whole doctrine of Scripture upon the subject. For the Scripture
teaches that, while God, by His grace, makes justified men pro-
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gressively more holy, He ¢ continues to forgive” the sins which
they commit, on the very same grounds, and through the very
same process, by which the forgiveness of all their past sins was
originally bestowed upon them. But still the application of this
notion to the interpretation of James’ statements-upon the subject,
shows a somewhat juster appreciation than many of the Pro-
testant corrupters of the doctrine of justification have exhibited,
of the difficulty of extracting anything from James that could
contradict and overturn Paul’s great doctrine of justification by
faith alone, without deeds of law. ‘

If these two positions can be established, the apparent discre-
pancy between the apostles is removed ; each asserts his own doc-
trine without contradicting the other; and we remain not only
warranted, but bound, to hold as absolute and unqualified, Paul’s
exclusion of works, or of mere obedience to law, from the matter
of a sinner’s justification before God ; and to regard his doctrine
that men are justified by faith, without deeds of law, as meaning,
what it naturally and obviously imports, that men are justified by
faith alone, or that there is nothing else in them which concurs or
co-operates with faith in procuring or obtaining their forgiveness
and acceptance. But here again it may be alleged that faith itself
is a work or act of obedience ; and that therefore, upon this inter-
pretation of the apostles’ statements, it too must be excluded from
any influence or efficacy in justification. This leads us to the con-
sideration of the third question, as to the way and manner in which
faith justifies, or the place it holds in the matter of justification ;
and a brief exposition of this topic will not only solve the objection
that has now been stated, but afford additional confirmation to
the great Protestant doctrine, that men are justified by faith only;
and at the same time lead to an explanation of the relation that
subsists among the great doctrines, that men are justified by God's
grace, that they are justified by Christ’s righteousness, and that
they are justified by faith alone.

Sec. V.—Office of Faith in Justifying.

‘We have good and sufficient grounds in Scripture for maintain-
ing—first, that the justification of a sinner is a purely gratuitous
act of God, to the exclusion of all merit or desert on the part of
the sinner himself ; secondly, that the imputed righteousness of
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Christ .is the sole ground, basis, or reason of the divine procedure
in justifying a sinner,—the only thing to which God has respect or
regard, as that on account of which He acts, in bestowing upon
any one pardon and acceptance ; and, thirdly, that faith in Jesus
Christ is the only thing in men themselves, to the exclusion of all
works, or mere obedience to law, to which their justification is
ascribed, or which is represented as exerting, in any sense, any-
thing like a causality or efficiency in obtaining for them p’ardon
and acceptance at God’s hand. And if Scripture fully sanctions
eacl.l of these three positions separately, then the whole doctrine of
Scripture upon the subject can be brought out and set forth, only
by combining them all into one general statement, and by un-
folding the harmony and relations of the different truths of which
this general statement is made up.

The objection adduced against the entire exclusion of works
from the matter of justification,—one of the elements involved in
the third of these positions,—that faith itself is a work, and that
therefore, if the exclusion is to be strict and absolute, faith, being’
a work, must be excluded, it is easy enough to answer. Faith, of
course, cannot be excluded ; for justification is frequently and most
expressly ascribed to it; and, therefore, had we nothing else to say
upon the subject, we would be fully entitled to make faith an ex-
ception to the apostle’s unqualified exclusion of works: because, to
suppose that it was not to be excepted, would involve the apostle
in a self-contradiction, too gross and palpable to be ascribed to
any man without absolute necessity; while, at the same time, by
admitting, upon this ground, that faith must necessarily be ex-
c.eptet.i from his exclusion of works, we would be under no obliga-
tion, in sound argument, to admit of any other exception to the
exclusion, unless as conclusive a reason could be brought forward
fo.r excepting it as exists for excepting faith. The apostle says,
with reference to another subject,* « But when He saith, All things
are put under Him, it is manifest that He is excepted which did
put all things under Him.” So we say, upon a similar principle,
that when deeds of law are excluded, faith must be excepted ; for
t.he very same statement which excludes them, expressly includes
wt,—that statement being; that men are justified by faith without
deeds of law.

* 1 Cor. xv. 27.
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As to the allegation which may be said to constitute the objec-
tion, viz., that if we are to except from the exclusion of works, faith,
which is a work, we may except other works also, the answer is
obvious and conclusive,—viz., that any proposed exception to the
apostle’s general and unlimited exclusion of works, must be indi-
vidually warranted and established by scriptural evidence,—that
we might possibly admit other exceptions, if good scriptural evi-
dence could be adduced in support of them,—but that, in point of
fact, no good reason has been, or can be, adduced in support of
any other exception to the exclusion but faith. This is quite a
sufficient answer to the objection; and as a mere question of
dialectics, nothing more need be said about it. But then, as we
have already intimated, it suggests some further considerations of
importance as to the way and manner in which faith justifies, and
the relation which subsists among the great truths which go to
make up the scriptural doctrine of justification.

It is manifest, not only from Paul’s particular statements in
discussing this subject, but from the general scope of his argu-
ment, and the principles on which it is all based, that his exclusion
of works or deeds of law was intended to be very full and com-
plete; and that, therefore, the more nearly we can make it
absolute, as he in terminis represents it, the more nearly we ap-
proach to the views which filled his mind. Now, the general
doctrine, upon this subject, of those Protestant divines who have
maintained the theology of the Reformation, has been this, that
though faith cannot be excluded from the justification of a sinner,
and though faith is a work,—t.e., an act of obedience rendered by
men, and, at the same time, a grace conferred on them, and wrought
in them by Gtod,—yet it is not as a work that it justifies, or is con-
cerned in the matter of a sinner’s justification, but in a different
capacity or relation,—viz., simply as the instrument of apprehend-
ing or receiving the righteousness of Christ. And it is manifest
that, if good evidence can be adduced in support of this view of

the place which faith holds, or the influence which it exerts in
the justification of sinners, this must be an additional confirmation
of the great Protestant doctrine, that men are justified by faith
alone, without deeds of law, in its obvious and literal import,
while it will also contribute to elucidate the whole subject of justi-
fication.

Now, it is admitted that there are no statements contained in
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Scripture which professedly and directly explain, in any very
formal or categorical manner, how it is that faith acts or operates
in the justification of a sinner; but it is contended that there are
sufficient materials in Scripture to establish satisfactorily the
common Protestant doctrine upon this subject. There is not
much that is very definite to be learned upon this precise point,—
viz., as to the way in which faith justifies,—from the general and
fundamental declaration, that men are justified by faith. The
forms in which this is expressed in Scripture are these, miarer,
ex mioTews, and dua mioTews ; in Latin, fide, ex fide, and per fidem.
These expressions all indicate, in general, that some sort of cau-
sality, or efficiency, or instrumentality, is ascribed to faith in the
matter of justification, without specifying what,—though the fact
that men are never said in Scripture to be justified, 8ia mioTw,
propter fidem, on account of faith, may, when taken in connection
with the assertion that they are justified freely or gratuitously,
and that works or deeds of law, mere obedience to requirements,
are excluded, be fairly regarded as amply sufficient to disprove
the common Popish doctrine that faith justifies on account of its
worth, dignity, or excellence,—meriting God’s favour ez congruo
though not ex condigno. This may, accordingly, be received as our
negative position as to the way and manner in which faith justi-
fies ; and some direct and positive light is thrown upon the subject
by those scriptural statements which represent faith as a looking
to Christ, receiving Him, apprehending Him, laying hold of Him.
These scriptural representations naturally and obviously suggest
the idea, that the essence of that which men do when they believe
in Christ, in so far as the matter of their justification is concerned,
is, that they receive or accept of Christ, held out to them, or
offered to them ; and that the proper, direct, and immediate effect

of their faith in Christ, is, that they in this way become possessed

of Him, and of the blessings which are in Him,—i.e., the blessings

which He purchased, and which are necessary to their salvation.

If this, then, be the process,—as the scriptural representations

referred to plainly indicate,—by which men individually become

Possessed of the blessings which Christ purchased and merited for

them, including pardon and acceptance, then it plainly follows
that faith justifies, as it is put by Turretine,® “non propri et per

* Turret., Locus xvi., Q. vii.
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se,” sed “tantum relativé et organicé;” or, as the mean or instru-
ment of receiving, or laying hold of, Christ’s righteousness.

We are thus led to consider more particularly what we have
more than once adverted to,—viz., the relation between the way
and manner in which faith justifies, and the other truths taught
in Scripture concerning the causes, grounds, or reasons of a sin-
ner’s justification. If men are justified freely or gratuitously by
God’s grace, this implies that neither faith nor anything else can
have any meritorious efficacy in procuring justification ; as the
Council of Trent admits in words, but in words so chosen of
purpose, as to leave a liberty to Romanists,—of which, as we have
seen, they generally take advantage,—to maintain that faith and
half a dozen of other virtues, as they call them, do merit justifica-
tion, of congruity, though not of condignity. If Christ’s righteous-
ness imputed be that to which God has direct or immediate re-
spect or regard in each case in which He justifies a sinner, then it
follows that faith can justify only as being the cause, or means, or
instrument, by or through which God bestows Christ’s righteous-
ness upon men, and by or through which they receive or become
possessed of it. In short, the whole doctrine of Scripture upon
the subject must be taken into account; its different parts must
be all embraced in a general declaration; their relations must be
brought out ; and the necessity of combining and harmonizing the
different truths taught regarding it may legitimately modify, if
necessary, the precise way and manner in which each is to be
stated, explained, and applied. Accordingly, we find, in point of
fact, that men’s views of the place which faith holds, and the
influence which it exerts, in the justification of sinners, are usually
determined by the views they take of the other departments of
this subject, and especially of the grounds or reasons on which
God’s act in justification is based.

This important observation is thus expressed by Dr Owen in
the third chapter of his great work on justification: “ When men
have fixed their apprehensions about the principal matters in
controversy, they express what concerneth the use of faith in an
accommodation thereunto.”* ¢ Thus it is with all who affirm faith
to be either the instrument, or the condition, or the causu sine qud
non, or the preparation and disposition of the subject, or a meri-

* Owen on Justification, vol. v., p. 107, Goold's edition ; xi. 134, Orme’s ed.
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torious cause by way of condecency or congruity, in and of our
justification. For all these notions of the use of faith are suited
and accommodated unto the opinions of men, concerning the
nature and principal causes of justification.” There are five views
mentioned here by Dr Owen of the use of faith in justification,
or of the way and manner in which it justifies,—viz., first, as an
instrument ; secondly, as a condition ; thirdly, as a causa sine qud
non; fourthly, as preparing and disposing men to receive justifi-
cation ; and, fifthly, as meriting it of congruity. The first view,
which represents faith as the instrument or instrumental cause
of justification,—i.e., as justifying simply as it is the appointed
means by or through which men individually receive or lay hold of
the righteousness of Christ,—was that which was taken by all the
Reformers, and which has been ever since held by almost all
Protestants who have honestly and cordially embraced the theology
of the Reformation. The fourth, which represents faith as justi-
fying, inasmuch as it prepares and disposes men to justification, is
that which is explicitly taught by the Council of Trent; while,
along with this, the fifth,—viz., that it justifies because it merits
justification ex congruo,—is alsp held, as we have seen, by most
Romish writers, not indeed with the express sanction, but with
the connivance—the intended connivance—of the council, and
without contradicting any of its decisions.

As, however, Romanists ascribe this preparatory, dispositive,
and meritorious efficacy, with reference to justification, equally to
other virtues besides faith, and yet cannot dispute that, in Scrip-
ture, faith has a special and peculiar prominence assigned to it in
the matter, I may, following out and applying Dr Owen’s idea,
state that, in accordance with their fundamental principles,—viz.,
that an inherent personal righteousness, infused into us by God’s
grace, and not the righteousness of Christ imputed to us, is the for-
mal cause, the proper ground, or reason of our justification,—they
explain the special prominence, the peculiar influence, ascribed to
faith in the matter, by saying that faith justifies, inasmuch as it
“is the beginning of human salvation, the foundation and the root
of all justification,”—i.e., the chief source from which all holiness
and obedience spring.* The second and third views of the uses
of faith, mentioned by Dr Owen,—viz., that it justifies, as being

* Con. Trident., sess. vi., c. viii.
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the condition, or the causa sine qud mon of justiﬁcati?n,-.—are
capable of a variety of explanations, and have been .m.amtamed,
or at least admitted, by persons who hold different opinions, more
or less scriptural, or the reverse, concerning the grounds or
reasons of justification, which are explained at some lengtl.l in
the chapter of Dr Owen to which I have referred. Some writers
distinguish between a condition and a causa sine qud non in this
matter ; and others identify them, or explain the one by the other.
Different meanings have also been attached to each of th.ese ex-
pressions ; and according as they are explained more str.lct]y or
more loosely, different classes of divines have been disposed,
according to the opinions they held upon other departments .of
the general subject, to admit or reject the use of them, as descrip-
tive of the place or function of faith in this matter. o
The substance of the truth upon the point,—speaking histori-
cally,—may be embodied in the two following propositions. First,
orthodox divines, who have held the imputed righteousnes-s of
Christ to be the proper ground or reason of a sinner’s justifica-
tion, have generally,—while greatly preferring the use of the
word instrument or instrumental cause, as most correctly and
appropriately expressing the substance of what ;SCI'ipt.lll'e suggests
upon this point,—admitted that there is a sense in which f?lth may
be said to be the condition, or causa sine qud non, of justification.
An explanation of the sense in which the employment ?f these ex-
pressions is, and is not, consistent with scriptural views in regax:d to
the ground of justification, will be found in Dr Owen'’s Treatise,*
and in Turretine.t In our Confession of Faith,} it is said that
“ faith, thus receiving and resting upon Christ and His righteous-
ness, is the alone instrument of justification ;” and in the parger
Catechism § it is said that “faith justifies a sinner in th? sight of
God, . . . only as it is an instrument by which he. n?,celveth :f,nd
applieth Christ and His righteousness.” And yet it is also sald.,||
that “the grace of Glod is manifested in the second covenant, in
that He freely provideth and offereth to sinners a Mediator, and
life and salvation by Him ; and requiring faith as the condition to
interest them in Him, promiseth and giveth His Holy Spirit to

* Dr Owen on Justification, c. iii. § Larger Catechism, Ques. 73.
t Turret., Loc. xvi., Quees. vii. il Ibid., Ques. 32.
3 West. Conf., c. xi,, 8. ii.
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all His elect, to work in them that faith with all other saving
graces.” Now, this statement, though it does not directly repre-
sent faith as the condition of justification, plainly implies that
there is a sense in which faith, though it justifies only as an in-
strument, may yet be said to be the condition of an interest in
the blessings of the covenant, and, of course, of pardon and ac-
ceptance.

Secondly, that those statements in which faith is represented
as the condition, or sine qud non, of justification, have been most
generally and most freely used by men of unsound views upon
the general subject ; and that the use of them has been commonly
avoided and discountenanced by orthodox divines, as, in their
natural and obvious sense, they most readily harmonize with, and
therefore tend to encourage, erroneous views of the grounds of
justification. If the expressions, condition and causa sine qud non,
are understood to mean merely something required by God of men,
in order to their being pardoned, invariably existing in all men who
are justified, there can be no positive objection to applying them
to faith. In this sense, indeed, they err by defect : they ascribe
no sort of causality or efficiency to faith in the matter, give no in-
dication or explanation of the special prominence ascribed to it in
Scripture, and do not discriminate it from repentance, which is
admitted to be required of God in order to our being forgiven,
and to exist in all who are pardoned. And, accordingly, those
orthodox divines who have approved of calling faith a condition
of justification, and of the other blessings of the covenant of
grace,—as, for instance, Marckius,*—admit that repentance is
equally, and in the same sense, a condition as faith is, and de-
scribe them both as, at once and alike, conditions of the covenant
of grace, and duties of those who are in the covenant—conditiones
Saederis et officia federatorum. In the only other sense which
these words naturally and obviously bear, orthodox divines usually
regard them as erring by excess,—as involving positive error,—in-
asmuch as the application of them to faith, in that sense, would
imply that faith justified as a work—which, with the Apostle

* Marckii Compend. Theol., ¢. xxii. | but compare with this his Irenicum, c.
Vide De Moor, Comment., tom. iv., | xii. Hoornbeck’s Summa Controver-
¢. xxii. In opposition to the use of the | siarum, Lib. x.; De Brownistis, pp.
word condition, see Witsius De (Econ. | 812-831.

Feed., Lib. iii., c. i., secs. viii.—xvi. ;
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Paul’s unqualified exclusion of works, is not to be admitted if it
can be helped,—and that faith justifies, inasmuch as, by its own
proper and inherent efficacy, it has a strict and proper, if not
meritorious, causality in procuring or obtaining justification, or
enters into the grounds or reasons on account of which God
pardons and accepts. Accordingly, most of those who have con-
tended most zealously for faith being the condition or causa sine
qud non of justification, have supported one or other of the two
following views : First, that faith justifies, because it has in itself
so much that is valuable and excellent, that for Christ’s sake,—as
they commonly say, though apparently without attaching any
very definite idea to the expression,—God is led to reckon or im-
pute it to men, as if it were perfect righteousness; or, secondly,
that faith justifies, because, in addition to the worth or excellence
it has of its own, it is the great cause which produces all other
graces, and new obedience to God’s law. Now, both of these
views of the subject exclude, and are intended to exclude, the
Scripture doctrine of the righteousness of Christ, as the only
ground of a sinner’s justification. They ascribe to faith 2 kind
and degree of real efficiency in procuring or obtaining justifica-
tion, which the word of God dves not ascribe to it, and they are
both explicitly condemned in the standards of our church.

On all these accounts, the expressions instrument, or instru-
mental cause, are those which have most generally commended
themselves to orthodox divines, as indicating most correctly the
place and influence assigned in Scripture to faith in the matter of
a sinner’s justification ; Maestricht being, so far as I remember,
almost the only orthodox divine of eminence who positively prefers
the word condition to the word instrument.* Since men are said to
be justified by faith, faith must be, in some sense or other, more or
less full and proper, the cause or means of their justification ; and
while a conjoint view of the whole doctrine of Scripture upon the
subject leaves to faith no other place or influence than that of an
instrument or instrumental cause, there is nothing whatever in
Scripture that requires us to ascribe to it a higher kind or degree
of causality,—a larger amount of real efficiency,—in the production
of the result. But the Scripture not only marks out the general
place or influence which alone faith can have in the matter ; it

* Mastricht, Theol., Lib. vi., c. vi., secs. xiv. and xxviii.
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very precisely and exactly indicates what its actual placeis. It re-
presents the righteousness of Christ as the sole ground or reason of
the justification of a sinner. This righteousness Grod bestows upon
men, and they accept or receive it as a thing held out or offered
to them. On their accepting or receiving it, it becomes theirs
in full possession, and is imputed to them, or put down to their
account, and thus becomes the ground or reason from a regard
to which God pardons and accepts them. Now, this accepting or
receiving of Christ, and the blessings which are in Him, is identi-
fied in Scripture with the exercise of faith. And from all these
scriptural truths, viewed conjointly, the conclusion unavoidably
follows, that faith justifies, only because, or inasmuch as, it is the
instrument or medium by which men are connected with, or
united to, Christ, and by which they receive or lay hold of Him
and His righteousness. This is really nothing more than express-
ing and embodying, in a distinct and definite statement, what the
Scriptures, when we take a deliberate and combined view of all
that they contain bearing upon this subject, plainly indicate as
the true state of the case, the real history of the process; and the
beautiful consistency and harmony pervading the whole scheme
of doctrine which is thus developed, affords a confirmation of the
truth and accuracy of each of its component parts. Each has its
own appropriate scriptural evidence, embodying a truth obviously
suggested by statements contained in Scripture, and necessary, in
each instance, as the only way of bringing out distinctly and
definitely the substance of what Scripture plainly appears to have
been intended to teach; while all, without force or pressure, fit
into, and harmonize with, each other, and, when combined together,
unfold a great and consistent scheme in entire harmony with all
the leading views opened up to us in Scripture with respect to
the natural state and condition of men, the character of God, and
the principles of His moral government, and the satisfaction and
meritorious obedience of Him on whom God has laid our help,
and who is able to save unto the uttermost all that come unto
God by Him.

Men are justified freely or gratuitously by God’s grace, because,
from their actual state and condition by nature, they could not
possibly be justified in any other way, being utterly unable to
do anything either to effect or to merit their own justification.
This grace of God in the justification of sinners is developed and
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exercised in His giving His only-begotten Son to be their surety
and their substitute, to endure the penalty, and to perform the
requirements of the law, in their room and stead, and thus to
work out for them an everlasting righteousness. Socinus, indeed,
laboured to show that the gracious or gratuitous character of
God’s act in justifying was inconsistent with its being founded
on, and having respect to, a vicarious satisfaction. But this mis-
representation is sufficiently exposed in the following statement :
“ Christ, by His obedience and death, did fully discharge the debt
of all those that-are thus justified, and did make a proper, real,
and full satisfaction to His Father’s justice in their behalf. Yet
inasmuch as He was given by the Father for them, and His
obedience and satisfaction accepted in their stead, and both freely,
not for anything in them, their justification is only of free grace ;
that both the exact justice and rich grace of God might be glori-
fied in the justification of sinners.” *

The same character of free grace pervades also the application
of the scheme or the provision made for imparting to men indi-
vidually the pardon and acceptance which the grace of God and
the vicarious work of Christ have secured for them. Christ and
His righteousness,—and in Him, and on the ground of His right-
eousness, pardon, acceptance, and eternal life,—are freely offered
to them in the word of the truth of the Gospel, held out to them,
and pressed upon their acceptance. Faith alone, and nothing else
in them,—no working or mere obedience to law—nothing which
either in itself could be meritorious, or could be easily supposed
to have merit,—is the appointed mean by which men individually
become united to Christ, interested in his vicarious work, par-
takers of the blessings which that work secured; and this faith,
besides that it is God’s gift, wrought in men by His gracious
power, is just, in its nature or substance, trust or confidence in
Christ,—an act by which men go out of themselves, renounce all
confidence in anything they have done or can do, and receive or
lay hold, as if with a hand, of that which has been gratuitously
provided for them, and is freely offered to them. Here, then, is
a great and glorious scheme, complete and harmonious in all its
parts, of grace reigning through righteousness unto eternal life
by Jesus Christ our Lord. Therefore, says the apostle, it is of

* West. Conf., c. xi., sec. iii. See Larger Catechism, Qu. 71.
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faith, that it might be of grace; to the end the promise might be
sure to all the seed.” *

The doctrine of gratuitous justification, based solely upon the
vicarious righteousness of Christ, imputed to men and received
by faith alone, was the great truth which the Reformers were
honoured by God to bring out from the obscurity and error in
which it had been involved in the Church of Rome,—which they
established from the word of God, and proclaimed openly to the
world,—and by which mainly God gave them victory over the
Church of Rome and the prince of darkness. This was what
Luther called the article of a standing or a falling church; and
the history of the church, both before and since his time, has fully
justified the propriety of the description. There has, perhaps,
been no department of divine truth against which the assaults of
Satan have been more assiduously directed ever since the origin
of the Christian chnrch, than the Scripture doctrine of justifica-
tion ; and there has probably been no doctrine, the profession and
preaching of which have more generally indicated with correctness
the state of vital religion in the church in all ages. Scriptural
views upon this subject, and the general prevalence of true prac-
tical godliness, have acted and reacted upon each other with pal-
pable and invariable efficacy ;—God, whenever He was pleased to
pour out His Spirit abundantly, promoting both, each by means of
the other; and Satan constantly labouring, more openly or more
insidiously, to corrupt the scriptural doctrine of free justification,
on the ground of Christ’s righteousness imputed to men and re-
ceived by faith alone, as the surest means of effecting his great
object of ruining men’s souls, by leading them to reject the counsel

of God against themselves, and to put away from them eternal
life.

Sec. VI.— Objections to the Seriptural Doctrine.

The scriptural doctrine of justification is substantially ex-
hausted, so far as concerns its leading principles, by those truths
which we have already explained ; at least when we add to them
this, that as men receive entire immunity from all their past sins,
when they first lay hold of Christ’s righteousness through faith, so

* Rom. iv. 16.
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God doth continue to forgive the subsequent sins of those who are
justified, on the same grounds, and through the same process. As
we have now explained the whole of the Protestant doctrine upon
this subject, this may be a suitable opportunity to advert to the
objections which have been adduced against it, on the ground of
its alleged immoral tendency. .

This great doctrine of the Reformation was assailed by Ro-
manists at the time, and has been always assailed by them and
other opponents of the truth, as unfavourable. to -t}le ir.lterests of
morality, as relaxing or overturning the obligations mcumbe.nt
upon men to obey the law of God, and to discharge the dllt.les
which His word imposes upon them. This is just the objc'actlon
which, as the Apostle Paul intimates to us, naturally and obviously
enough suggested itself against the doctrine which he taught upon
the subject of justification. The objection then was, that he made
void the law through faith ; and of course the fact that the same
objection, in substance, is so often urged, and with some p]a.us.l-
bility, against the Protestant doctrine, is a presumption that it is
the same which Paul taught. .

It is certainly true, that those who have bet'an. mos't zea]f)us in
urging this objection, have not, in general, exhxbllted in their own
character and history a very high standard of holm.ess, or any very
deep sense of the obligations to practise it ; but still the ob.Jectxon
ought to be examined and answered upon the ground of its own
merits. The common allegation of Romish writers, that the Re-
formers, and those who have adopted their principl.es, deny th,e
necessity of an inherent righteousness, or a renovation of man’s
moral nature, and contend only for the necessity of an extrinsic,
imputed righteousness, is an entire misrepresentation of tl3e1r doc-
trine. Protestants, indeed, deny the necessity of an inherent
righteousness or a moral renovation, as that which is the ground
or basis of God’s act in pardoning and accepting ; but.they flo
not deny—nay, they strenuously contend for—the necessity of its
presence in all justified persons. They maintain.that ffuth. alone
justifies, but not a faith which is alone—only a fz%lth which is ever
accompanied with, and produces, all other saving graces and
Bellarmine, as we have seen, admits explicitly that it is one of the
characteristic differences between Protestants and Papists, that
Protestants hold, ¢ Fidem quam dicunt solum justificare nunquam
esse posse solam,” while the Church of Rome maintains, “ Fidem

Sec. VI.]  OBJECTIONS TO THE SCRIPTURAL DOCTRINE. 81

non justificare solam sed tamen posse esse solam,”—an admission
which at once overturns the ordinary Popish misrepresentations of
Protestant doctrine upon this subject; misrepresentations, how-
ever, which Bellarmine himself, notwithstanding this admission,
has not abstained from countenancing. Protestants have always
contended that, in order that we may escape the wrath and curse
of God due to us for sin, God requireth of us repentance unto life,
as well as faith ; and that repentance unto life implies a renova-
tion of the moral nature, and consists in an actual turning from
all sin unto God, with a purpose of new obedience ; although they
do not regard repentance as standing in the same relation to jus-
tification as faith does,—unless as it is inclusive of faith,—or as
exerting any sort of causality or efficiency, even the lowest, in the
matter of a sinner’s justification, just because we are never said in
Scripture, directly or by implication, to be justified by repentance,
while we are frequently and expressly said to be justified by faith.
When these considerations are kept in view, and when they are
brought to bear, in their true and legitimate import, upon the state
of the question, it becomes quite plain that we are fully entitled
to put the objection adduced by Papists and others against the
moral tendency of the doctrine of free justification by faith alone
on the ground of Christ’s imputed righteousness, in this form,
and to discuss this as the only real point in dispute,—viz., that
there can be no adequate and effectual reason to persuade and
induce men to turn from sin unto God, and to submit themselves
practically to Christ’s authority, unless we can assure them that
by doing so they will exert some causality or efficiency in procuring
or obtaining for themselves the pardon of their sins, the enjoyment
of God's favour, and a right to eternal life. The doctrine of the
Reformers precluded them from urging this precise consideration
upon men in order to persuade them to turn from sin unto God,
and to submit themselves to Christ as their Lord and Master ; but
it left them at full liberty to employ every other motive or con-
sideration that could be adduced by those who taught a different
doctrine of justification.

Now, it is manifestly absurd to say that no sufficient reason
can be adduced to persuade men to turn from sin, and to submit
themselves to Christ’s authority, unless we can assure them that,
by doing so, they will exert some influence or efficiency in procur-
ing or obtaining for themselves pardon and acceptance, so long as
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Wwe can urge upon them that God requires them to do all this,—
that by refusing to do it they are provoking His righteous dis-
pleasure, and hardening themselves in a condition of guilt and
misery,—and that, unless they do all this, they will not be, in point
of fact, pardoned and saved, but must perish for ever. All this
can be said and urged upon men in entire consistency with the
Protestant doctrine of free justification through Christ’s imputed
righteousness ; and if so, the Popish objection falls to the ground.

But this topic is important chiefly from its connection with the
great general subject of the provision made in the gospel scheme
for changing men’s moral natures, for making them holy, and re-
storing them to a conformity to God’s moral image ; or, what is
virtually the same thing, the connection between justification and
sanctification, in the Protestant acceptation of these words. The
Church of Rome, as we have seen, confounds justification and
sanctification, using this latter word in its widest sense as includ-
ing regeneration, and thus comprehending the whole process by
which men are made holy. They regard justification as includ-
ing both the forgiveness of sin and the renovation of man’s moral
nature, or, as they commonly call it, the infusing of righteousness ;
but then they represent the latter as, in the order of nature at
least, if not of time, antecedent to the former, and as indeed the
ground or reason on account of which the pardon of sin is be-
stowed. Protestants, in ‘accordance with Scripture usage, regard
justification and regeneration, or renovation, as distinct in them-
selves, and as not standing to each other in any sense in the rela-
tion of cause and effect, but only as invariably connected in point
of fact, and as both traceable, as their proximate cause, to that
faith by which men are united to Christ. They regard regenera-
tion, not indeed in its more restricted and limited sense, as de-
scribing merely the first implantation of spiritual life by the Holy
Ghost,—for that must be antecedent in the order of nature even
to faith,—but in its more enlarged sense, as comprehending the
implantation in the heart of love instead of enmity to God, and of
holy principles and tendencies in place of depraved ones,—as pos-
terior in the order of nature, though not of time, to justification,
or the bestowal of pardon and acceptance.

In considering the provision made in the gospel scheme—
according to the Protestant view of its nature and arrangements
—for producing holiness, as including couformity to God’s image
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and actual obedience to His law, it is of importance to keep in
mind that there are two different aspects in which holiness, in its
widest sense, is presented to us in Scripture : first, as a gift
bestowed on men by God,—a change effected upon them by the
gracious agency of the Holy Spirit; and, secondly, as a duty or
matter of obligation which God requires of them. That holiness
in all its extent, as including repentance, conversion, progressive
sanctification, and actual conformity of life to God’s law, is repre-
sented in Scripture in both these aspects, is very manifest, and is
not denied by Romanists, but only by Socinians and the grosser
Pelagians. And if this be so, then both these views of it ought
to be remembered and applied, as well in our speculations con-
cerning it, as in the feelings we cherish, and the course we pursue,
in regard to any matter involved in it,—each aspect of it being
allowed to occupy its proper place, and to exert its appropriate
influence. I have no doubt that unfavourable impressions of the
moral tendency of the scriptural doctrine of justification have
been encouraged by overlooking this twofold aspect of holiness, or
conformity of heart and life to God’s law, and regarding it chiefly,
if not exclusively, as a duty which God requires of us. When it
is viewed as a grace or gift bestowed upon and wrought in us,
then we have just to consider what provision God has made for
imparting it, and what the way and manner in which He com-
municates it to men individually. Now, in this aspect of the mat-
ter, the scriptural representation of the case is this,—that, from
men’s natural state and condition, it is indispensably necessary,
in order to their final happiness, that a change be effected both
upon their state and condition judicially in relation to God and
His law, and upon their moral nature, principles, and tendencies ;
that God has provided for effecting both these changes, by giving
His own Son to be the surety and substitute of His people ; and
that He communicates to men individually both these gifts by
uniting them to Christ through the agency or instrumentality of
faith on their part, which He works in them. It was necessary
that both these changes should be effected, that both these gifts
should be bestowed. God has made effectual provision for im-
parting and securing both. They are both found in Christ,
when men are united to Him. They are both effected or con-
ferred, as to their immediate or proximate cause, through that
faith by which this union to Christ is brought about. The two
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things cannot be separated, because God has made equally certain
provision for effecting and bestowing both, and has clearly re-
vealed it to us in His word as a fundamental principle of His
unchangeable arrangements, that wherever He confers the one
He always confers the other. They are both equally God’s gifts;
and, according to the arrangements which He has established in
the covenant of grace, and which He has revealed in His word,
they both flow with an equal certainty or necessity from union to
Christ, and from faith in Him.

Now, in this aspect of the case, there can be no possible
ground for entertaining any suspicion whatever of the moral ten-
dency of the scriptural doctrine of justification ; for the substance
of the truth we hold upon the point is this,—that God made
equally certain and effectual provision for changing men’s state,
and for changing their character; for securing that every one
who is pardoned and accepted, shall also, at the same time, be
born again, be renewed in the spirit of his mind, be created again
in Christ Jesus unto good works. The differences between the
Protestant and the Popish doctrine upon the subject are these,—
that the Papists regard both changes as comprehended under
the one word justification, and represent the change of state as
posterior, and standing in a relation of causal dependence, in some
sense, to the change of character; while the Protestants reject
these views. Now, even conceding, for the sake of argument,
that these Popish representations of the matter were in accordance
with Scripture, or that there was equal ground for regarding
them as scriptural as the Protestant doctrine, what we wish to
observe is, that there is no appearance of their possessing any
advantage or superiority, in point of moral tendency, in the aspect
of the case we are at present considering ; and for this plain
reason, that they do not appear to contribute in the least to
increase the certainty, necessity, and invariableness of the con-
nection between the two changes or gifts. God has resolved to
bestow both, He has made effectual provision for bestowing both,
on all on whom He bestows either ; and He will just as certainly
and as invariably carry this arrangement into effect, whatever
may be the name or names under which He has classed them,
and whatever may be the order, either of time or of causal
dependence, in which He has fixed them with reference to each
other. No suspicion can legitimately attach to the moral tendency
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of any system of doctrine upon this subject, and with reference to
the aspect in which we are at present considering it, unless it
deny, directly or by implication, either that God has established
an invariable connection between His two gifts of a change of
state and a change of character, or that He has made certain and
effectual provision for bestowing both on all on whom He bestows
either ; and as the Protestant doctrine is just as far from denying
either of these positions as the Popish one, it is at least equally
safe and wholesome in its moral tendency.

It is only when this view of justification and sanctification, or
forgiveness and renovation, as equally God’s gifts,—which He has
made effectual provision for bestowing upon all for whom they
were intended,—is kept out of view, and when man’s attention is
turned solely to the other aspect of regeneration and sanctifica-
tion, as being simply duties which God requires of us, that the
common allegations about the moral tendency of the Protestant
doctrine of justification can be invested with anything like plausi-
bility. It is certain that repentance, conversion, growing holiness
of nature, and practical obedience to God’s law, are all duties
which God requires of us, as well as gifts which He bestows.
And when we regard them as duties, and are called upon to
vindicate the Protestant doctrine of justification from the charge
of being unfavourable or injurious to the interests of morality,
we may be expected to show that that doctrine leaves the obliga-
tion of these duties untouched, and leaves also full scope for our
addressing to men such considerations as ought, in right reason,
to persuade and constrain them to perform them. We might,
indeed, take our stand upon the former view of the matter,—to the
effect, at least, of throwing the onus probundi upon our opponents,
—and maintain that, since we hold that God has established a
certain and invariable connection between justification and reno-
vation, it is incumbent upon them to show that our doctrine in
regard to the one relaxes the obligation of the other, and deprives
us of the capacity of addressing to men considerations which, in
right reason, should, as motives, persuade and constrain them to
repent and be converted, to enter into and to continue in Christ’s
service, and to persevere ever thereafter in walking as He walked,
and in obeying His law. But there is no occasion to contest this
preliminary point, or to confine ourselves so rigidly within the
range of what is logically imperative ; for there is really no diffi-
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culty in proving that the Protestant doctrine of justification leaves
the obligations of men to holiness of heart and life in all its
extent, at least, untouched, and leaves us quite sufficiently strong
and powerful considerations—nay, affords us the strongest and
most powerful of all considerations—to persuade men, on the
fullest and most rational grounds, to do all that God requires of
them, and to perform all the duties which He has imposed upon
them.

In briefly illustrating this position, we may first advert to what
are the motives and considerations which the Romanists can bring
to bear upon men, but from the use of which Protestants, by their
doctrine, are precluded. We cannot, and we dare not, tell men,
as the Church of Rome does, that fear, hope, penitence, and love
must exist in men, as well as faith, before justification, and that
all these virtues existing in men prepare and dispose them to
receive justification; and still less can we tell them, as most
Romish writers do, and without contradicting the Council of
Trent, that these virtues merit justification er congruo. And
neither can we tell them, as the Couacil of Trent and all Romish
writers do, that the good works which men perform after they are
justified, merit or deserve increase of grace and eternal life ex
condigno. We cannot bring these considerations to bear upon men,
because we believe them to be false, and are assured upon this
ground that they are not fitted to serve any good and useful
purpose. Nay, we are persuaded that they contradict or pervert
the provision which God has made and revealed for promoting
the holiness and happiness of men, and therefore tend, in so far
as they are believed and acted on, to injure men’s spiritual welfare.
But, while we cannot employ these considerations, we have
motives enough of the most powerful and constraining kind to
persuade them to enter upon, and to persevere and abound in, all
holiness and new obedience.

In considering this subject, we are entitled to assume that men
believe in the divine authority of the whole word of God, and
admit their obligation to be guided in all things by its statements
and requirements ; and that they believe and honestly apply,
according to their true nature and tendency, the Protestant doc-
trines with respect to the causes and means of justification, and
the position and circumstances in which justified men are placed.
We are entitled to assame this, because really the question at
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jssue is just this,—How will a man who, receiving the Bible as
the word of God, believes, on its authority as he supposes, the
Protestant doctrine of justification, be in right reason affected, as
to his sense of obligation with respect to obedience to God’s law,
and the strength of the motives that should constrain him. to di.s-
charge this obligation? And upon this assumption, it is plain
that, in reason and consistency, the man will just receive and
submit to all that Scripture sets forth concerning the perfection
and unchangeableness of the divine law, the obligations of h?li-
ness, and the hatefulness and danger of sin. Men may receive
the Protestant doctrine of justification, and yet hold all that Ro-
manists or any others believe to be taught in Scripture upon these
points. There is nothing in that doctrine that, either directly or
by implication, tends to affect injuriously men’s views as to tl.lelr
relation to God, their obligations to comply with all His require-
ments, and the connection which He has established between
holiness and happiness. Romanists allege, that while Prottastants
may speculatively admit all this upon the authority of Seripture,
yet that the tendency of their doctrine of justification is to weaken
their sense of the truth and reality of this principle, and thus to
lead them practically to disregard it. But this is a mere random
assertion, which has no definite or satisfactory foundation to rest
upon. The Protestant doctrine not only accords with all that
Scripture says with respect to the perfection and unchangeable-
ness of the law, God’s determination to maintain its honour
inviolate, and to manifest fully His love of righteousness and His
hatred of sin ; but it is fitted to bring out all these views in the
clearest and most- impressive light, to bring them home most
powerfully both to the understanding and the hearts of men.
The obligation of faith, fear, hope, love, and peniter'lc'e, remain
unaffected by the denial of their preparative, dispos1§1ve, meri-
torious efficacy in the matter of justification. It continues true,
that these are all duties which God imperatively requires of all
men who have sinned, and who desire to escape from the conse-
quences of their sins,—duties which He has placed them un('ier
an absolute and indefeasible obligation to perform,—duties which
they are all bound to discharge, at once from a regard to God's
authority and to their own best interests. )

So far as concerns the whole process of turning from sin unto
Good, of embracing Christ as our Saviour, and submitting to Him
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as our Lord and Master, any consideration that goes to estab-
lish its obligation and necessity, and that is fitted to persuade and
constrain men to do what is incumbent upon them in the matter,
remains in full force, unaffected Ly any particular views as to the
precise way in which God deals with us when we come to Him
through Christ, or as to the precise grounds or causes of the
treatment which, in these circumstances, He bestows upon us.
It still continues equally true, upon the Protestant as upon the
Romish doctrine of justification, that God requires of us faith
and repentance, and requires them of us as indispensably neces-
sary to our escaping Iis wrath and curse due to us for our sins,
though not as exerting any causality or efficiency in procuring
or obtaining for us pardon and acceptance, except instrument-
ally in the case of faith; and it is a part of the Protestant,
though not of the Romish doctrine, that the faith which justi-
fies necessarily and invariably produces graces and good works.
And after men have been once justified and regenerated, the
case continues very much the same as to obligation in persever-
ing and abounding in all holy obedience. As the obligation of
the law continues unchanged with respect to men in their natural
condition, though it was impossible for them to procure or ob-
tain justification by deeds of law, so, as our Confession says,®
“it doth for ever bind all, as well justified persons as others, to
the obedience thereof,” though they “be not under the law, as a
covenant of works, to be thereby justified or condemned.”

With respect to progressive holiness and the performance of
good works, the only consideration competent to Papists, from the
use of which Protestants by their doctrine are excluded, is, that
justified men, by the good works which they perform, do truly and
properly merit increase of grace and eternal life. Now, this is a
consideration which does not properly affect men’s obligation to
perform good works, in the stricter and higher sense of the word,
—their obligation, as determined by their relation to God and a
sense of duty; it can operate merely as a motive, and a motive
addressed to the lower and more selfish principles of men’s nature.
And even with reference to this lower class of motives, Protest-
ants are not precluded, as we may afterwards have occasion to
explain, from holding the good works of justified men to be re-

* West. Conf., c. xix., secs. v. vi.
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wardable, though not meritorious. The loss of this motive, then,
independently altogether of the question as to the truth or false-
hood of the doctrine on which it is founded, is a matter of no real
moment ; and it is far more than compensated by the great addi-
tional force and impressiveness which the Protestant doctrine of
justification gives to any consideration that can either enforce an
obligation, or afford a constraining motive to persevere and a.bound
in all holy obedience. A man who has been brought into a
justified state, and who, in realizing his present position,—in look-
ing back upon the process by which he has been brought into it,—
contemplates the whole matter in the light which is shed upon it
by the great Protestant doctrine which we have been endeavour-
ing to explain, must have a deeper sense of his obligations to love
God, to honour and serve Christ, and to run in the way of His
commandments, than could be produced in any other way; and
must be brought under the influence of motives which alone are
fitted to constrain him to live, not unto himself, but unto Him
that died for him, and that rose again, and to adorn the doctrine
of his God and Saviour in all things. The exposition and enforce-
ment of these obligations and motives, and of the grounds on
which they rest, constitutes the preaching of the truth as it is in
Jesus, in so far as it is directed to the object of building up God’s
people in holiness and comfort through faith unto salvation. And
the efficacy of Protestant views of the present condition of justi-
fied men, and of the whole process by which they have been
brought into it, in deepening their sense of these obligations, and
in impressing these motives upon their minds, must surely be
abundantly evident to every one who, whether he believes the
Protestant doctrine or not, will just realize what that doctrine is,
and what are the history and condition of a justified man when
contemplated in the light in which that doctrine represents them.

This is indeed so evident, that the fairer and more candid
Romanists have usually founded their allegations as to the im-
moral tendency of Protestant doctrine, not so much upon our
views as to the grounds or causes of justification, and the way and
manner in which men are brought into a justified state, as upon
the views held by the Reformers and by Calvinists on what
is commonly called by us the perseverance of the saints, but
what Romish divines usually call the inamissibility of justice or
righteousness. We do not mean to discuss this doctrine at pre-
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sent, as it more properly belongs to the controversy between the
Calvinists and the Arminians, and can be rightly explained and
defended only in connection with the doctrine of predestination,
or election to life. I would only remark, that even this doctrine
of the inamissibility of justice, or the certainty of final persever-
ance in a state of grace, when men have once been admitted into
it, does mot, in right reason, either affect the obligations under
which justified men lie, or impair the motives which operate
upon them to abound and to persevere in all holy obedience;
that the very thing in which they persevere is just righteousness
and holiness; and that all legitimate tendency to abuse or per-
vert the doctrine is checked by the principle which Scripture so
fully sanctions,—viz., that, if men continue for a length of time
habitually careless or indifferent about growing in holiness and
abounding in good works, the only fair inference from this state
of things is—not, indeed, that they have lost righteousness, or
fallen from a state of grace, but that they have never yet been
brought into a state of grace,—that they are still subject to God’s
wrath and curse, and should still inquire what they must do to
be saved.

These brief hints may afford some assistance not only in deal-
ing with the leading objection against the Protestant doctrine of
justification by faith alone, on the ground of Christ’s righteous-
ness imputed, based upon its alleged moral tendency, but also in
explaining the connection between the doctrines of justification
and sanctification ; and in practically applying the scriptural doc-
trine of justification to the purpose of promoting the interests of
practical godliness, of leading justified men to be ever growing in
righteousuess and holiness, and to be increasingly showing forth
the praises of Him who hath called them out of darkness into His
marvellous light.

Sec. VII.—The Forgiveness of Post-baptismal Sins.

The general view of the subject of justification taught by the
Council of Trent, in so far as we have hitherto explained it, is
applied by Romanists only to the justification of persons who have
not been baptized in infancy, but who have been brought to the
knowledge of Christ and Christianity after they have grown up
to years of understanding. According to the doctrine of the
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Church of Rome, every infant in baptism is justified,—i.e., is
forgiven and regenerated, or freed wholly both from the guilt
and the power of original sin,—a doctrine opposed to the word of
God, most injurious in its practical bearing upon the spiritual
welfare of men, but well fitted to enhance the importance of the
outward ordinance, and of its official administrators. With respect
to those who are not baptized till after they are grown up, the
Church of Rome requires in them the possession of the seven
virtues, so often referred to as existing before they are pardoned
and regenerated, and as at least preparing and disposing them for
justification. The deliverance from the guilt and the power of
all their past sins, original and actual, in the case of all adults so
prepared and disposed, is as full and complete as the deliverance
from the guilt and the power of original sin granted to all infants,
without any preparation in baptism. But then the Church of
Rome puts the forgiveness of all the subsequent sins of both these
classes, or of all post-baptismal sin, as they call it, upon a different
footing, and introduces into this department some new principles
and arrangements, which are opposed to the word of God, but
admirably adapted to promote the general designs of Popery, and
the interests of the priesthood.

It is the doctrine of the Church of Rome, that no mortal sin,
committed after baptism, is forgiven to any man, except in and
through the sacrament of penance,—i.c., without confession,
absolution, and satisfaction,—or unless it be confessed to a priest,
—aunless he pronounce the words of absolution,—and unless the
penitent perform the satisfaction imposed by him ; though, as to
the necessity of this last condition, there is no formal decision of
the church, and it is a subject of controversy among Romish
writers. The sacrament of penance, both in its general .com-
plex character, and with reference to the particular parts of
which it is composed, is evidently a mere fabrication, having no
appearance of foundation in Scripture; but it belongs to the
head of sacramental justification, to which I shall afterwards
advert as a general topic of discussion. My present subject leads
me to advert only to one feature of the Romish doctrine upon this
point,—viz., that the forgiveness of post-baptismal sin, conveyed
by the absolution of the priest in the sacrament of penance, is
not so full and complete as that conveyed in baptism. The
absolution of the sacrament of penance conveys, indeed, full
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immunity from any liability to the eternal punishment which
the sin deserved, but leaves the penitent exposed to a temporal
punishment, which God must still inflict, and the penitent must
still bear, on account of that sin. There is no doubt, or room for
discussion, as to what the doctrine of the Church of Rome upon
this point is, and therefore we need not adduce quotations.* Let
us briefly consider what this doctrine really involves, as it is usually
drawn out and applied ; for Romanists have certainly made the
most of it, and turned it to very good account.

The first point is, that when the guilt of post-baptismal sin is
remitted in the sacrament of penance, so that men are exempted
from liability to the eternal punishment which the sin deserved,
they still remain liable to a temporal punishment to be inflicted
by God on account of it. Now, this doctrine naturally suggests
the question, How, or in what way, is this temporal punishment
inflicted by God and endured by them; or how is it otherwise
disposed of, so that those to whom it attached are no longer sub-
ject to any liability to suffer, but are admissible into the enjoy-
ment of perfect happiness? If the general doctrine, that a
temporal punishment remains due, after the proper guilt and
liability to eternal punishment are taken away, be admitted, the
most natural answer to the question suggested would be, that
God inflicted, and that men endured, this temporal punishment,
in the providential trials and afflictions of this life. ~Accordingly,
the Church of Rome teaches,—as her general doctrine upon this
subject plainly required of her,—that the trials and afflictions of
justified men—for, of course, it is to them only that the whole
subject applies—are strictly and properly penal; and that they
thus constitute, at least partly, the infliction and the endurance of
this temporal punishment.

This, however, was leaving the matter far too much in the
hands of God in His providence, without the intervention of the
church and the priest, and was not much fitted to work upon men’s
fears. Accordingly, the Church of Rome has invented purgatory,
in the fire of which men may, and of course many must, endure
after death what may remain of the temporal punishment due to
their mortal sins; and of the whole punishment—for it is only

* The most direct and explicit autho- | sess vi., cap. xiv., can. 30; and sess.
rities on the point are: Con. Triden., | xiv., cap. viii., can. 12 and 13.
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temporal-—due to their venial sins. This is rather alarming, and
does not seem to comport very well with the representations given
us in Scripture of the conditions, obligations, and prospects of
justified men. But Popery is very skilful in its provisions for
affording comfort, as well as for inspiring terror. Accordingly,
the church teaches that there is a way in which this temporal
punishment, remaining due by men, may be disposed of, or got
quit of, without their actually enduring it,—that they may satisfy
the claims of God’s justice and law in the matter by a different
process ; and this b’rings in their doctrine of human satisfaction.
It is this, that men, by various works which they can perform,—
especially prayers, fastings, and almsgivings,—can and do make
satisfaction or compensation to God for the tempotal punishment
remaining due to them, and thus escape the necessity of enduring
it. Praying, fasting, and almsgiving, are thus invested with a
penal character ; they are represented as the endurance of punish-
ment for sin ; in short, as standing in the same relation, and effect-
ing the same result, with reference to the temporal punishment
due to sin, as the sufferings and death of Christ do with reference
to its eternal punishment. Men can render satisfaction to God for
the temporal punishment due to their sins, by voluntarily under-
taking and performing extraordinary acts of prayer, fasting, and
almsgiving ; but it is much safer, at least for the mass of men,
just to perform exactly the penances, or penal endurances,—i.e.,
the prayers, fastings, and almsdeeds enjoined by the priest at
absolution, as he of course is the best judge of the amount of
suffering or endurance in these ways that may be necessary to
make satisfaction to the divine law.

This doctrine of human satisfaction is a very important addi-
tion to the general scheme of Popish teaching, as to the way in
which men are to be exempted from the consequences of their
sins. But we have not yet attained to a full view of it. Asa
man, by his prayers, fastings, and almsdeeds, may make satisfac-
tion or compensation to God for the temporal punishment due to
his own sins, so, by the same means, he can make satisfaction to
God for the temporal punishment due to the sins of others,—* ut
unus posset pro altero satisfacere,”—“alterius nomine possunt
quod Deo debetur persolvere.”* As the Church of Rome, while

* Catech. Trident., P. ii., cap. v., Quaest. Ixxii.
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explicitly teaching this general doctrine, has not imposed any re-
striction upon the capacity, or the right, of one man to make satis-
faction in the room of another, and to transfer the benefit of his
satisfactory endurances to whom he pleases, the practice, which
prevails in some Popish countries, of men and women making a
livelihood by hiring themselves to perform vicarious prayings, as
a satisfaction for the sins of others, is the natural and legitimate
result of the authorized teaching of the church, Still, however,
even yet, the system laboured under two defects: first, men who
needed some assistance in making satisfaction for the temporal
punishment due to their sins, might often find a difficulty in get-
ting substitutes to satisfy in their room ; and, secondly, even if
substitutes could be got without great difficulty, the church might
not derive much direct benefit from these private and personal
transactions, in the way of transferring satisfaction from one man
to another. To remedy at once these two evils, she provided a
great treasure of satisfactions, and opened a public market for the
dispensation of them, that men might be put to no great incon-
venience in obtaining a supply of vicarious satisfactions, and that,
being indebted for it to the church, they might be reasonably
called upon for due and suitable expressions of their obligations to
her. Thus at length we have arrived at indulgences, which are just
the communication to men of satisfactions made by others, and
deposited, under the Pope’s control, in what the Council of Trent
calls “the heavenly treasures of the Church ;" the certain effect
of this communication being, that those to whom it is made are,
in consequence, exempted, pro tanto, from the necessity of either
satisfying for, or actually enduring, the temporal punishment which
otherwise God would have inflicted upon them. And when I
have stated further, that, according to the doctrine of the Church
of Rome, indulgences not only exempt men, pro tanto, from the
necessity of personal suffering or satisfaction in this life, but like-
wise shorten the duration or mitigate the severity of their suffer-
ings in the fire of purgatory, I think I have introduced all the
leading features of the doctrine of the Romanists upon this subject.

Now, this is a magnificent and well-compacted scheme, dis-
playing great inventive genius, profound knowledge of human
nature, and admirable skill in contrivance and adaptation. Each
one of the principles or doctrines in the series, taken by itself, is
fitted to obscure and pervert the scriptural account of the provi-
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sion made for pardoning men’s sins, and saving them from the
punishment their sins deserve; and all of them separately, and
the whole conjointly, are necessary to be established, as the foun-
dation of the doctrine of indulgences, which may be regarded as
constituting the climax of a long and intricate series of anti-scrip-
tural and most dangerous errors. If any one link in the series fail,
the doctrine of indulgences falls to the ground ; and conversely, if
the doctrine of indulgences be thoroughly established, it will be
able to afford support to all these positions, which are virtually
involved in it. This illustrates how naturally the exposure of in-
dulgences led, in the hands of Luther, and under the guidance of
God’s word and Spirit, to the full exposition of the doctrine of a
free and complete justification through faith in the righteousness
of Christ. The doctrine of indulgences, when analysed and in-
vestigated, leads us back, step by step, through.all the various
questions which we have stated (of course, in the inverse order to
that which we have pursued), and thus brings us to the very
threshold of the Scripture doctrine of justification; while that
great doctrine, on the other hand, once clearly seen, and steadily
and faithfully applied, at once sweeps away all these errors, and
all the practices and arrangements, all the fraud and imposture,
which have been based upon them.

I do not mean to enter on any detailed refutation of this
gigantic system of heresy and fraud, as my object, in referring to
it, was chiefly to illustrate how the Church of Rome follows out
her doctrines in their practical applications, and to point out the
connection subsisting among the different steps in the series; and
thus to exhibit at once a specimen of the general policy of the
Church of Rome, in providing so fully, by the same processes, for
Satan’s object, the ruining of men’s souls, by leading them to
build upon a false foundation, and for the priest’s .object, the
enslaving of the consciences of the people; and a specimen of the
kind of proof on which many of her doctrines and practices are
based. Not one of the different positions which constitute the
steps in the series we have described, can be established by any-
thing like satisfactory scriptural evidence. Every one of them
can be proved to be opposed to the teaching of the word of God,
—some of them, indeed, to be in direct collision with funfla-
mental scriptural principles respecting the vicarious -satisfactl.on
of Christ, and the way of a sinner’s salvation. There is one point
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especially to be noticed,—viz., that while all these positions, when
viewed conjointly, form a well-contrived and compacted system,
yet that not one of them, even if proved, affords any direct evi-
dence in support of the succeeding one ; and that, therefore, each
of them must be established by its own distinct and appropriate
scriptural proof.

I need not dwell upon the illustration of this position ; but
there is a general observation of some importance in the Popish
controversy which is suggested by it, and to which it may be
worth while to advert. There are several of the leading doctrines
of the Popish system which, in the absence of all direct scriptural
evidence in support of them, depend for their authority upon the
establishment of a series of positions, all of which must be dis-
tinctly and separately proved, and the failure in the proof of
any one of which overthrows the whole Popish teaching upon the
point. Now, it is common, in such cases, for the defenders of
Popery to select that one of the various positions in support of
which they think that the largest amount of plausible scriptural
evidence can be adduced, and then to assume that the proof of
this one separate position, of itself, establishes the general con-
clusion. It has been shown, for instance, by Dr Isaac Barrow, in
his great work on the Supremacy of the Pope, that, in order to
establish that doctrine, seven distinct and independent positions
must be proved, each of them being necessary for the ultimate
result ; while Romanists scarcely undertake to establish them all,
and dwell almost exclusively upon two or three of them, in
support of which they think they can adduce something that is
plausible. The invocation of saints, in like manner, in the ab-
sence of all direct scriptural evidence bearing upon the point
itself, can be based only upon a series of positions, each of which
must be established ; and yet Romish writers, in discussing this
subject, often talk as if they expected that the proof of this one
position,—viz., that the saints in heaven offer up prayers for men
on earth,—were to be received as probatio probata of all that the
Church of Rome teaches and practises regarding it. So, in the
series of positions which we have described with reference to the
forgiveness of post-baptismal sin,—every one of which must be
proved by its own distinct and appropriate evidence, before the
Romish doctrine of indulgences can be established,—there are
several which they scarcely attempt or pretend to prove from
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Scripture ; while they seem to expect that the proof they adduce in
support of one or two of them, shall be received as proving them
all, and establishing the important conclusion which hangs upon
them. Among these various positions, the one perhaps on which
they are fondest of enlarging in argument, because they think
they can most plausibly defend it from Scripture, is this,—that
the trials and afflictions of justified men are strictly penal in their
character ; and as this position is really not destitute of some plau-
sible scriptural evidence, it may be proper briefly to advert to it.
It is conceded by Protestants, that all the sufferings which
men endure are in some sense punishments of sin,—traceable to
sin and demerit as their source or cause. It is further conceded,
that the Scripture represents justified and righteous men as
bringing trials and afflictions upon themselves by their sins;
afflictions which, it is intimated in Scripture, are in some measure
regulated, both as to their peculiar character and their severity,
by the sins of which such men have been guilty. Now, these’
concessions, which Scripture plainly enough requires, might not
unreasonably be regarded as sufficient to establish the conclusion,
that the providential afflictions of righteous men are truly and
properly penal, kad we no further information given us in Scripture
upon the subject. But the conclusion is one which important
scriptural principles, and clear scriptural statements, prevent us
from receiving. The whole tenor of the scriptural representa-
tions with respect to the nature and consequences of forgiveness,
the state and condition of justified men, and the principles which
regulate all God’s dealings with them, precludes the idea that
they are liable to, or that they, in point of fact, suffer at God's
hand, inflictions of a strictly penal character. “There is now no
condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus,”—no liability to
punishment. Their sins have been entirely blotted out, and are
remembered no more against them. They have been received
finally and unchangeably into the enjoyment of God’s favour.
They have been adopted as children into His family ; and the one
object to which all God’s views concerning them, and all His
dealings toward them, are directed, is to promote their welfare by
making them more meet for the full enjoyment of His own pre-
sence. He has virtually laid aside, so far as they are concerned,
the character of a Judge, and assumed that of a Father. And in
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accordance with these general principles, He is to be regarded,
when He sends them trials and sufferings, not as inflicting punish-
ment, strictly and properly so called, but merely as chastening,
correcting, disciplining them in the way He sees best fitted to
promote their true welfare. He is not exercising His justitia
vindicatriz in merely testifying His hatred against sin, by simply
inflicting pain upon the sinner. His only object is to promote
and secure the welfare of His children. The very idea of a penal
infliction, properly so called, is that of suffering inflicted for the
purpose of occasioning misery to the object of the infliction, be-
cause he has deserved it, and because it is intended that the
ordinary course of justice and of law should take effect upon
him, or,—as it has been defined in the discussion of this subject,—
“vindicta’ propria est quando malum quod alicui infligitur, non
in bonum, sed in malum ejus infligitur.”* And punishment, or
penal infliction, in this, its strict and proper sense, is wholly in-
applicable to any of God’s dealings with His own people.t

In short, we must include the whole of what Scripture teaches
upon this subject, and embody it, if possible, in one consistent and
harmonious doctrine. We cannot, in consistency with Scripture,
maintain that God’s dealings with justified men, even when He
sends them trials and afflictions, are strictly and properly penal,
or directed to the object of merely inflicting upon them suffering,
because they have deserved it by their sin. And there is no great
difficulty in reconciling this principle with those scriptural views
upon which the Popish argument is based, and from which their
conclusion is deduced ; while that conclusion cannot be reconciled
with this principle, and, indeed, flatly contradicts it. All suffer-
ing is, in its general character, a punishment on account of sin;
but this is not the only character it bears,—the only relation it
sustains ; and therefore it may not be in this character that it is
inflicted by God upon justified men. And as to the relation,—
plainly indicated in some instances described in Scripture of God’s
dealing with His people,—between the peculiar character and de-
gree of the suffering inflicted upon them, and the sin which in
some sense produced or occasioned it, this admits without difficulty
of another solution besides that of the suffering being strictly and

*Ames. Bellarm. Enervat., tom. iii., | sec. 30 to the end, and generally on
pp- 281, 232. Oxon. 1629. this whole subject, c. iv. and v.
t Calvin. Instit., Lib. iii., c. iv.,
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properly penal. The character and degree of the suffering in-
flicted may have been regulated or determined by the preceding
sin, while yet the intended bearing and influence of the suffering
might be wholly prospective and not retrospective ; and this upon
two grounds : first, the very best thing now, for the real good of
the individual who has sinned,—the first and most indispensable
thing for his future welfare,—may be, that he should be brought
under the influence of right impressions with respect to the sin
which he has committed, and learn, for his future guidance, the
lessons which it is fitted to teach ; and, secondly, the sin which he
has committed may be a fair measure or index of what he now
needs,—of what is truly, in the actual circumstances in which he
is placed, best fitted to promote his real welfare, and may thus, de
Jfacto, regulate the character and degree of the suffering inflicted,
—even though this suffering, in its intended bearings and results,
has a regard only prospectively and correctively to future good,
and not retrospectively and penally to past sin. On these grounds,
we think it can be shown that there is nothing in Scripture which
necessarily requires us to admit the position (which was strenuously
opposed by all the Reformers), that the providential sufferings or
afflictions of righteous men are strictly and properly penal ; while,
on the other hand, a full view of all that Scripture teaches upon
the subject compels us to believe that it is not as strict and proper
punishments that they are inflicted,—although most certainly
they are both fitted and intended, when viewed in connection with
the sin that preceded and occasioned them, to produce profound
humility and self-abasement, and to lead to unceasing watchful-
ness and waiting upon God.*

The first and fundamental position in the series we have
described,—that on which, as a basis, the whole series depends,—
viz., that with respect to post-baptismal sin there is a reatus pane,
a§ distingnished from a reatus culpe, or that a temporal punish-
ment remains due after the proper guilt and consequent liability
to eternal punishment have been taken away in the sacrament of
penance,—rests wholly upon the proof adduced, that the providen-

* There is an Antinomian, as well as | correct or chasten them for their
a Popish, error upon this point to be | sins.
guarded against. Some Antinomians Vide Burgess on Justification, Part
have maintained that God sees no sin | i., Lec. 4, 5, 6; Gillespie's Miscellany
In His people, and does not even | Questions.
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tial sufferings of justified and regenerate men are strictly and
properly penal. This first position, asserting a distinction, with
reference to post-baptismal sins, between the reatus culpe and the
reatus peene, has not in itself, as a general doctrine, any distinct,
direct scriptural evidence ; and Papists scarcely pretend that it has,
while Protestants undertake to show, not only that it is wholly
unsanctioned by Scripture, but that it is opposed to clear serip-
tural statements, and to most important scriptural principles.
Papists profess to prove from Scripture that the providential
sufferings of righteous men are truly penal inflictions ; and from
that they draw the general conclusion, that temporal punishment
remains due by them, after their proper guilt, or culpa, or liability
to eternal punishment, has been taken away. It is'not by any
means clear or certain that the conclusion is well founded in all
its extent, even though the premises should be proved or conceded.
But it is unnecessary to dispute this; for the Reformers proved,
not only that there is no satisfactory evidence in Scripture that
the providential sufferings of righteous men are penal, but that
Scripture, when its whole teaching upon the subject is carefully
and deliberately examined in combination, contains abundant proof
that they are not possessed of a strictly and properly penal character.
Thus the sole foundation in argument of the great Popish princi-
ple about a temporal punishment remaining due after the liability
to eternal punishment has been removed by the sacrament of
penance, is overturned, and, of course, carries with it the whole
system of heresy, fraud, and imposture that is based upon it.

The other parts of the system, besides being left without any
foundation to rest upon, can be, each of them, singly and sepa-
rately disproved by satisfactory scriptural evidence. Human
satisfactions for, or instead of, punishment due to sin, and these
either personal or vicarious, rendered either by the sinners them-
selves or by others in their room, and rendered either in this life
upon earth, or in the next in purgatory ; an inexhaustible treasure
of vicarious satisfactions upon earth, and a place of punishment
somewhere in the neighbourhood of hell, and both under the con-
trol of the Pope; the penality of the prayers and the almsdeeds, as
well as of the providential sufferings, of righteous men, and their
actual endurance of punishment for a time in a future world ;—
all these are palpably opposed to most important truths plainly
taught us in the sacred Scriptures, and altogether constitute the
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most marvellous system of falsehood and fraud that has ever
been invented.

We are too apt to look upon the Popish purgatory and in-
dulgences merely as fraudulent contrivances for enslaving men’s
consciences, and swindling them out of their money; but there is
something far deeper and more destructive about them than this
view of their character exhibits. They imply and involve the
whole system of erroneous doctrine which we have briefly de-
scribed. That system of doctrine may have produced purgatory
and indulgences, or they may have produced it, or, what is more
probable, both may have acted and reacted upon each other. But,
however this may have been historically, it is certain that pur-
gatory and indulgences require all these gross corruptions of the
scriptural doctrine of the forgiveness of sins. They tend greatly
to strengthen and confirm those corruptions, and to give them a
deeper hold of men’s minds. In this way they serve as fully and
as effectually the purposes of Satan as of the priesthood, and tend
directly to endanger men’s eternal welfare, by producing and
confirming erroneous conceptions of the scheme which God has
devised and revealed for the salvation of sinners, and thus leading
them to exclude themselves from the benefit of its free and
gracious provisions. This is a general feature of the whole Popish
system.

Sec. VIIL.—The Merit of Good Works.

We have explained and illustrated the way in which the
Church of Rome has drawn out its doctrine upon the subject
of justification into most important practical applications, so far as
concerns the topic of satisfaction and forgiveness of sin,—laying
by this process a deep foundation for human satisfaction to God’s
law,—for purgatory and indulgences. We have now to advert to
the manner in which Romanists regulate the practical application
of their general doctrine, in its bearing upon the subject of merit,
and the procuring of the divine favour.

The doctrine of the Church of Rome upon this subject is this:
—that, after men are pardoned and regenerated in baptism, they
can, through divine grace, obey the whole law of God, so as not
to fall into any mortal sin,—which is practically, under the
Popish system, the same as into any sin, for venial sin is usually
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so explained as to be really no sin; that, while they can thus
abstain from doing anything which really deserves God’s wrath,
they are able, by their good works, to merit from God increase of
grace and eternal life; that they can even do more, in the way of
meritorious performance, than is necessary to escape from God’s
wrath, and to procure anything that may be needful for their
own happiness; and that their works of supererogation, as they
are called, may be available for the benefit of others. We have
already seen that the Church of Rome underrated the magnitude
and importance of the change effected upon men’s state or legal
condition when their sins are pardoned; we now see how greatly
she overrates the change effected upon their character and capa-
cities of obeying the divine law, when they are regenerated. The
assertion of their liability to a temporal punishment for their post-
baptismal sins after their guilt is remitted,—so far as concerns
their desert of eternal punishment, and of the strict and proper
penality of the providential trials and sufferings to which they
are subjected,—implies an underrating of the fulness and com-
pleteness of the pardon or forgiveness which God bestows for
Christ’s sake, and of the blessed and filial relation into which
justified persons are brought; while the assertion of their ability
to keep the whole law, and to perform good works that are truly
and properly meritorious,—nay, even works of supererogation,—
implies an overrating of the completeness of the sanctification
wrought upon men when they become the subjects of divine
grace. This difference illustrates an important general feature in
the character of the Popish system of theology, with respect to
the way of a sinner’s salvation,—viz., a tendency to throw into
the background what, from the nature of the case, must be God’s,
and God’s only, and to raise into prominence that which, though
it is admitted to be, in some sense, God’s, is also, in some sense,
man’s, and which, therefore, man will be able and disposed to
ascribe to himself, and to rest upon as his own. Forgiveness is
God’s gift, and cannot well, from the nature of the case, be re-
presented in any other light. Men might, indeed, be able to do
something to induce God to bestow it upon them, or might be in
some measure indebted for it, in some sense, to the good offices
and kind intervention of a fellow-creature; and there is much in
the Popish system of doctrine and practice fitted and intended to
foster both these notions. But the Church of Rome has not
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ventured very directly and explicitly to propound them. On the
other hand, holiness, obedience, and good works, though ascribed
in a general way to God’s grace and the operation of His Spirit,
are also qualities and doings of men themselves, which exist in
them, and are, in some sense, theirs,—as possessed or effected by
them. And there is thus a ground on which, though magnifying
their importance and value, men may be led to form high ideas of
their own worth and excellence, and to rely much upon themselves
in matters connected with God and eternity.

We have already expounded two important principles taught
by all the Reformers, and anathematized by the Council of Trent,
and forming a sort of connecting link between the subject of
original sin and that of justification. The principles were these:
First, that there is nothing in men by nature, and before they
are justified and regenerated, but what is sinful, wholly and alto-
gether sinful, and deserving of God’s wrath; and, second, that
there is nothing in men’s character and actions, so long as they
continue on earth, even after they are forgiven and regenerated,
which is not stained or polluted with sinful imperfection,—which
has not about it something that deserves God’'s displeasure, and
that, viewed in itself, might justly expose men to punishment.
These two positions, if they are really taught in the word of God,
as we have shown they are, overturn from the foundation the
leading principles on which the whole Popish doctrine of justifi-
cation is based. It is with the second of them only that we have
now to do, in its bearing upon what Papists commonly call the
second justification, or the justificatio justi, as distinguished from
the justificatio tmpii, by which men who have been pardoned and
regenerated procure additional supplies of grace, both pardoning
and sanctifying, and thus become more righteous and more happy.
If it be true that all the actions, even of justified and regenerate
men, have something sinful about them, or are stained with some
sinful imperfection, it is quite plain that men cannot, as the
Church of Rome teaches, render perfect obedience to the divine
law; and that their good works cannot, as the Council of Trent
affirmed they do, truly and properly deserve or merit increase of
grace and eternal life.

The merit of good works was an invention of the schoolmen ;
for though the fathers often applied the word merit to the actions
of regenerate men,—and though, of course, Papists quote the pas-
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sages in which this term is so applied, in support of the doctrine
of their Church,—it has been proved by DProtestant writers, that
“to merit,” is commonly used by them merely in the vague and
general sense of “to procure or obtain,” and not as conveying
the Popish notion of meriting or deserving, in a strict or proper
sense. The schoolmen asserted the merit of good works in a
higher and more exact sense than that in which it had been
ascribed to them by the fathers, and indulged in many intricate
and useless speculations about the nature and ground of merit,
and the qualities and circumstances of actions necessary and
sufficient to make them truly and properly meritorious; and, in
consequence, a good deal of matter of this sort has been intro-
duced into the discussion of this subject as carried on between
Protestants and Papists. Protestants contend, and most reason-
ably, that they are exempted from any necessity of considering
the Popish doctrine of the true and proper merit of good works
by the proof they adduce of the position to which we have re-
ferred about the sinful deficiency cr imperfection attaching to all
the actions of justified men; for this doctrine, if true, manifestly
precludes the posmblhty of their being properly meritorious. But
as the Papists adduce, in support of their doctrine of the proper
merit of good works, some scriptural arguments which are not
destitute of plausibility, the Protestants have not declined to
examine this subject. We can make only a very few observations
upon it.

There are two principal questions usually discussed under this

bead: First, What are good works? and, secondly, Are they
truly and properly meritorious, as the Council of Trent asserts,
of God’s favour, increase of grace, and eternal life? First, What
are good works? The Church of Rome having determined that
good works should be meritorious, resolved also to extend as widely
as possible,—at least in certain directions,—the sphere to which
this important quality of true and proper merit attached, by com-
prehending many things under the name of good works whose
claim to that designation Protestants refuse to admit,—such as
vows, penances, fastings, festivals, pilgrimages, processions, and a
number of other observances of a similar kind, connected with
the rites and ceremonies of the Romish Church, and all fitted,
more or less directly, to advance the interests of the system, and
to extend 'the influence of the priesthood. It is for the purpose
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of contradicting and exposing the Popish notions upon this sub-
ject, that the chapter on “Good Works” in our Confession of
Faith* is introduced with the following position: “ Good works
are only such as God hath commanded in His holy word, and not
such as, without the warrant thereof, are devised by men, out of
blind zeal, or upon any pretence of good intention.” This posi-
tion, the truth of which we need not stop to illustrate, cuts off
at once many of the works which the Church of Rome urges upon
men as good and meritorious.

It is common also, and quite pertinent, to discuss under this
head the famous Popish distinction between commands of duty
and counsels of perfection,—a distinction which is the foundation,
doctrinally, of the whole monastic system. Papists hold that,
while there are many precepts and commands in Scripture ad-
dressed to all, and equally binding upon all, there are also some
higher exercises of virtue, which are not universally commanded
or enjoined, but only counselled or recommended to those who
aspire to perfection ; and which, of course, are more abundantly
meritorious, than those good works which are performed in obedi-
ence to express and universal requirements. The chief of these
counsels of perfection are the voluntary renunciation of property,
of marriage, and of the power of regulating our own actions; and
when these things zre renounced, and especially when the renun-
ciation is sealed with a vow,—the vow, as they call it, of poverty,
chastity, and obedience,—they regard this as a state of perfection
which is highly meritorious, in which a very large stock of merit
may be laid up. Protestants have no great difficulty in overturning
from Scripture their whole distinction, and all the particular in-
stances to which it is applied, and are thus able to maintain un-
broken and unqualified their fundamental position, that ¢ good
works are only such as God hath commanded in His holy word ;”
and thus to overturn one of the foundations on which the doctrine
of merit and supererogation is based.

Protestants hold, that regenerate men are bound to perform,
and do perform, good works, though Papists commonly represent
them as denying both these positions. They admit that the good
works men perform, are in substance, and as to their main cha-
racter and leading features, accordant with the requirements of

* C. xvi.
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God’s law, and therefore, in some sense, pleasing and acceptable
in His sight ; but they maintain that they are not meritorious, or
possessed of true and proper merit,—that they are not meritorious,
as the Council of Trent asserts, of eternal life,—and that they
never surpass, either in number or in excellence, what the law of
God requires. Independently of the consideration which was
formerly adverted to, and which is absolutely and manifestly in-
consistent with the ascription of merit,—viz., that even the best
works of regenerate men are stained with sinful imperfection,—
Protestants rest their denial of the meritorionsness of good works
mainly upon these two grounds: First, that men are under a
positive obligation to perform them, and are not at liberty to
neglect them ; and, secondly, that they bear no proportion to the
result which they are said to merit,—viz., the favour of God and
eternal life. It seems essential to the idea of true and proper
merit, that the actions to which it is ascribed be such as are not
incumbent, as matter of imperative and unavoidable obligation,
on those by whom they are performed; that they could omit or
neglect them without thereby necessarily committing sin, and
without thereby justly exposing themselves to punishment. True
and proper merit, therefore, cannot attach to any action which
God’s law expressly enjoins. It might indeed possibly attach, so
far as this argument is concerned, to counsels of perfection. But
then, first, there is no such class of actions which it is competent
to men to perform; and then, secondly, Papists who maintain
that there is, do not restrict merit to actions of this class, but ex-
tend it,—i.e., the possibility of it,—to all the good works of re-
generate men,

On this ground, then, no actions done in obedience to God’s
law, even though fully accordant with what the law requires, can
possess true and proper merit, so as to deserve anything at God’s
hand ; and still less, in the second place, can they merit eternal
life, from the total want of equality, nay, from the infinite dispro-
portion between the good actions of men, even though they were
free from all sinful imperfection, and the result which they are
said to deserve. In addition to these general considerations, which
evidently exclude or disprove true and proper merit, there is
abundance of direct Scripture statement to prove that no man
ever merited anything from God; and that every man is, at all
times, indebted to God’s unmerited mercy and kindness, for every
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gift he receives, for every favour he enjoys, for every hope he
entertains,

I have said that the Popish doctrine of the trye and proper
merit of good works is riot altogether destitute of what may seem,
at first sight, to be plausible scriptural evidence. It must be
plain, however, that with such an amount of scriptural evidence
against it as that to which we have briefly referred, as establish-
ing the positions above laid down, it could be admitted only if
principles or statements in support of it could be produced from
Scripture, of a very clear and explicit description,—principles
bearing very directly and conclusively upon the precise point in
dispute, —statements which cannot be explained away by any
reasonable or legitimate process, and which cannot admit of any
other meaning than that which the Papists ascribe to them. Of
course the Scripture proof they adduce consists in those state-
ments which plainly indicate some connection as actually subsist-
ing, according to God’s arrangements, between good works and
admission into heaven; and especially those which represent
heaven and eternal life as the reward of good works (uicfos,
merces). Now, here again, it might be admitted, as in the ques-
tion formerly adverted to about the strictly penal character of the
providential sufferings of good men, that kad we no other informa-
tion given us in Scripture upon the subject, these statements might
not unreasonably be regarded as sanctioning the Popish prin-
ciple, that good works are meritorious of eternal life. But here
also, as there, we contend,—first, that this Popish view of the
nature or character of the connection subsisting between good
works and eternal life, is wholly precluded by other scriptural
principles and statements ; and, secondly, that there is no great
difficulty in reconciling the representations on which the Popish
conclusion is based, with the Protestant principle that they are
not meritorious of eternal life ; while, on the other hand, it is not
possible to reconcile those scriptural representations on which the
Protestant conclusion is founded, with the Popish principle that
they are. Eternal life is, no doubt, represented in Scripture as
the reward of good works ; and Papists allege that merit and re-
ward are correlative ideas, the one necessarily implying the other.
But eternal life is also represented in Scripture as the free gift of
God ; and Protestants contend that its being a free gift necessarily
excludes the idea of its being truly merited by good works ; and

VOL.
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that its being a reward does not necessarily imply the reverse.
This is the state of the question. I cannot enter into any de-
tailed discussion of it, but would only remark,—first, that it has
been proved that the idea of reward is, in several instances,
introduced and applied in Seripture in cases where there was cer-
tainly nothing meritorious, and that, consequently, merit is not its
specific and invariable correlative ; and, secondly, that when the
apostle says,* % To him that worketh is the reward not lzeckoned of
grace, but of debt,” he plainly and unequivocally intimates that
the word reward is taken in two different senses ; and that a thing
may be truly represented as a reward, when he who re.cei.ves it
had no claim to it, had done nothing whatever to merit it, but
had obtained it of grace without merit. Since this distinction has
the express sanction of Scripture, and since Scripture also a-ﬁort!s
abundant materials to prove that the reward of eternal life is
given of grace and not of debt, we are not only warranted, b'ut
bound, if we would submit fully to the whole teaching of ScmB-
ture upon this subject, to apply the distinction, and to regard it
not only as legitimate, but imperative, to believe that the circum-
stance of eternal life being represented as the reward of good
works was not intended to convey the idea that it is merited by
them ; and to maintain, without any limitation or modification, the
great scriptural principle, that eternal life, and everything that
conduces to, or prepares for, it, is altogether the free gift of God’s
unmerited kindness through Christ.

This doctrine of merit, then, is another important point in which
the Church of Rome has grievously perverted the word of God,
—perverted it in a way in which no other sect has ventured to
follow her example, since even Socinians reject the idea of merit,
—perverted it in a way which has a most direct and pow'erful
tendency to produce a state of mind and feeling diametrically
opposed to what the whole word of God inculcates, and fitted to
exert a most injurious influence upon men’s spiritual welfare.

Bellarmine, after labouring to establish the doctrine of the
Council of Trent,—that the good works of regenerate men are
truly meritorious of eternal life,—proposes to investigate, dis-
tinctly and separately, this question, How far reliance ought to be
placed upon merits,—* quatenus fiducia in meritis collocari possit.”+

* Rom. iv. 4. t Bellarm., De Justificat., L. v., c. vii.

Sec. VIIL] THE MERIT OF GOOD WORKS. 109

He represents, and very truly, the heretics, as he calls them, as
unanimous in maintaining that no reliance whatever is to be
placed upon merits, and then proceeds to ridicule the earnestness
of Calvin and other Protestants in asserting this, and to try to
prove what he calls the doctrine of the Catholic Church,—viz.,
that though men ought indeed to place their chief confidence in
God, yet that they should also place some reliance upon their own
merits, “preecipuam quidem spem, et fiduciam in Deo ponendam
esse; aliquam tamen etiam in meritis poni posse.” Many Popish
writers have asserted this principle more broadly and offensively
than Bellarmine has done ; and, to do him justice, he seems almost
ashamed of the doctrine which his church obliged him to defend ;
for he concludes with a remarkable statement, which has been
often quoted, and which is not only a virtual retractation of this
particular sentiment, but really amounts, in substance and spirit,
to a virtual repudiation of the whole five books he had written
upon justification. It is in these words: “ Propter incertitudinem
propriz justitie, et periculum inanis glorie tutissimum est, fidu-
ciam totam in sola Dei misericordia, et benignitate reponere.”
This is a very interesting and important declaration, especially as
indicating very plainly, though indirectly, the true character and
tendency of Popish doctrine, and the sense entertained of the
danger of practically applying and acting upon it, by the ablest
of its defenders. If men have merits,—true and proper merits,—
as the Council of Trent expressly asserts, and as Bellarmine had
laboured to prove, they are entitled to rely upon them; and from
all we know of human nature and the history of the world, we
may be assured that they will rely upon them, instead of placing
their whole confidence in the sole mercy and kindness of God.
The doctrine of the Church of Rome warrants this, nay, requires
it; and men who are ignorant of the word of God, and ignorant
of themselves, will have no difficulty in receiving and applying
this teaching. When they are taught that they can truly and
properly merit by their good works the favour of God and eternal
life, they will not be deterred from relying upon these merits by
a prudential caution, such as Bellarmine has given,—a mere
tutissimum est,—a hint that they had better not, and that, all
things considered, it is safer to abstain. The whole word of God
teaches us.that we should place no reliance upon our own merits,
and rest our whole confidence upon the alone mercy and kindness
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of God and the work of Christ. The Church of Rome denies
this great principle, and inculcates a doctrine directly opposed to
it in substance and tendency. We must believe the Romish
doctrine of merit, for the Council of Trent requires this, under
an anathema. But Bellarmine is constrained at last virtually to
admit, that though we must believe with the Catholic Church, it
is safer to feel and act with heretics,—to feel and act as if we
disbelieved the Council of Trent, and concurred in opivion with
the Reformers. It is safest to rely exclusively upon the mercy
and kindness of God; and that doctrine is to be received as
scriptural and true which inculcates and produces this exclusive
reliance upon Him ; while that doctrine is to be rejected as un-
questionably false, and as unspeakably dangerous, which sanctions,
and has a direct tendency to produce, any reliance upon our own
merits for the enjoyment of God's favour and the possession of
eternal life.

In regard to works of supererogation, the Council of Trent has
not formally and explicitly asserted their possibility and reality.
The responsibility of the Church of Rome for the doctrine that
men may do more, in the way of obedience to God’s law, than is
necessary in order to escaping wholly from the consequences of
their own sins, and meriting heaven for themselves, is deduced
inferentially, though satisfactorily and conclusively, from her
teaching concerning the distinction between commands of duty
and counsels of perfection,—concerning vicarious human satisfac-
tions,—and especially concerning the general treasury of merits,
composed indiscriminately of the superfluous merits of Christ and
the saints, and the use and application of the contents of this
treasury as the ground and foundation of indulgences. The
generality of approved Romish writers have plainly taught the
doctrine of supererogation, though in modern times they do not
usually give so much prominence as they used to do, either to it
or to the general treasury of the church. Moehler, in his Symbol-
ism,* describes it © as that remarkable doctrine . . . . which cer-
tainly, like every other that hath for centuries existed in the world
. . . . is sure to rest upon some deep foundation.” He adduces
no other positive evidence in support of it, and this is not sufficient.
It is a remarkable doctrine, and it does rest upon a deep founda-

* Symbolism, vol. i., p. 244.
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tion ; but this deep foundation is nothing but the natural tendency
of fallen and depraved men to think of themselves more highly
than they ought to think, and to go about to establish a righteous~
ness of their own. He does not attempt to answer the scriptural
arguments against it, and tries to evade the objections against it
from experience, merely by a misapplication of the well-known
principle, that « Christians of a very high stamp appear to men of
a lower grade of perfection as enthusiasts, as men of heated fancy
and distempered mind ;” while he alleges, with ludicrous compla-
cency, that ¢ the tenderness and delicacy” of this doctrine ¢ eluded
the perception of the Reformers.” But it is unnecessary to dwell
upon this doctrine, so remarkable, so deep-seated, so tender, and so
delicate. It may be sufficient to quote concerning it the following
extract from Melancthon’s ¢ Commonplaces,”—an extract which,
in spirit and style, very much resembles what might have been
expected from Luther, and which, perhaps, may be regarded as
giving some countenance to Moehler's insinuation about the
bluntness and coarseness of the perceptions of the Reformers
upon this topic: “This is not a human notion, but an absolute
sarcasm of the devil, mocking and deriding the blindness into
which he has betrayed us; that, when God has published His law.
to show for what perfection man was created, and into what ruix;
he has fallen, the devil should put such an irony” or drollery
“upon us, as to persuade us that now, in our present ruined state,
we can even go beyond that law.” *

Sec. 1X.—Practical Tendency of the Popish Doctrine of
Justification.

We have now completed our survey of the doctrine of the
Church of Rome, as contrasted with that of the Reformers, on
the vitally important subject of justification, or the forgiveness
and acceptance of sinners in the sight of God,—on everything
bearing on that change of state in relation to God and His law,
which is indispensable to their eternal welfare.

We have found that there is good ground to believe that the
Council of Trent has taught,—and that, of course, the Church of

* Scott, Continuati i ii ;
tom Lo 17(311'1 inuation of Milner, vol. ii., p. 237; Melancthon. Opera,
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Rome is pledged irrevocably to maintain,—doctrines upon this sub-
ject which are inconsistent with the teaching of the word of God;
erroneous and anti-scriptural views regarding the nature and im-
port of justification,—the ground or basis on which it rests,—and
the way and manner in which men individually become possessed
of it. This consideration of itself, independently of the import-
ance, absolute or comparative, of the particular topics involved in
the Romish doctrine of justification as a whole, affords quite suf-
ficient reason why we should reject the claims which the Church
of Rome puts forth to be received as the mother and mistress of
all churches,—as the infallible expounder of divine truth; and
why we should abandon her communion, and seek or provide for
ourselves a purer dispensation of the word of life. The subject is,
from its very nature,—from its direct and immediate bearing upon
the spiritual and eternal welfare of men,—one of primary import-
ance in a practical point of view; and all error concerning it must
be dangerous and injurious. Indeed, it may be said that the lead-
ing object or end of the whole inspired word of God is to unfold
to men,—first, what is their state and condition by nature; and,
secondly, what provision God has made for saving them from
this state; and in what way men individually become interested in
this provision, and partakers in its blessed results. On the first of
these great heads of doctrine,—the condition and character of
men by nature,—the Church of Rome acted, as we have had
occasion to explain, with a good deal of caution; while in regard
to the second, though not laying aside altogether her cautious and
insidious mode of procedure, she has ventured more boldly and
decidedly to corrupt the truth revealed in the word of God, and to
inculcate erroneous views upon points bearing immediately upon
men’s relation to God and their eternal destinies,—to furnish un-
sound and misleading information upon the great questions, How
may man be just before God? and, What must we do to be saved?
In introducing this subject, we said that the Church of Rome
held some general scriptural principles upon this subject, which, if
honestly and fully followed out, would have led to much sounder
views upon the whole matter than the Council of Trent has incul-
cated; and that the great general charge adduced against her by
the Reformers was, that, in the more detailed exposition of her
vicws, and in the practical arrangements and requirements which
she has based upon them, she has neutralized all that was sound
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and scriptural in the general principles which she conceded, and
has thus introduced important perversions of scriptural truth. The
great general scriptural truths which she concedes upon this sub-
ject are,—that the forgiveness of sinners, and their admission to
the enjoyment of God’s favour, are to be traced to the mercy and
kindness of God, and to the work of Christ as Mediator. These
are great truths; and when they are honestly and fully held and
applied, they are fitted, as instruments in the hand of God’s
Spirit, to produce all those things that accompany salvation,—all
those things that are necessary to prepare men for admission into
the enjoyment of God’s presence. It is in virtue of her teachin
these great truths that salvation ¢s possible in the Church of
Rome, as Protestants have always admitted that it is. The man
who honestly believes, and fully and faithfully applies, these great
general truths, not only may, but, according to God’s arrange-
ments, must be saved ; and since the Church of Rome does incul-
cate these truths, and does not formally and expressly teach what
explicitly and palpably contradicts them, Protestants have never
had eny hesitation about admitting the possibility of men in the
Church of Rome really and practically resting only upon the
mercy of God and the work of Christ, and so attaining to salva-
tion in the way which God has appointed.

When, however, we attend more closely and particularly to
the detailed exposition of the views of the Church of Rome upon
this subject, and to the practical applications she makes of them,
we can discern a great deal that tends to obscure and pervert
these great general truths,—to throw them into the background,
—to prevent them from exercising their natural and appropriate
influence, and to promote a general state of mind and feeling, the
reverse of what they are fitted to produce. The leading allega-
tions which Protestants have adduced and established against the
full and detailed scheme of Popish doctrine upon this subject are
these :—first, that it excludes the vicarious work of Christ, in-
cluding His satisfaction and obedience, from its rightful place in
the matter of a sinner’s justification, and thus tends to involve the
whole subject of the way and manner in which Christ's work
bedrs at once upon God’s act in bestowing, and men’s act in re-
ceiving, pardon and acceptance, in vagueness, obscurity, and
confusion ;—and, secondly, that it assigns to men’s own doings in
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the matter a place and influence which they are wholly unf.itted
to sustain, and thus tends to lead men to go abOl}t to gstabhsh a
righteousness of their own, instead of doing what is mdlsfpensable
to their salvation,—namely, submitting themselves to ?he fnghteous-
ness of God, the righteousness of Jesus Christ which is of God
by faith ;—and to cherish a feeling of self-righteousness and self-
dependence. The Council of Trent, aware that these charges had
been adduced against the Romish doctrine by the Reformers, arnd
that there was at least some appearance of ground for them, wind
up their whole deliverance upon the various topif:s comprehended
under the head of justification in their thirty-third or last canon,
in the following words : “If any one saith, that, by the Ca.lthoh'c
doctrine touching Justification, by this holy Synod set forth in this
present decree, the glory of God, or the merits of our Lord Jesus
Christ are in any way derogated from, and not rather that t!xe
truth of our faith, and the glory in fine of God and of Jesus Christ
are rendered (more) illustrious; let him be anathema'.”‘ And
Calvin’s answer to this canon, in his Antidote, to which I have
had repeated occasion to refer, is in these words.: “ An ingenious
caution, truly, to prevent every man from seeing what all see.
They have almost entirely frustrated or made void the glor)./ of
God and the grace of Christ together; and- at the same time
they forbid, under a curse, any one to imagine that 'they have
derogated in the least from either. This is just as if any one
should kill 2 man in the open market, in the sight of all men,
and then should enjoin that no one should believe in the reality
of the murder which all had seen committed. These men clearly
show their true character, by trying to deter men by anathema
from venturing to perceive that impiety of which they themse.lves
were conscious.”t Perhaps this striking statement.of Calvin’s,
though true in the main, scarcely takes sufficiently into account
the skill and caution with which the decree of the: Council of
Trent upon this subject was framed, and applies more .exac.tly to
the general strain of doctrine and sentiments that prevailed in the
ordinary public teaching of the Romish phurch. Enough, how-
ever, has, I trust, been said to show, that in the decree.s and canons
of the sixth session of the Council of Trent, there is much that

# Sess. vi., Canon xxxiii., Water- t+ Antidot. in Canon. xxxiii., sess.
worth's translation. vi.
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contradicts the teaching of the word of God upon the most im-
portant of all subjects,—that gives a most erroneous view of the
plan which God has devised, executed, and revealed for saving
sinners,—a view fitted to exert an injurious influence upon their
spiritual welfare, and to endanger the salvation of their souls;—
and that, of course, the Church of Kome incurred fearful guilt,
and became more deeply and hopelessly apostate than ever, by
deliberately, solemnly, and unchangeably rejecting those great
scriptural principles concerning the way of a sinner’s salvation,
which, under the guidance of the Spirit of God, the Reformers
were made the instruments of reviving and restoring, and pressing
again upon the attention of men.

‘We cannot fully understand the bearing and tendency of the
Romish system, unless we view its formal doctrinal statements in
connection with the known principles and tendencies of human
nature ; and observe also how Papists, in the application of their
doctrines, and in the practical arrangements and outward observ-
ances which are based upon them, have most carefully and skil-
fully made provision for fostering and strengthening tendencies
of an erroneous and dangerous description. The view we have
given of the doctrine formally professed by the Church of Rome,
upon the leading topics involved in the exposition of justification,
discloses some very important corruptions of the system unfolded
in Scripture, as being that which God has provided and revealed
for securing men’s deliverance and salvation, and imparting to
them the blessings necessary for that end. This must necessarily
be very injurious and very dangerous in its practical bearing upon
men’s opinions and conduct with respect to the way of salvation.
But the full extent of its injurious and dangerous tendency is
brought out only when the system is contemplated in connection
with the natural tendencies of depraved men.

One of the strongest and most universal tendencies of men in
their fallen and depraved condition, is to go about to establish a
righteousness of their own,—to rely upon what they themselves
are, or do, or can do, for procuring the forgiveness of their sins
and the enjoyment of God’s favour. That this tendency is natural
to fallen men, and is deep-seated in their moral constitution, is
abundantly proved by a survey of the. religions of heathenism
and of corrupted Judaism. This tendency was openly and de-
cidedly opposed by the inspired apostles, as going far to neutralize
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and counteract the fundamental principles, and to frustrate the
practical objects, of the only true method of salvation. The
Apostle Paul’s account of the cause or reason of the partial success
of his efforts to promote the salvation of his kinsmen according to
the flesh is full of instruction and warning upon this subject. It
is this, that they, being ignorant of God’s righteousness,—i.e., of
the divine method of justification through the perfect righteous-
ness which God has provided,—and going about to establish their
own righteousness, have not submitted themselves to the righteous-
ness of God, and of course have forfeited the blessings which
were offered to them, and have put away from them eternal life.
This is the great difficulty which all who are labouring for the
salvation of sinners have still to encounter, and which is found to
exist in peculiar strength in those who have been subjected to the
full action of the Romish system of doctrine and practice. The
influence of this tendency, in not only leading men practically to
reject the gospel for themselves and their own salvation, but
speculatively to obscure and pervert its system of doctrine, was
very early and extensively exhibited in the Church, and was most
fully developed in the general character of the system of doctrine
and practice that generally prevailed in the Church of Rome
before the Reformation. After the true doctrine of Scripture had
been fully brought out by the Reformers, the Council of Trent,
though alive to the importance of avoiding what was grossly
offensive in statement, and of evading the arguments adduced by
the Reformers from the word of God against the notions that
then generally prevailed in the Church of Rome, did not hesitate
to lay down many positions which are obviously fitted powerfully
to strengthen this tendency, and to give it a firmer hold of men’s
minds. We cannot now dwell again at any length upon the
different doctrines which enter into the Romish system of justifi-
cation, for the purpose of illustrating this tendency as attaching
to them; and it is not very necessary, because, in spite of the
anathema of the council, it may be asserted that the tendency of
its doctrines to derogate from the glory of God’s grace, and from
thte efficacy and sufficiency of the satisfaction and obedience of
Christ, is abundantly manifested. But we may repeat, that the
Council of Trent confounds justification and sanctification,—
denies the imputation of Christ’s righteousness as the immediate
ground, or cause, or reason of God’s act in pardoning and accept-
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ing sinners,—substitutes in its place a personal inherent righteous-
ness of our own,—represents six other virtues, as they call them,
as standing in the very same relation to justification as faith does,
—the whole seven equally and alike being declared to prepare and
dispose men to justification,—leaves room on purpose for allow-
ing Romanists to hold, as almost all Romish writers do, that they
deserve justification of congruity,—explains the special promi-
nence assigned to faith in Scripture, on the ground of its being
the source or root of the other virtues;—and, finally, ascribes to
men, when once justified, a power of making satisfaction to God
for the temporal punishment due to their sins, and of strictly and
properly meriting or deserving at His hand increase of grace and
eternal life. The confounding of justification and renovation or
sanctification, tends to involve the whole subject in obscurity and
confusion, and to diminish men’s sense of the necessity and im-
portance of a change in their judicial relation to God and His
law, as a distinct and definite step in the process by which their
salvation is effected. It tends, also, in the case of mea who have
been justified,—as is strikingly exhibited in the lives and writings
of the Jansenists, who were the best and holiest men, and the
soundest theologians, the Romish Church has ever produced,—to
deprive them of legitimate comfort and enlargement of heart, to
engender a spirit of bondage and servile fear, and to involve them
in foolish, injurious, and degrading observances in the way of
penance and mortification.

The denial of the direct and immediate bearing of the vicarious
work of Christ upon God’s act in pardoning and accepting sinners,
—the substitution in its room of a personal righteousness of our
own, while the work of Christ is regarded as bearing upon the
result only indirectly, by procuring in some way for men the in-
fusion of the personal righteousness which is the only formal
cause or ground of justification,—not only obscures and perverts
the true foundation of the whole process, by throwing its most
essential feature into the background, but has also the most direct
and powerful tendency to lead men to rely upon what is, in some
sense, their own, and what they will be very prone to regard as
solely, or at least principally, their own, or something wrought in
them or done by them. This tendency is obviously confirmed by
the representation given of the function and operation of faith :
the subordinate place assigned to it, on the one hand, in classing it
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along with half a dozen of other virtues which flow from it; and,
on the other, the exalted place assigned to it, as well as to them,
in exerting some meritorious efficacy in procuring the result,—in
operating in the matter of justification by reason of its own worth
or excellency. And, when all this is viewed in connection with
the Romish doctrine of human satisfaction and proper merit in
the case of men already justified, what can be reasonably expected
but that Romanists should be practically and principally relying
upon the doings and deservings of themselves and others, for the
forgiveness of their sins and the enjoyment of God’s favour? All
this tends to strengthen and confirm, in place of checking and
subduing, men’s natural tendency to self-righteousness and self-
dependence ; and the doctrine, thus formally and explicitly taught,
viewed in connection with this natural tendency, is obviously
fitted to endanger men’s spiritual and eternal welfare, by leading
them to abstain from doing what, according to God’s revealed
arrangements, is indispensable to their happiness,—to build their
hopes upon a false foundation,—and to cherish a habitual state of
mind and feeling which prevents them from giving to the grace
of God and the work of Christ the glory which is due to them.
There is in the Romish system such an acknowledgment of the
grace of God and the work of Christ, as in some way concerned
in the matter, as to affect somewhat the perfect accuracy of Cal-
vin’s illustration derived from the case of a murder committed
openly in the market ; but, on this very account, the scheme is all
the more insidious and the more dangerous: for while it is true,
on the one hand, that the general acknowledgment that the grace
of God and the merits of Christ, which the Council of Trent per-
mits, may be applied and improved by some for the salvation of
their souls, the other doctrines with which this acknowledgment
is accompanied and obscured, tend, on the other, to lead men in
general in a wrong direction, and to expose them to serious danger.
It is s0 obvious that, in the sacred Scriptures, the forgiveness and
acceptance of sinners are ascribed chiefly to the grace of God and
the work of Christ, that this could scarcely be formally and -ex-
plicitly denied by any who admitted the divine authority of the
Bible. In these circumstances, the ingenuity of the great enemy
of souls was directed to the object of preserving this general
acknowledgment in words and outward profession, but at the
same time counteracting and neutralizing it in its prattical ten-
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dency. To this the whole system of Popish doctrine and practice
is directed, and for the accomplishment of all this it is admirably
fitted. It deludes men with-an appearance and a profession of
referring their salvation to God and Christ, while it enables them
to indulge their natural tendency to rely upon themselves. If
any opening is left for the indulgence of this tendency, it will be
sure to insinuate itself, and to exert a perverting and dangerous
influence upon men’s opinions, feelings, and conduct. The doc-
trine of the Scripture shuts up every chink through which any
feeling of self-righteousness and self-dependence could be intro-
duced, by representing men as wholly worthless and wholly help-
less, and by ascribing their deliverance and salvation, in all its
causes and in all its results, to the grace of God and the work of
Christ. The Church of Rome throws down the barriers which
have thus been erected, and practically divides the work of men’s
salvation between God and themselves; and when men are en-
couraged formally and directly to make such a partition, they are
not likely to be very careful about preserving what they admit
in words to be the lawful shares of the respective parties, and
they will not hesitate to take the largest portion to themselves.

It is evidently a fundamental principle in God’s arrangements,
in connection with the everlasting destinies of the human race,
that men are to be saved by or through knowing and applying
the provision which He has made for saving them. Ignorance
or error, therefore, in regard to the nature and bearing of this
provision, must be at once sinful and dangerous, as implying a
refusal to submit to the authority of the revelation which God
has made of His mind and purposes, and as tending to frustrate
the great practical object to which the provision was directed.
And the ignorance or error must be the more sinful and the more
dangerous, according as it 1s connected more directly and imme-
diately with the fundamental principles of the provision,—with
the leading features of the state of feeling and the course of
conduct which the contemplatian of the provision is fitted to
produce. If God, as the only means of saving sinners in a way
consistent with the attributes of His nature, the principles of His
moral government, and the honour of His law, sent His Only-
begotten into the world to suffer and die for them, it must be
of the last importance that men should distinctly and correctly
understand how it is that the mediatorial work of Christ bears
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upon their relation to God and their everlasting destiny ; and
what is the state of feeling they ought to cherish, and the course
of conduct they ought to pursue, in regard to it. We have
seen that the Protestant doctrine of justification presents a con-
sistent and harmonious scheme, in full accordance with all the
general views unfolded to s in Scripture concerning the un-
changeable character of God, and the natural condition and
character of men,—ascribing to the work of Christ a prominence
and efficacy suited to the exalted character of so extaordinary a
provision,—leading men to seek and to receive salvation, and all
that it involves, as the free and unmerited gift of God’s grace, and
to live thereafter under a deep and heartfelt conviction that they
are not their own, but bought with a price,—and teaching them

that the one object which they are bound to aim at is to show forth,

the praises of Him who hath called them out of darkness into His
marvellous light ; while the Popish system, of throwing the work of
Christ into the background, and of ascribing much in the matter
to what is done by men themselves, by telling them that they can
do much to procure, and even merit, for themselves the blessings
they need, tends to produce a different mode of acting, and a
different state of feeling,—tends to lead men to go about to
establish their own righteousness, instead of simply receiving the
righteousness which God has provided for and offered to them,
and to cherish a feeling of confidence and dependence upon them-
selves,—a feeling inconsistent at once with that profound sense
of obligation, and that depth of filial affection, towards God which
are the distinguishing characteristics of true believers. Upon the
ground of the general acknowledgment of the grace of God and
the work of Christ which the Council of Trent permits, men may,
even in the Romish communion, be practically resting upon the
mercy of God and the righteousness of Christ. But the tendency
of the whole Popish system, when fully imbibed and applied, is to
lead men to build upon a different, a false foundation ; while the
very profession they are permitted to make of relying upon God’s
mercy and Christ’s work may just conceal from them the truth,
that they are practically relying upon themselves, and thus only
increase the danger to which all their strongest natural tendencies
expose them, of disregarding and rejecting the only provision
whereby guilty and fallen men can be saved.

CHAPTER XXIL

THE SACRAMENTAL PRINCIPLE.

WE have referred only incidentally to the doctrine of the Church
of Rome as to the bearing and influence of the sacraments in the
justification of sinners. But as this is a very important feature
of the Romish system of theology,—as the Romish doctrine on
this subject was strenuously opposed by the Reformers,—and as
the doctrine of sacramental justification, as it has been called, has
been revived in our own day, and been zealously maintained even
by men who have not yet joined the Church of Rome,—it may
be proper to make some further observations upon it

Sec. I.—Sacramental Grace.

The natural enmity of the human heart to the principles and
plans of the divine procedure in regard to the salvation of sinners,
—the natural tendency to self-righteousness which is so strongly
and universally characteristic of mankind,—has appeared in two
different forms: first, a tendency to rely for the forgiveness of
sin and the enjoyment of.God's favour upon what men themselves
are, or can do; and, secondly, a tendency to rely upon the inter-
vention and assistance of other men or creatures, and upon out-
ward ordinances. Heathenism exhibited both ; and the corrupted
Judaism of our Saviour’s days,—the prevailing party of the Phari-
sees,—exhibited both. The Sadducees of the apostolic days, and
the Socinian and the rationalistic, or the semi-infidel and the
infidel, forms of professed Christianity in modern times, have
exhibited only the first of these tendencies, in différent degrees of
grossness, on the one hand, or of plausibility, on the other ; while
Popery, like heathenism and corrupted Judaism, exhibits a combi-
nation of both. There appeared in the church at an early period,
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a tendency to speak of the nature, design, and effects of the
sacraments, or the “ tremendous mysteries,” as some of the fathers
call them, in a very inflated and exaggerated style,—a style very
different from anything we find in Scripture npon the subject.
This tendency increased continually as sound doctrine disa.pp-ear.ed
and vital religion decayed, until, in the middle ages, Christianity
was looked upon by the great body of its professors as a system
which consisted in, and the whole benefits of which were con-
nected with, a series of outward ceremonies and ritual ol3servances.
The nature, design, and effects of the sacraments occupied a ]arg.e
share of the attention of the schoolmen ; and, indeed, the exposi-
tion and development of what is sometimes called in our days t.he
“ sacramental principle,” may be justly regarded as one of the prin-
cipal exhibitions of the anti-scriptural views and the pervert.ed
ingenuity of the scholastic doctors. An exaggerated and unscrip-
tural view of the value and efficacy of the sacraments was too
deeply ingrained into the scholastic theology, and was too much
in accordance with the usual policy of the Church of Rome,
and the general character and tendency of her doctrine, to admit
of the Council of Trent giving any sanction to the sounder
views upon the subject which had been introduced by the
Reformers, and especially by the Calvinistic section of them,—
for Luther always continued to hold some defective and erroneous
notions upon this point. The doctrine of the Church of Rome
upon this subject is set forth in the first part of the decree of the
seventh session of the Council of Trent, which treats de Sacramen-
tis in genere, and in other statements made in treating of some of
the sacraments individually. The leading features of their doctrine
are these :—that, through the sacraments of the Church, all true
righteousness either begins, or when begun, is increased, or when
lost, is repaired ; that men do not obtain from God the grace of
justification by faith alone without the sacraments, or at least
without a desire and wish to receive them ; that the sacraments
confer grace always upon all who receive them, unless they put
an obstacle in the way (ponunt obicem),—that is, as they usually
explain it, unless they have, at the time of receiving them, a de-
liberate intention of committing sin,—and that they confer grace
thus universally ez opere operato, or by some power or virtue
given to them, and operating through them. And with respect,
more particularly, to the forgiveness of sin, the Church of Rome
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teaches, as we have seen, that baptism is the instrumental canse
of justification,—that all previous sins are certainly forgiven in
baptism,—and that no sin is forgiven, not even the original sin of
those who die in infancy, without it ;—and, finally, that post-bap-
tismal sin is forgiven only in the sacrament of penance, that is,
through the confession of the sinner and the absolution of the
priest.

This is just, in substance, the doctrine which is taught by the
modern Tractarians, under the name of the “sacramental prin-
ciple.” Mr Newman, in his Lectures on Justification, published
several years before he left the Church of England, gives the follow-
ing summary of his views upon the subject: ¢« Justification comes
through the Sacraments; is received by faith; consists in God’s
inward presence, and lives in obedience ;”* and again : “ Whether
we say we are justified by faith, or by works, or by Sacraments,
all these but mean this one doctrine, that we are justified by
grace, which is given through Sacraments, impetrated by faith,
manifested in works.”t He admits, indeed, that, in some sense,
faith is the internal, while baptism is the external, instrument of
justification ; but, in explaining their respective offices and func-
tions as instruments in the production of the result, he ascribes
to faith a position of posteriority and subordination to baptism.
“The Sacraments,” he says, “are the immediate, faith is the
secondary, subordinate, or representative instrument of justifica-
tion.” ¢ Faith being the appointed representative of Baptism,
derives its authority and virtue from that which it represents. It
is justifying because of Baptism ; it is the faith of the baptized, of
the regenerate, that is, of the justified. Justifying faith does not
precede justification ; but justification precedes faith, and makes
it justifying. And here lies the cardinal mistake of the views
on the subject which are now in esteem (evangelical). They
make faith the sole instrument, not after Baptism but before;
whereas Baptism is the primary instrument, and makes faith to
be what it is, and otherwise is not.”t He admits, indeed, what
could not well be denied, that, in some sense, faith exists before
baptism,—i.e., of course, in adults; but he denies that faith has
then,—or until after baptism makes it, as he says, justifying,—any

* Newman, Lectures on Justifica- 1 Ibid., p. 345.
tion, pp. 316, 317. 1 Ibid., p. 257.
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influence whatever upon justification. This was certainly raising
the efficacy of the sacraments at least as high as the Council of
Trent did; while it also exhibited, in addition to its heresy, a
depth of folly and absurdity, and a daring opposition to the plain
teaching of Scripture, which the Council of Trent had usually
the sense and the decency to avoid.

The essential idea of this Popish and Tractarian doctrine of
the sacraments is this: that God has established an invariable
connection between these external ordinances, and the communi-
cation of Himself,—the possession by men of spiritual blessings,
pardon, and holiness; with this further notion, which naturally
results from it, that He has endowed these outward ordinances
with some sort of power or capacity of conveying or conferring
the blessings with which they are respectively connected. It is
a necessary result of this principle, that the want of the outward
ordinance,—not the neglect or contempt of it, but the mere want
of it, from whatever cause arising,—deprives men of the spiritual
blessings which it is said to confer. The Church of Rome has
found it necessary or politic to make some little exceptions to this
practical conclusion ; but this is the great general principle to
which her whole system of doctrine upon the subject leads, and
which ordinarily she does not hesitate to apply. The Protestant
doctrine, upon the other hand, is, that the only thing on which the
possession by men individnally of spiritual blessings,—of justifica-
tion and sanctification,—is made necessarily and invariably de-
pendent, is union to Christ; and that the only thing on which
union to Christ may be said to be dependent, is faith in Him : so
that it holds true, absolutely and universally, that wherever there
is faith in Christ, or union to Christ by faith, there pardon and
holiness,—all necessary spiritual blessings,—are communicated
by God and received by men, even though they have not actually
partaken in any sacrament or external ordinance whatever. If
this great principle can be fully established from Scripture,—as
Protestants believe it can,—then it overturns from the foundation
the Popish and Tractarian doctrine about the office and function
of the sacraments ; while, on the other hand, if they can establish
from Scripture their doctrine of the sacraments, this would neces-
sitate a rejecticn or modification of the great Protestant principle
above stated. It is to be observed, Lowever, that even after this
Protestant principle has been established from Scripture, and after
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the Popish and Tractarian view of the sacraments, which is in-
consistent with it, has been disproved, it still remains incumbent
upon Protestants to explain what the design and efficacy of the
sacraments are,—what is the place they hold, and what is the in-
fluence they exert, in connection with the bestowal by God, and
the reception by men, of spiritual blessings. The general doctrine
of Protestants upon this subject, though there is some diversity
in their mode of explaining it, is this,—that the sacraments arc
symbolical or exhibitive ordinances, signs and seals of the cove-
nant of grace, not only signifying and representing Christ and the
benefits of the new covenant, but sealing, and, in some sense,
applying, them to believers. They regard them, however, as mere
appendages to the word or the truth, and as exerting no influence
whatever, apart from the faith which the participation in them
expresses, and which must exist in each adult before participation
in them can be either warrantable or beneficial. These are the
leading topics involved in the discussion of this subject, and this
is the way in which they are connected with each other.

There is one remark that may be of some use in explaining
the discussions which have taken place upon this point,——namel);,
that when the subject of the sacraments in general,—that is, of
their general nature, design, and efficacy,—is under consideration,
it is usually assumed that the persons who partake of them are
possessed of the necessary preliminary qualifications ; and, more
particularly, that when statements are made upon this subject
which are applied equally to baptism and the Lord’s Supper, or
when the general object and design of baptism and the Lord’s
Supper are set forth in the abstract, it is adult participation only
which theologians have ordinarily in view,~—the participation of
those who, after they have grown up to years of understanding,
desire to hold communion with the visible church of Christ. It
is in this aspect that baptism, as well as the Lord’s Supper, is
usually referred to, and presented to us, in the New Testament ;
and it is from the case of adult participation that we ought to
form our general views and impressions of the meaning and design
of these ordinances. It tends greatly to introduce obscurity and
confusion into our whole conceptions upon the subject of baptism,
that we see it ordinarily administered to infants, and very seldom
to adults. This leads us insensibly to form very defective and
erroneous conceptions of its design and effect, or rather to live
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with our minds very much in the state of blanks, so far as con-
cerns any distinct and definite views upon the subject. There is
a difficulty felt,—a difficulty which Secripture does not afford us
materials for altogether removing,—in laying down any very
distinct and definite doctrine as to the precise bearing and efficacy
of baptism in the case of infants, to whom alone ordinarily we see
it administered. And hence it becomes practically, as well as
theoretically, important to remember, that we ought to form our
primary and fundamental conceptions of baptism from the baptism
of adults, in which it must be, in every instance, according to the
general doctrine of Protestants, either the sign and seal of a faith
and regeneration previously existing,—already effected by God’s
grace,—or else a hypocritical profession of a state of mind and
feeling which has no existence. This is the original and funda-
mental idea of the ordinance of baptism, as it is usually repre-
sented to us in Scripture. And when we contemplate it in this
light, there is no more difficulty in forming a distinct and definite
conception regarding it than regarding the Lord’s Supper. We
have no doubt that the lawfulness of infant baptism can be con-
clusively established from Scripture; but it is manifest that the
general doctrine or theory with respect to the design and effect of
baptism, as above stated, must undergo some modification in its
application to the case of infants. And the danger to be provided
against, is that of taking the baptism of infants, with all the diffi-
culties attaching to giving a precise and definite statement as to
its design and effect in their case, and making this regulate our
whole conceptions with respect to the ordinance in general,—and
even with respect to sacraments in general,—instead of regarding
adult baptism as affording the proper and fundamental type of
it ; deriving our general conceptions of it from that case, and
then, since infant baptism is also fully warranted by Scripture,
examining what modifications the leading general views of the
ordinance must undergo when applied to the special and peculiar
case of the baptism of infants. The Reformers, when discuss-
ing this subject, having adult baptism chiefly in their view,
usually speak as if they regarded baptism and regeneration as
substantially identical ; not intending to assert or concede the
Popish principle of an invariable connection between them, as
a general thesis,—for it is quite certain, and can be most fully
established, that they rejected this,—but because the Council of
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Trent, in treating of the general subject of justification, discussed
it chiefly in its bearing upon the case of those who had not
been baptized in infancy, and with whom, consequently, bap-
tism, if it was not a mere hypocritical profession, destitute of all
worth or value, was, in the judgment of Protestants, a sign and
seal of a faith and a regeneration previously wrought in them,
and now existing ; and because it was when viewed in this aspect
and application, that the great general doctrine of the design and
efficacy of the sacraments, in their bearing upon the justification
of sinners, stood out for examination in the clearest and most
definite form. Accordingly, all that Calvin says upon the decla-
ration of the Council of Trent, that baptism is the instrumental
cause of justification, is this: “It is a great absurdity to make
baptism alone the instrumental cause. If it be so, what becomes
of the gospel? Will it, in turn, get into the lowest corner? But
they say baptism is the sacrament of faith. True; but when all is
said, I will still maintain that it is nothing but an appendage to
the Gospel (Evangelii appendicem). They act preposterously in
giving it the first place,—that is, in preference to the gospel or the
truth ; and thisis just as if a man should say that the instrumental
cause of a house is the handling of the workman’s trowel (trulle
manubrium). He who, putting the gospel in the background,
numbers baptism among the causes of salvation, shows thereby
that he does not know what baptism is or means, or what is its

functions or use.”*

These considerations are to be applied—and, indeed, must
be applied—to the interpretation of the general abstract state-
ments about a sacrament or the sacraments, and more par-
ticularly about baptism, which are to be found in the comn-
fessions of the Reformed churches. They ought to be kept in
view in considering the general declarations of our own Con-
fession and Catechisms. Sacraments are there described + “as
holy signs and seals of the covenant of grace, immediately insti-
tuted by God, to represent Christ and His benefits, and to confirm
our interest in Him; as also to put a visible difference between
those that belong unto the church and the rest of the world ; and

* Tractatus, p. 389. Ed. 1576. | of the Reformation,” pp. - 245, etc.

See ‘‘The Reformers and Theology | (Edrs.) .
&y t Confession, C. xxvii,, 8. 1.
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solemnly to engage them to the service of God in Christ, accord-
ing to His word.” This statement, of course, applies equally and
alike to both sacraments; and it evidently is assumed, that those
whose interest in Christ is to be confirmed by the sacraments, are
persons who already, before they participate in either sacrament,
have an interest in Christ, and are possessed of the necessary
gualifications, whatever these may be, for the reception and im-
rovement of the sacraments. This is brought out, if possible,
still more clearly in the simple statement of the Shorter Catechism,
that “a sacrament is an holy ordinance, instituted by Christ,
wherein, by sensible signs, Christ and the benefits of the new
covenant are represented, sealed, and applied to believers;” to
believers,—a statement plainly conveying, and intended to convey,
the doctrine that one fundamental general position concerning the
sacrament is, that they are intended for believers, and, of course,
for believers only, unless some special exceptional case can be
made out, as we are persuaded can be done in the case of the
infants of believers. In like manner, baptism is described in our
Confession * as ¢ a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by
Jesus Christ, not only for the solemn admission of the party bap-
tized into the visible church, but also to be unto kim a sign and
seal of the covenant of grace, of his engrafting into Christ, of
regeneration, of remission of sins, and of his giving up unto God,
through Jesus Christ, to walk in newness of life.” Now here,
first, it is to be observed, in general, that this is just an application
to the special case of baptism,—its import, object, and design,—
of the general definition previously given of the sacraments, and,
of course, with the assumption of the possession of the necessary
ualifications of the persons baptized ; and secondly, and more
particularly, that it applies primarily and fully only to the case of
adult baptism, where the previous existence of these qualifications
may be tested ; while it still remains a question, to be determined
after the lawfulness of infant baptism has been established, how
far this general description of baptism applies fully to infant bap-
tism, or how far some modification of the general doctrine may be
necessary in that special case.
It is common to adduce against the Popish and Tractarian
view of the design and efficacy of the sacraments,—against the

* C. xxviil., 5. 1.
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alleged invariable connection between them, and the communica-
tion and reception of spiritual blessings,—the general character of
the Christian dispensation as contrasted with the Jewish, in that,
under the gospel, external rites and ceremonies have nothing
like prominence assigned to them; and that its whole arrange-
ments are manifestly adapted to the object of addressing directly
men'’s understandings and consciences, and engaging them in the
worship and service of God,—while very little provision is made
for impressing their external senses. I have no doubt that the
predominant spiritual character of the Christian dispensation
affords a very strong presumption against the Popish system, with
its seven sacraments, and its huge and burdensome. load of rites
and ceremonies, contrasting, as it does, very glaringly with the
Christianity of the New Testament. But a general and indefinite
consideration of this sort is scarcely of itself sufficient to overturn
a distinct and definite position which professed to rest upon scrip-
tural evidence. Men are not able to determine, upon general
grounds, with anything like certainty, whether a particular prin-
ciple or arrangement is, or is not, inconsistent with the spiritual
character of the Christian dispensation. The Quakers, or Society
of Friends, deduce, as an inference from the spiritual character
of Christianity, that no external ordinances were intended to be
permanently administered in the Christian church, and allege
that the apostles baptized and administered the Lord’s Supper for
a time merely in accommodation to Jewish weakness and pre-
judice. Even if a great deal that was plausible could be said in
support of the general position, that the permanent observance of
any outward ordinances is inconsistent with the spiritual cha-
racter of the Christian dispensation, it would still be a competent
and valid answer to the Quakers, to undertake to prove from
Scripture that it was manifestly Christ’s intention that the ob-
servance of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper should continue per-
manently in His church. And, in like manner, Papists might
argue, that, if the permanent observance of these two outward
ordinances is not inconsistent with the spiritual character of the
Christian dispensation, neither can it be easily proved that such
an inconsistency necessarily attaches to any particular view of
their office or function, or of the relation subsisting between them
and spiritual blessings.

I have made these observations chiefly for the purpose of
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teaching the general lesson, that in estimating the truth or false-
hood of a doctrine which professes to rest upon scriptural au-
thority, the best and safest course is to examine, first and chiefly,
the scriptural statements that bear most directly and immediately
upon the point under consideration, instead of resting much upon
mere inferences from views or principles of a somewhat general
and indefinite description. Now, it cannot be said that we have
in Scripture any explicit statements, bearing very directly and
immediately upon the precise question of what is the design and
effect of the sacraments, and of whether or not there subsists an
invariable connection between the observance of them and the
reception of spiritual blessings. The Scriptures, indeed, contain
nothing bearing very directly upon the topics usually discussed
in systems of theology, under the head, De Sacramentis in genere.
They tell us nothing directly about the general subject of sacra-
ments, as such; but the New Testament sets before us two out-
ward ordinances, and two only,—the observance of which is of
permanent obligation in the Christian church, and which both
manifestly possess the general character of being means of grace,
or of being connected, in some way or other, with the communi-
cation and the reception of spiritual blessings. As these ordi-
nances evidently occupy a peculiar place of their own in the
general plan of the Christian system, and in the arrangements
of the Christian church, it is natural and reasonable to inquire
what materials there are in Scripture for adopting any general
conclusions as to their nature, design, and efficacy, that may be
equally applicable to them both; and what is usually given as the
definition or description of a sacrament, or of the sacraments, is
just an embodiment of what can be collected or deduced from
Scripture as being equally predicable of Baptism and the Lord’s
Supper. Under this general head, the question to which we have
had occasion to refer may very reasonably be broached,—namely,
Does the Scripture represent the observance of these ordinances
as necessary to the enjoyment of any spiritual blessings? does it
contain any materials which establish an invariable connection
between the observance of them, and the reception and possession
of ‘anything needful for men’s salvation? And in considering
this question, we must first examine the scriptural materials that
seem to bear upon it most directly and immediately.

Now, this brings us back to the consideration of the topics
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formerly adverted to, as those on which the settlement of this
subject depends. Protestants, as I have said, maintain that it is
a scriptural doctrine, that the only thing on which the possession
of spiritual blessings absolutely and invariably depends, is union
to Christ; and that the only thing on which union to Christ
depends, is faith in Him. As soon as, and in every instance in
which, men are united to Christ by faith, they receive justifica-
tion and regeneration; while without, or apart from, personal
union to Christ by faith, these blessings are never conferred or
received. Every one who is justified and regenerated, is cer-
tainly admitted into heaven whether he be baptized or not, and
whether he have performed any actual good works or not, as was
undoubtedly exhibited in the case of the thief whom the Redeemer
saved upon the cross. In saying that the possessing of spiritual
blessings, and the attaining to the everlasting enjoyment of God,
depend absolutely and universally upon union to Christ through
faith, and upon nothing else, we do not of course mean to deny
the importance and obligation either of sacraments or of good
works in their proper order and connectiun, and upon legitimate
scriptural grounds. It is undoubtedly the imperative duty of
every one not only to repent, but to bring forth fruits meet for
repentance,—to obey the whole law of God; and when these
fruits,—this obedience,—are not manifested whenever an oppor-
tunity is afforded in providence of manifesting them, this of itself
is a universally conclusive proof that the blessings of justification
and regeneration have not been bestowed, and that, of course,
men are still in their sins, subject to God’s wrath and curse. In
like manner, the sacraments are of imperative obligation; it is a
duty incumbent upon men to observe them, when the means and
opportunity of doing so are afforded them, so that it is sinful to
neglect or disregard them. But there is nothing in all this in the
least inconsistent with the position, that union to Christ by faith
infallibly and in every instance secures men’s eternal welfare, by
conveying or imparting justification and regeneration, even though
they maynot have been baptized, or have performed any good works.

The Council of Trent* insinuated that the Reformers taught
that the sacraments “ non esse ad salutem necessaria, sed superflua.”
The Reformers never denied that the sacraments were necessary

* Seasion vii., Can. iv.
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in the sense that has now been explained,—that is, that they were
matters of imperative obligation,—and they never alleged that
they were superfluous. Calvin’s remark upon the canon which we
have just quoted is this, ¢ Facile patiar, ut quee nobis Christus dedit
salutis adjumenta, eorum usus necessarius dicatur : quando scilicet
datur facultas. Quanquam semper admonendi sunt fideles, non
aliam esse cujusvis sacramenti necessitatem, quam instrumentalis
caus®, cui nequaquam alliganda est Dei virtus. Vocem sané
illam nemo pius est qui non toto pectore exhorreat, res esse super-
fluas.” * Upon the subject of the necessity of the sacraments, Pro-
testant divines have been accustomed to employ this distinction,
and it brings out their meaning very clearly,—viz., that they are
necessary, ex necessitate preecepti, non er necessilate medii: neces-
sary, ex necessitate pracepti, because the observance of them is
commanded or enjoined, and must therefore be practised by all
who have in providence an opportunity of doing so, so that the
voluntary neglect or disregard of them is sinful; but not neces-
sary ex necessitate medii, or in such a sense that the mere fact of
men not having actually observed them either produces or proves
the non-possession of spiritual blessings,—either excludes men
from heaven, or affords any evidence that they will not, in point
of fact, be admitted there. Regeneration or conversion is neces-
sary both ez necessitate preecepti and ex necessitate medii; it is ne-
cessary not merely because it is commanded or enjoined, so that
the neglect of it is sinful, but because the result cannot, from the
nature of the case, be attained without it,—because it holds true
absolutely and universally, in point of fact, and in the case of each
individual of our race, that ¢ except we be born again, we cannot
enter the kingdom of heaven.” t

Now, the question comes virtually to this, Can a similar neces-
sity be established in regard to the sacraments? And here comes
in the argument upon which Papists and Tractarians rest their
case. They scarcely allege that there is any evidence in Scripture
bearing upon the necessity (ex necessitate medii) of the sacraments
generally, or of the two sacraments the observance of which Pro-
testants admit to be obligatory, singly and separately. But they
assert that, in regard to one of them,—viz., Baptism,—they can

* Antidot., sess. vii., in Canon iv. t The Reformers and Theology of
the Beformation, p. 235. (Edrs.)
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prove from Scripture that it is invariably connected with justifica~
tion and regeneration, so that those who are not baptized do not
receive or possess these blessings, and that those who are baptized
do, universally in the case of infants, and in the case of adults
whenever men are suitably disposed and prepared to receive them,
—the preparation required not being very formidable. Now, this is
a perfectly fair argument ; and though there is a very large amount
of presumption or probability from Scripture against its truth,
both in general considerations and in specific statements, there is
perhaps nothing which can at once and a priori disprove its truth,
or deprive it of a right to be examined upon its own proper pro-
fessed grounds. The establishment of the position, however, it
should be observed, would not prove anything in regard to the
sacraments in general, or entitle us to put a statement, asserting
the invariable connection between the sacraments and grace or
spiritual blessings, into the general definition or description of a
sacrament. It would establish nothing about what is called the
sacramental principle. In order to effect this, the same general
position must be established separately and independently about the
Lord’s Supper, and about any other ordinance for which the cha-
racter and designation of a sacrament are claimed ; for the sacra-
mental principle, rightly understood, whatever may be the defini-
tion or description given of it, is just that, and neither more nor
less, which can be proved from Scripture to attach to, and to be
predicable of, each and all of the ordinances to which the name
sacrament may be applied. But though the general doctrine of
Papists and Tractarians about the design and effect of the sacra-
ments could not be proved merely by this process, still it would
be a great matter for them if they could establish from Scripture
the more limited position, that Baptism is the instrumental cause
of justification ; and that, according to God’s arrangements, there
subsists an invariable connection between the outward ordinance
of baptism, and the communication and reception of forgiveness
and renovation ; and it may therefore be proper to make a few re-
marks upon the evidence they adduce to this effect.

Sec. II.—Baptismal Regeneration.

We have seen that Papists and Tractarians assert an invariable
connection between the observance of the sacraments and the pos-
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session of spiritual blessings, and even ascribe to the sacraments
an important amount of actual influence upon the production of
the result; maintaining that they confer grace ex opere operato,
by an intrinsic power or virtue which God has bestowed upon
them, and which operates invariably when men do not put a bar in
the way of their operation,—that is, as it is usually explained by
Romish writers, when men are free at the time of their participa-
tion in the sacrament of a present intention of committing sin.
The Tractarians, indeed, have not formally committed themselves
to the language of the Council of Trent upon the subject of the
opus operatum ; but they teach the whole substance of what is in-
tended by it, and, generally, inculcate as high views of the efficacy
of the sacraments as the Church of Rome has ever propounded,—
as is evident from the extracts already quoted from Mr Newman,
in which he, while still a minister of the Church of England, ex-
plicitly ascribed the whole efficacy of faith in justification to bap-
tism, and declared that “ baptism makes faith justifying.”
Protestants in general, on the contrary, regard the sacraments
as signs and seals of the covenant of grace, signifying and repre-
senting in themselves, as symbols appointed by God, Christ and
His benefits, and the scriptural truths which set them forth, and
expressing, in the participation of them by individuals, their pre-
vious reception of Christ and His benefits by faith,—operating
beneficially only in those in whom faith already exists, and pro-
ducing the beneficial effect of confirming and sealing the truths
and blessings of the gospel to the individual only through the
medium of the faith which participation in them expresses. There
is nothing like evidence in Scripture in favour of the general
doctrine of an invariable connection between participation of the
sacraments and the reception of spiritual blessings; and, indeed,
as I have explained, there is nothing said in Scripture directly
about sacraments in general, or about a sacrament as such. The
only plausible evidence which Papists and Tractarians have to
produce upon this point, is to be found in those passages which
seem to establish an invariable connection between baptism on
the one hand, and regeneration and salvation on the other. I
cannot enter upon a detailed examination of these passages; but a
few general observations will be sufficient to indicate the leading
grounds on which Protestants have maintained that they do not
warrant the conclusions which Romanists and Tractarians have
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dedaced from them; and that, on the contrary, fo adopt the
language of our Confession,® “grace and salvation are not so
inseparably annexed unto” baptism, ‘as that no person can be
regenerated or saved without it, or that all that are baptized are
undoubtedly regenerated.”

We remark, first, that, in opposition to the Popish and Trac-
tarian view of an invariable connection between baptism and
regeneration, and in support of the doctrine just quoted from
our Confession of Faith, there is a large amount of scriptural
evidence, both in general principles and in specific statements,
which, though it may not amount to strict and conclusive proof,
go as to entitle us to reject as incompetent any attempt to rebut
the conclusion to which it points by an offer of direct scriptural
evidence on the other side, is yet quite sufficient to require us to
maintain this conclusion as a part of (tod’s revealed truth, unless
it be disproved by very clear, direct, and togent scriptural proofs,
and to authorize us to direct our attention, in considering the
proofs that may be adduced upon the other side, to this special
point,—viz., to show that they do not necessarily require the con-
struction put upon them, and to reckon it quite sufficient for the
establishment of our doctrine when we can show this.}

We remark, in the second place, that the sacraments have
manifestly, and by universal admission, a symbolical character,—
that they are signs or representations of something signified or
represented. And if this be so, then there is an obvious foundation
laid, in accordance with the practice of all lJanguages and the usage
of the sacred writers, for a sort of interchange between the terms
properly applicable to the sign, and those properly applicable to
the thing signified,—for a certain promiscuous use of the expres-
sions applicable to these two things. Our Confession of Faith §
lays down this position : “ There is in every sacrament a spiritual
relation, or sacramental union, between the sign and the thing
signified ; whence it comes to pass, that the names and effects of
the one are attributed to the other;”-and as this general position
can be established, partly a priori from general views about the
nature and objects of the sacraments which are admitted by all

* C. xxviii., 8. v. tine, Loe. xix., Qu. viii. De efficacia
t I cannot enter upon the proof of | Sacramentorum.

this important general position. There | $ C. xxvii., 8. ii.

is a masterly summary of it in Turre-
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parties, and partly by general considerations of a philological
kind, which cannot reasonably be disputed, we are entitled to
apply it to the interpretation of the scriptural passages in which
baptism may be spoken of, or referred to; as if it were virtually
identical with the faith or regeneration which it signifies or re-
presents.

We remark, in the third place, that participation in the ordi-
nance of baptism is an imperative duty incumbent upon all who
are enabled to believe in Christ and to turn to God through Him,
which it is assumed that they will at once proceed, if they have
an opportunity in providence, to discharge, not merely as a duty
required by God’s authority, but also as a suitable expression and
appropriate evidence of the change that has been wrought in their
views and principles; and, moreover, that the New Testament, in
its general references to this subject, having respect principally
and primarily, as I have explained, to the case of adult baptism,
usually assumes that the profession made in baptism corresponds
with the reality of the case,—that is, with the previous existence of
faith and union to Christ, and deals with it upon this assumption.
All these general considerations, when brought to bear upon the
interpretation of the passages usually produced by Papists and
Tractarians in support of their doctrine upon this subject, afford
abundant materials for enabling us to prove that these passages
do not require, and therefore' upon principles already explained, do
‘not admit, of a construction which would make them sanction the
notion that there is an invariable connection between baptism and
regeneration, or even—what, however, is only a part of the general
doctrine of an invariable connection—that none are regenerated
or saved without baptism.

Some of the passages commonly adduced in support of the
Popish and Tractarian doctrine upon this subject, contain, in
gremio, statements which not only disprove their interpretation of
the particular passage, but afford a key to the explanation of other
passages of a similar kind. It is said, for instance,"— the like
figure whereunto, even baptism, doth also now save us (not the
putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good
conscience toward God).” Now here, indeed, as in one or two
other passages, baptism is said to save us; but then a formal ex-

* 1 Pet. iii. 21.
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planation is given of what this ‘statement means; and it just
amounts in substance to this, that it is not the outward ordinance
of baptism, or anything which an outward ordinance is either
fitted or intended to effect, to which this result is to be ascribed,
but the reality of that of which baptism is the figure,—the sincerity
of the profession which men make when they ask and receive the
ordinance of baptism for themselves. :

The only passage of those usually quoted by Papists and
Tractarians in support of their doctrine of baptismal regeneration,
which seems to bear with anything like explicitness upon the con-
clusion they are anxious to establish, is the declaration of our
Saviour,* « Except a man be born again of water and of the
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” Protestants
have usually contended that our Lord did not here speak of bap-
tism at all, any more than He spoke of the Lord’s Supper in, the
discourse recorded in the sixth chapter of the same Gospel; and
they have no great difficulty in proving this much at least, which
is all that the condition of the argument requires of them,—namely,
that it cannot be proved that the water of which our Lord here
speaks was intended by Him to describe the outward ordinance of
baptism.

There is one of the passages commonly adduced by Papists
and Tractarians, which, while it gives no real countenance to their
doctrine, affords a very clear indication of the true state of the
case in regard to this matter, and of what it is that Scripture
really meant to convey to us concerning it. It is the record of the
commission given by our Lord to His apostles after His resurrec-
tion, as contained in the sixteenth verse of the sixteenth chapter
of Mark's Gospel, where we find that, after directing them to go
into all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature, our
Saviour added, “He that believeth and is baptized, shall be
saved ;” (here Papists and Tractarians commonly stop in quoting
the passage, but our Lord goes on), he that believeth not, shall
be damned.” None can fail to be struck with the very remark-
able contrast between the two different portians of this declaration,
—the manifestly intentional, and very pointed, omission of any
reference to baptism in the second part of it. Had the first part
of it stood alone, it might have seemed to countenance the idea

* John iii. 5.
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that baptism was just as necessary to salvation, and as invariable
an accompaniment of it, as faith, although even in that case a more
direct and explicit statement would hdve been necessary to make
it a conclusive proof of this position. Had it been followed up by
the declaration, ¢ He that believeth not, and is not baptized, shall
be damned,” the Popish doctrine might have been regarded as
established. But when we find that our Saviour, in so very
marked and pointed a manner, dropped all reference to baptism in
stating the converse of His first declaration, and connected con-
demnation only with the want of faith, the conviction isf forced
upon us, that He did so for the express purpose of indicating that
He did not intend to teach that there was an invariable connec-
tion between salvation and baptism, though there certainly was
between salvation and faith ; and that He was careful to say no-
thing that might lead men to believe that the want of baptism
excluded from the kingdom of heaven. The combination of bap-
tism with faith, in the first part of the declaration, is easily ex-
plained by those general considerations which were formerly statec.i,
and which warrant us in saying that, even had it stood alone, it
would not have necessarily implied more than what all Protestants
admit,—namely, that it was our Lord’s intention that baptism
should be set forth by His apostles as not less really obligatory
with faith as a matter of duty, and was therefore usually to be
expected in all who were enabled to believe as the certain conse-
quence in all ordinary circumstances,—the appropriate and in-
cumbent expression of their faith.*

If there be nothing in Scripture adequate to establish the doc-
trine of an invariable connection between baptism and the spiritual
blessings of forgiveness and regeneration,—but, on the contrary,
much to disprove it,—it is still more clear and certain that the
Popish doctrine, that the sacraments confer grace ex opere operato,
is destitute of any authority, and ought to be decidedly rejected.
Even if the doctrine of an invariable corinection between the
sacraments and spiritual blessings could be established, as we have
shown it cannot, it would still require additional and independent
scriptural evidence to show that the sacraments confer grace ex
opere operato ; while, on the other hand, the refutation of the doc-
trine of an invariable connection overturns at once that of the

* See an able discussion of this subject in Turretine, Loc. xix., Qu. xiii.
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opus operatum, and removes the only ground on which any attempt
to prove it could be based. It should also be observed, that this
doctrine with respect to the efficacy of the sacraments is much
more directly and explicitly inconsistent with great scriptural
truths, as to the principles that regulate the communication of spi-
ritual blessings to men, than that merely of an invariable connec-
tion,—as is evident from this consideration, that this doctrine of the
opus operatum ascribes to outward ordinances an influence and an
efficacy in procuring forgiveness which the Scripture does not
ascribe even to faith itself,—the only thing existing in men, or done
by them, by which they are ever said in Scripture to be justified.
Baptism, according to the Church of Rome, is the instrumental
cause of justification, while faith is merely one of seven virtues, as
they are called, which only prepare or dispose men to receive it ;
and a mere wish to receive the sacraments is represented as one of
those six other virtues, each of which has just as much influence or
efficacy as faith in procuring or obtaining justification,—the sacra-
ment itself, of course, upon the principle of the opus operatum,
having more influence or efficacy in producing the result than all
these virtues put together; while, on the other hand, the Protes-
tant doctrine, though assigning to faith, in the matter of justifica-
tion, a function and an influence possessed and exerted by nothing
else, does not ascribe to it any proper efficiency of its own in the
production of the result, but represents it only as the instrument
receiving what has been provided and is offered.

The subject of the sacraments forms a most important depart-
ment in the system of Romanists. Their whole doctrine upon the
sacraments in general,—their nature, objects, efficacy, and num-
ber,—their peculiar doctrines and practices in regard to each of
their seven sacraments individually,—all tend most powerfully to
corrupt and pervert the doctrine of Scripture with respect to the
grounds of a sinner’s salvation, and the way and manner in which
God communicates to men spiritual blessings, as well as to foster
and confirm some natural tendencies of the human heart, which
are most dangerous to men’s spiritual welfare. The effects which
they ascribe to the sacraments in general and individually,—the
five spurious sacraments they have invented without any warrant
from Scripture,—and the load of ceremonies with which they have
clothed those simple, unpretending ordinances which Christ ap-
pointed,~—all tend most powerfully to promote the two great ob-

VOL. I K




www.reformedontheweb.c

140 THE SACRAMENTAL PRINCIPLE. [Cuar. XXII.

jects which the Romish system is fitted to advance,—namely, first,
to lead men to reject the gospel method of salvation, and to follow
out for themselves a plan of procedure opposed to its fundamental
principles ; and, secondly, to make men, in so far as they sincerely
submit to the authority and receive the doctrines of their church,
the abject slaves of the priest, by representing them as dependent,
for the possession of spiritual blessings, upon acts which the priest
alone can perform, and by ascribing to these acts of his an impor-
tant influence in procuring for them the spiritual blessings they
need. Some Romish writers have indulged their imaginations in
drawing fanciful analogies from a variety of sources in support
of these seven sacraments; while others have produced glowing
eulogies upon the bountiful kindness and liberality of holy mother
church in providing so many sacraments and so many ceremonies
to supply all their spiritual wants, and to afford them spiritual
assistance and comfort in all varieties of circumstances, upon all
leading emergencies from their birth till their death,—baptism
when they come into the world to take away all original sin, both
its guilt and its power,—confirmation to strengthen and uphold
them in the right path when they are growing up towards man-
hood,—penance and the eucharist during all their lives whenever
they need them, the one to wash away all their sins, and the other
to afford them spiritual nourishment,—and their extreme unction
when they draw near to death.*

The leading aspect in which these ordinances, as represented
and practised in the Church of Rome, ought to be regarded, is in
relation to the scriptural authority on which their observance and
obligation, and the effects ascribed to them either expressly or by
implication, rest, and the bearing of the doctrines and practices
of the Church of Rome upon these points—on men’s mode of
thinking, feeling, and acting with reference to the only way of a
sinner’s salvation revealed in the word of God; and the conclusion
to which we come when we contemplate the Popish doctrines and
practices in this aspect, is, that they are wholly unsanctioned by,
nay, decidedly opposed to, the word of God, and unspeakably
dangerous to men’s eternal welfare,—as having the most direct
and powerful tendency to Jead men to trust, in matters which con-

* Bellarmin. de Sacramentis in genere, Lib. ii., ¢. xxvi. Moehler's Sym-
bolism, vol. i., p. 297.
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cern their everlasting peace, to their fellow-men and to external ob-
servances, instead of trusting to the person and the work of Christ
as the only ground of their hope, and looking to the state of their
hearts and motives as the only satisfactory evidence that they are
in. a condition of safety. But it is impossible not to be struck also
w1th.the great skill and ingenuity with which all these observances
and inventions are adapted to increase and strengthen the control
of the church and the priesthood over the minds and consciences
of men. Sacraments are provided for all the leading eras or
stages in men’s lives, and such representations are given of their
nature and effects, as are best fitted to impress men with the
deepest sense of the obligation and advantages of partaking in
them. This tendency is brought out with increasing clearness
when we advert to the two other sacraments which the Church of
Rom.e has invented,—viz., holy orders and marriage : the first
manifestly intended,—that is, so far as the ascription of a sacra-
me.ntal character is concerned,—to increase the respect and vene-
ration entertained for the priesthood ; and the second being just
as manifestly intended to bring under the more direct and abso-
!ute control of the priesthood, a relation which exerts, directly and
}ndirectly, so extensive and powerful an influence upon men
individually, and upon society at large. If Popery be Satan’s
masterpiece, the theory and practice of the sacraments may
Perhaps be regarded as the most finished and perfect departmex;t
in this great work of his. And it is not in the least surprising
that when recently the great adversary set himself to check anci
overturn the scriptural and evangelical principles which were
gaining a considerable influence in the Church of England, he
should have chiefly made use of the sacramental principle,for
effecting his design,—that is, the principle that there is an invari-
abl.e connection between participation in the sacraments and the
enjoyment of spiritual blessings, and that the sacraments have an
inherent power or virtue whereby they produce these appropriate
effects. In no other way, and by no other process, could he have
Sl.lcceeded to such an extent as he has done, in leading men to
disregard and despise all that Scripture teaches us concerning our
helpless and ruined condition by nature ; concerning the necessity
of a regeneration of our moral nature by the power of the Holy
Spmt_; concerning the way and manner in which, according to
the divine method of justification, pardon and acceptance have
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been procured and are bestowed ; concerning the place and func-
tion of faith in the salvation of sinners, and concerning the true
elements and distinguishing characteristics of all those things that
accompany salvation,—and, finally, in no other way could he have
succeeded to such an extent in leading men who had been mini-
sters in a Protestant church to submit openly and unreservedly to
that system of doctrine and practice which is immeasurably better
fitted than any other to accomplish his purposes, by leading men
to build wholly upon a false foundation, and to reject the counsel
of God against themselves ; while it is better fitted than any other
to retain men in the most degrading, and, humanly speaking, the
most hopeless bondage.

Sec. III.—Popish View of the Lord’s Supper.

It is proper, before leaving this subject, to advert to the special
importance of the place which the Lord’s Supper,—or the sacra-
ment of the altar, as Romanists commonly call it,—holds in the
Popish system, and the peculiar magnitude of the corruptions
which they have introduced into it. This forms the very heart
and marrow of the Popish system, and brings out summarily and
compendiously all the leading features by which it is characterized.
In a general survey of the doctrine and practice of the Church of
Rome upon this subject, we meet first with the monstrous doctrine
of transubstantiation, which requires us to believe that, by the
words of consecration pronounced by the priest, the bread and
wine are changed, as to their substance, into the real flesh and
blood of Christ,—the bread and wine altogether ceasing to exist,
except in appearance only, and these being given to the par-
taker instead of the actual flesh and blood of the Redeemer. This
doctrine not only contradicts the senses and the reason, bat it
cannot possibly be received until both the senses and the reason
have been put entirely in abeyance. The imposition of the belief
of this doctrine may not unjustly be regarded as a sort of experi-
mental test of how far it is possible for the human intellect to be
degraded by submitting to receive what contradicts the first prin-
ciples of rational belief, and overturns the certainty of all know-
ledge. The manifest tendency of the inculcation of such a doc-
trine is to sink the human intellect into thorough and absolute
slavery, or, by a natural reaction, to involve it in universal and
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hopeless scepticism. Both these ruinous results have been fully
developed in the history of the Church of Rome. There this doc-
trine of transubstantiation is made the basis of the foundation of
some deadly corruptions of the fundamental principles of Christian
truth, and of some gross practical frauds and abuses. It is the
foundation of the adoration-of the host, or the paying of divine
worship to the consecrated wafer,—a practice which, on scriptural
principles, is not saved from the guilt of idolatry by the mistaken
belief that it is the real flesh of Christ. It is the foundation also
of the doctrine and practice of the sacrifice of the mass,—that is,
of the offering up by the priest of the flesh and blood of Christ,
or of the bread and wine alleged to be transubstantiated into
Christ’s flesh and blood, as a proper propitiatory sacrifice for the
sins of the living and the dead. The mass is the great idol of
Popery, and it presents a marvellous and most daring combination
of what is false, profane, and blasphemous,—of what is dishonour-
ing to Christ, and injurious to men, both as pertaining to the life
that now is.and that which is to come. It dishonours and degrades
the one perfect and all-sufficient sacrifice of Christ, by represent-
ing it as repeated, or rather caricatured, daily and hourly by the
juggling muminery of a priest. It tends directly to lead men to
build their hopes of pardon upon a false foundation; and the
whole regulations and practices of the Church of Rome in con-
nection with it, are manifestly fitted and intended to impose upon
men’s credulity, and to cheat them out of their liberty and their
property. The celebration of mass for their benefit is made a
regular article of merchandise ; and, by the device of private or
solitary masses, the priests are enabled to raise much money for
masses, which of course they never perform.

These hints may be sufficient to show that the whole subject
of the doctrine and practice of the Church of Rome in regard to
the Eucharist, or the sacrament of  the altar, is well worthy of
being carefully investigated and thoroughly known, as presenting
an epitome of the whole system of Popery,—of the dishonour
done by it to the only true God and the only Saviour of sinners,
and of its injurious bearing both on the temporal and spiritnal
welfare of men.*

* For the Protestant view of the | formers and Theology of the Refor-
Eacraments in general, see ‘‘ The Re- | mation,” pp. 281, etc. (Edrs.)
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Sec. 1V.—Infant Baptism.

The Reformers, and the great body of Protestant divines, in
putting forth the definition of the sacraments in general, or of a
sacrament as such, intended to embody the substance of what
they believe Scripture to teach, or to indicate, as equally appli-
cable to both sacraments ; énd in laying down what they believe
concerning the general objects and the ordinary effects of the
sacraments, they commonly assume, that the persons partaking in
them are rightly qualified for receiving and improving them,—and
further, and more specially, that the persons baptized are adults.
Tt is necessary to keep these considerations in view in interpreting
the general description given of sacraments and of baptism, in
our Confession of Faith and the other Reformed confessions ; and
with these assumptions, and to this extent, there is no difficulty in
the way of our maintaining the general principle, which can be
established by most satisfactory evidence,—namely, that the fun-
damental spiritual blessings, on the possession of which the salva-
tion of men universally depends,—justification and regeneration
by faith,—are not conveyed through the instrumentality of the
sacraments, but that, on the contrary, they must already exist
before even baptism can be lawfully or safely received. The
general tenor of Scripture language upon the subject of baptism
applies primarily and directly to the baptism of adults, and pro-
ceeds upon the assumption, that the profession implied in the
reception of baptism by adults,—the profession, that is, that they
had already been led to believe in Christ, and to receive Him as
their Saviour and their Master,—was sincere, or corresponded
with the real state of their minds and hearts. It is necessary,
therefore, to form our primary and fundamental conceptions of
the objects and effects of baptism in itself, as a distinct subject,
and in its bearing upon the general doctrine of the sacraments,
from the baptism of adults and not of infants. The baptisms
which are ordinarily described or referred to in the New Testa-
ment, were the baptisms of men who had lived as Jews and
heathens, and who, having been led to believe in Christ,—or, at
least, to profess faith in Him,—expressed and sealed this faith, or
the profession of it, by complying with Christ’s requirement, that
they should be baptized. This is the proper, primary, full idea
of baptism ; and to this the general tenor of Scripture language
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upon th? subject, and the general description of the objects and ends
of bapt.lsm, as given in our Confession of Faith, and in the other
confessions of the Reformed churches, are manifestly adapted
As, in the condition in which we are placed in providence. we
but seldom witness the baptism of adults, and commonly see <’ml
the .bap.tism of infants,—and as there are undoubtedly some diﬂi}:
cultle.s. in the way of applying fully to the baptism of infants the
definition usually given of a sacrament, and the general account
commonly set forth of the objects and ends of baptism,—we are
very apt to be led to form insensibly very erroneouns and,defective
views of the nature and effects of baptism, as an ordinance in-
stftuted by Christ in His church, or rather, to rest contented
with scarcely any distinct or definite conception upon the subject

Mexf usually have much more clear and distinct apprehensiox;'s oé
t?le import, design, and effects of the Lord’s Supper than of Bap-
tism ; and yet the general definition’commonly given of a sacrz-
ment applies equally to both, being just intended to embody ‘the
substance of what Scripture indicates as equally applicable to the
one 'ordinance as to the other. If we were in the habit of wit-
nessing adult baptism, and if we formed our primary and full
conc.eptions of the import and effects of the ordinance from the
baptism of adults, the one sacrament would be as easily under-
stood, and as definitely apprehended, as the other; and we would
have no difficulty in seeing how the general definition given of
the sacraments in our Confession of Faith and Catechisms applied
equally to both. But as this general definition of sacraments, and
the corresponding general description given of the objects’ and
effects of baptism, do not apply fully and without some modification
to the form in which we usually see baptism administered, men
comr'nonl v, instead of considering distinctly what are the nec:assar
modfﬁcations of it, and what are the grounds on which thesz
modifications rest, leave the whole subject in a very obscure and
confused condition in their minds.

) These statements may, at first view, appear to be large conces-
sions to the anti-pado-baptists, or those who oppose the lawfulness
of the baptism of infants, and to affect the solidity of the grounds
on which the practice of pzdo-baptism, which has ever prevailed
almost universally in the church of Christ, is based. But I am
persuaded that a more careful consideration of the subject will
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show that these views, besides being clearly sanctioned by Scrip-
ture, and absolutely necessary for the consistent and intelligible
interpretation of our own standards, are, in their legitimate appli-
cation, fitted to deprive the arguments of the anti-pedo-baptists of
whatever plausibility they possess. It cannot be reasonably denied
that they have much that is plausible to allege in opposition to
infant baptism ; but I am persuaded that the plausibility of their
arguments will always appear greatest to men who have not
been accustomed to distinguish between the primary and complete
idea of this ordinance, as exhibited in the baptism of adults, and
the distinct and peculiar place which is held by the special subject
of infant baptism, and the precise grounds on which it rests.
Pzdo-baptists, from the causes to which I have referred, are apt
to rest contented with very obscure and defective notions of the
import and objects of baptism, and to confound adult and infant
baptism as if the same principles must fully and universally apply
to both. And in this state of things, when those views of the
sacraments in general, and of baptism in particular, which I have
briefly explained, are pressed upon their attention, and seen and
acknowledged to be well founded, they are not unlikely to imagine
that these principles equally rule the case of infant baptism; and
they are thus prepared to see, in the arguments of the anti-paedo-
baptists, a much larger amount of force and solidity than they really
possess. Hence the importance of being familiar with what should
be admitted or conceded, as clearly sanctioned by Scripture, with
respect to baptism in general, in its primary, complete idea,—
estimating exactly what this implies, and how far it goes; and
then, moreover, being well acquainted with the special subject of
infant baptism as a distinct topic,—with the peculiar considera-
tions applicable to it, and the precise grounds on which its lawful-
ness and obligation can be established.

It is not my purpose to enter upon a full discussion of infant
baptism, or an exposition of the grounds on which the views of
pedo-baptists can, as I believe, be successfully established and
vindicated. I shall merely make a few observations on what it
is that paedo-baptists really maintain,—on the distinct and peculiar
place which the doctrine of infant baptism truly occupies,—and
on the relation in which it stands to the general subject of bap-
tism and the sacraments; believing that correct apprehensions
upon these points are well fitted to illustrate the grounds on which
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infant baptism rests in all their strength, and the insufficiency of
the reasons by which the opposite view has been supported.

Let me then, in the first place, remark that intelligent pado-
baptists hold all those views of the sacraments and of baptism
which I have endeavoured to explain, and are persuaded that they
can hold them in perfect consistency with maintaining that the
infants of believing parents ought to be baptized. There is nothing
in these views peculiar to the anti-pado-baptists ; and there is, we
are persuaded, no real advantage which they can derive from them
in support of their opinions. These views are clearly sanctioned
by our Confession of Faith; while, at the same time, it contains
also the following proposition as a part of what the word of God
teaches upon the subject of baptism:* “Not only those that do
actually profess faith in and obedience unto Christ, but also
the infants of one or both believing parents are to be bap-
tized.” Now, let it be observed that this position is all that is
essential to the doctrine of the pado-baptists, as such. We are
called upon to maintain nothing more upon the subject than this
plain and simple proposition, which merely asserts the lawfulness
and propriety of baptizing the infants of believing parents. Let
it be noticed also, that the statement is introduced merely as an
adjunct or appendage to the general doctrine of baptism ; not as
directly and immediately comprehended under it, any more than
under the general definition given of a sacrament, but as a special
addition to it, resting upon its own distinct and peculiar grounds.
'I:his is the true place which infant baptism occupies; this is the
view that ought to be taken of it; and I am persuaded that it is
when contemplated and investigated in this aspect, that there
comes out most distinctly and palpably the sufficiency of the
arguments in favour of it, and the sufficiency of the objections
against it. On this, as on many other subjects, the friends of
tl'l..lth have often injured their cause, by entering too fully and
minutely into explanations of their doctrines, for the purpose of
commending them to men’s acceptance, and solving the difficulties
by which they seemed to be beset. They have thus involved them-
selves in great difficulties, by trying to defend their own minute
and unwarranted explanations, as if they were an essential part of
the Scripture doctrine. It is easy enough to prove from Scripture

* C. xxviii., 8. iv.
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that the Father is God, that the Son is God, and that the Holy
Ghost is God, and that they are not three Gods, but one God ; but
many of the more detailed explanations of the doctrine of the
Trinity which have been given by jts friends, have been untenable
and indefensible, and have only laid it open unnecessarily to the
attacks of its enemies. In like manner, we think it no difficult
matter to produce from Scripture sufficient and satisfactory evi-
dence of the position, that the infants of believing parents are to
be baptized ; but minute and detailed expositions of the reasons
and the effects of infant baptism are unwarranted by Seripture;
they impose an unnecessary burden upon the friends of truth,
and tend only to give an advantage to its opponents. The con-
dition and fate of infants, and the principles by which they are
determined, have always been subjects on which men, not un-
naturally, have been prone to speculate, but on which Scripture
has given us little ezplicit information beyond this, that salvation
through Christ is just as accessible to them as to adults. One
form in which this tendency to speculate unwarrantably about
infants has been exhibited, is that of inventing theories about the
objects and effects of infant baptism. These theories are often
made to rest as a burden upon the scriptural proof of the lawful-
ness and propriety of the mere practice itself ; and thus have the
appearance of communicating to that proof, which is amply suffi-
cient for its own proper object, their own essential weakness and
invalidity.

Tt is manifest that, from the nature of the case, the principles
that determine and indicate the objects and effects of baptism in
adults and infants, cannot be altogether the same ; and the great
difficulty of the whole subject lies in settling, as far as we can,
what modifications our conceptions of baptism should undergo
in the case of infants, as distinguished from that of adults; and,
at the same time, to show that, even with these modifications, the
essential and fundamental ideas involved in the general doctrine
ordinarily professed concerning baptism are still preserved. The
investigation even of this point is, perhaps, going beyond the
line of what is strictly necessary for the establishment of the
position, that the infants of believing parents are to be baptized.
But some notice of it can scarcely be avoided in the discussion of
the question.

The scriptural evidence, in support of the position that the
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infants of believing parents are to be baptized, consists chiefly in
the proof which the word of God affords, to the following effect :
—that, in the whole history of our race, God’s covenanted deal-
ings with His people, with respect to spiritual blessings, have had
regard to their children as well as to themselves ; so that the
children as well as the parents have been admitted to the spiritual
blessings of God’s covenants, and to the outward signs and seals.
of these covenants;—that there is no evidence that this general
principle, so full of mercy and grace, and so well fitted to nourish
faith and hope, was to be departed from, or laid aside, under the
Christian dispensation ; but, on the contrary, a great deal to con-
firm the conviction that it was to continue to be acted’ on ;—that
the children of believers are capable of receiving, and often do
in fact receive, the blessings of the covenant, justification and
regeneration; and are therefore—unless there be some very ex-
press prohibition, either by general principle or specific statement
—admissible and entitled to the outward sign and seal of these
blessings ;—that there is a federal holiness, as distinguished from
a personal holiness, attaching, under the Christian as well as the
Jewish economy, to the children of believing parents, which
affords a sufficient ground for their admission, by an outward
ordinance, into the fellowship of the church ;—and that the com-
mission which our Saviour gave to His apostles, and the history
we have of the way in which they exercised this commission,
decidedly favour the conclusion, that they admitted the children
of believers along with their parents, and because of their relation
to their parents, into the communion of the church by baptism.
This line of argument, though in some measure inferential,
is, we are persuaded, amply sufficient in cumulo to establish the
conclusion, that the children of believing parents are to be bap-
tized, unless either the leading positions of which it consists can
be satisfactorily proved to have no sanction from Scripture, or
some general position can be established which proves the incom-
patibility of infant baptism, either with the character of the
Christian dispensation in general, or with the qualities and pro-
perties of the ordinance of baptism in particular. I do not mean
to enter upon the consideration of the specific scriptural evidence
in support of the different positions that constitute the proof of
the lawfulness and propriety of baptizing the children of believ-
ing parents, or of the attempts which have been made to disprove
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them singly, and in detail. I can only advert to the general
allegation, that infant baptism is inconsistent with some of the
qualities or properties of the ordinance of baptism, as it is set
before us in Scripture.

It is manifestly nothing to the purpose to say, in support of
this general allegation, that baptism in the case of infants cannot
be, in all respects, the same as baptism in the case of adults; or,
that we cannot give so full and specific an account of the objects
and effects of infant as of adult baptism. These positions are
certainly both true ; but they manifestly concern merely incidental
points, not affecting the root of the matter, and afford no ground
for any such conclusion as the unlawfulness of infant baptism.
In the case of the baptism of adults, we can speak clearly and
decidedly as to the general objects, and the ordinary effects, of
the administration of the ordinance. The adult receiving bap-
tism is either duly qualified and suitably prepared for it, or he is
not. If he is not duly qualified, his baptism is a hypocritical
profession of a state of mind and heart that does not exist; and,
of course, it can do him no good, but must be a sin, and, as such,
must expose him to the divine displeasure. If he is duly quali-
fied and suitably prepared, then his baptism, though it does not
convey to him justification and regeneration, which he must have
before received through faith, impresses upon his mind, through
God’s blessing, their true nature and grounds, and strengthens his
faith to realize more fully his own actual condition, as an un-
worthy recipient of unspeakable mercies, and his obligations to
live to God’s praise and glory. We are unable to put any such
clear and explicit alternative in the case of the baptism of infants,
or give any very definite account of the way and manner in
which it bears upon or affects them individually. Men have
often striven hard in their speculations to lay down something
precise and definite, in the way of general principle or standard,
as to the bearing and effect of baptism in relation to the great
blessings of justification and regeneration in the case of infants in-
dividually. But the Scripture really affords no adequate materials
for doing this; for we have no sufficient warrant for asserting,
even in regard to infants, to whom it is God’s purpose to give at
some time justification and regeneration, that He uniformly or
ordinarily gives it to them before or at their baptism. The dis-
comfort of this state of uncertainty, the difficulty of laying down
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any definite doctrine upon this subject, has often led men to adopt
one or other of two opposite extremes, which have the appearance
of greater simplicity and definiteness,—that is, either to deny the
lawfulness of infant baptism altogether, or to embrace the doctrine
of baptismal justification and regeneration, and to represent all
baptized infants, or at least all the baptized infants of believing
parents, as receiving these great blessings in and with the external
ordinances, or as certainly and infallibly to receive them at some
future time. But this is manifestly unreasonable. ¢ True forti-
tude of understanding,” according to the admirable and well-
known saying of Paley, “ consists in not suffering what we do
know, to be disturbed by what we do not know.” And assuredly,
if there be sufficient scriptural grounds for thinking that the
infants of believing parents are to be baptized, it can be no ade-
quate ground for rejecting, or even doubting, the truth of this
doctrine, that we have no sufficient materials for laying down any
precise or definite proposition of a general kind as to the effect
of baptism in the case of infants individually.

But the leading allegation of the anti-pedo-baptists on this
department of the subject is, that it is inconsistent with the
nature of baptism, as set before us in Scripture, that it should be
administered to any, except upon the ground of a previous posses-
sion of faith by the person receiving it. If this propesition could
be established, it would, of course, preclude the baptism of infants
who have not faith, and who could not profess it if they had it.
We are persuaded that this proposition cannot be established,
though we admit that a good deal which is plausible can be
adduced from Scripture in support of it. It is admitted that all
persons who are in a condition to possess and to profess faith,
must possess and profess it before they can lawfully or safely
receive the ordinance of baptism. This can be easily established
from Scripture. It is admitted, also, that the ordinary tenor of
Seripture language concerning baptism has respect, primarily
and principally, te persons in this condition,—that is, to adults,—
and that thus a profession of faith is ordinarily associated with
the Scripture notices of the administration of baptism; so that,
as has been explained, we are to regard baptism upon a profession
of faith, a8 exhibiting the proper type and full development of
the ordinance. Had we no other information bearing upon the
subject in Scripture than what has now been referred to, this
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might be fairly enough regarded as precluding the baptism of
infants; but in the absence of anything which, directly or by im-
plication, teaches that this previous profession of faith is of the
essence of the ordinance, and universally necessary to its legiti-
mate administration and reception, an inference of this sort is not
sufficient to neutralize the direct and positive evidence we have
in Scripture in favour of the baptism of infants. The only thing
which seems to be really of the essence of the ordinance in this
respect is, that the parties receiving it are capable of possessing,
and have a federal interest in, the promise of the spiritual bless-
ings which it was intended to signify and to .seal. Now, the
blessings which baptism was intended to signify and seal are
justification and regeneration,—that is, the washing away of guilt,
and the washing away of depravity. These, and these alone, are
the spiritual blessings which the washing with water in the name
of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, directly signifies
and represents. Faith does not stand in the same relation to
baptism as these blessings do, and for this obvious and conclusive
reason, that it is not directly and expressly signified or repre-
sented in the external ordinance itself, as they are.

Faith is, indeed, ordinarily, and in the case of all who are
capable of it, the medium or instrument through which these in-
dispeusaBle blessings are conveyed ; and there is certainly much
better scriptural evidence in support of the necessity of faith in
order to being saved, than in supPl;)rt of the necessity of a pro-
fession of faith in order to being baptized. But yet it is quite
certain, that faith is not universally necessary in order to a right
to these blessings, or to the actual possession of them. It is uni-
versally admitted that infants, though incapable of faith, are
capable of salvation, and are actually saved; and they cannot be
saved unless they be justified and regenerated. And since it is
thus certain that infants actually receive the very blessings which
baptism signifies and represents, without the presence of the faith
which is necessary to the possession of these blessings in adults,—
while yet the Scripture has much more explicitly connected faith
and salvation than it hds ever connected faith and baptism,—
there can be no serious difficulty in the idea of their admissibility
to the outward sign and seal of these blessings, without a previous
profession of faith.

If it be said that something more than a mere capacity of
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receiving the blessings which baptism signifies and represents, is
necessary to warrant the administration of it, since the ordinance
is, in its general nature and character, distinguishing, and it is not
all infants that are admitted to it—it is not difficult to show, that
not only does the admission of this general idea, as pertaining to
the essence of the doctrine of baptism, not preclude the baptism of
infants, but that we have in their case what is fairly analogous to
the antecedently existing ground, which is the warrant or founda-
tion of the administration of it to adults. In the case of adults,
this antecedent ground or warrant is their own faith professed;
and in the case of the infants of believing parents, it is their in-
terest in the covenant which, upon scriptural principles, they
possess simply as the children of believing parents,—the federal
holiness which can be proved to attach to them, in virtue of God’s
arrangements and promises, simply upon the ground of their
having been born of parents who are themselves comprehended
in the covenant. If this general principle can be shown to be
sanctioned by Scripture,—and we have no doubt that it can be
conclusively established,—then it affords an antecedent ground or
warrant for the admission of the children of believing parents to
the. ordinance of baptism analogous to that which exists in believ-
ing adults,—a ground or warrant the relevancy and validity of
which cannot be affected by anything except a direct and con-
clusive proof of the absolute and universal necessity of a profes-
sion of faith, as the only sufficient ground or warrant, in every
instance, of the administration of baptism; and no such proof has
been, or can be, produced.

Calvin, in discussing this point, fully admits the necessity of
some antecedent ground or warrant attaching to infants, as the
foundation of admitting them to baptism; but he contends that
this is to be found in the scriptural principle of the interest which
the infants of believing parents have, as such, in.virtue of God’s
arrangements and promises, in the covenant and its blessings.
H.e says, “ Quo jure ad baptismum eos admittimus, nisi qudd pro-
n}lssionis sunt heredes? Nisi enim jam ante ad eos pertineret
vit® promissio, baptismum profanaret, quisquis illis daret.” *
My chief object in these observations has been to illustrate the
importance of considering and investigating the subject of infant

* Tractatus, p. 386. Ed. 1576.
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baptism as a distinct topic, resting upon its own proper and
peculiar grounds,—of estimating aright its true relation to the
sacraments in general, and to baptism as a whole,—and of ap-
preciating justly the real nature and amount of the modifications
which it is necessary to introduce into the mode of stating and
defending the general doctrine as to the objects and effects of
baptism, in the case of infants as distinguished from adults ; and
I have made them, because I am persuaded that it is when the
subject is viewed in this aspect, that the strength of the argu-
ments for, and the weakness of the arguments against, infant
baptism, come out most palpably, and that by following this pro-
cess of investigation we shall be best preserved from any tempta-
tion to corrupt and lower the general doctrines of the sacraments,
—while at the same time we shall be most fully enabled to show
that infant baptism, with the difficulties which undoubtedly attach
to it, and with the obscurity in which some points connected with
it are involved, is really analogous in its essential features to the
baptism of adults, and implies nothing that is really inconsistent
with the view taught us in Secrip*ure with respect to sacraments
and ordinances in general, or with respect to baptism in par-
ticular. ‘

CHAPTER XXIII.

THE SOCINIAN CONTROVERSY.

IN the rationalistic perversion of the true principles of the Re-
formation, as to the investigation of divine truth and the interpre-
tation of Scripture, we have the foundation on which Socinianism
is based,—namely, the making human reason, or rather men’s whole
natural faculties and capacities, virtually the test or standard of
truth; as if the mind of man was able fully to take in all exist-
ences and all their relations, and as if men, on this ground, were
entitled to exclude, from what is admitted to be a revelation from
God, everything which could not be shown to be altogether
accordant with the conclusions of their own understandings, or
thoroughly comprehensible by them. In regard to this principle,
and the general views of theology, properly so called, which have
resulted from its application, it is not always easy to determine
whether the application of this peculiar principium theologie pro-
duced the peculiar theology, or the peculiar theology, previously
adopted from some other cause, or on some other ground, led to
the maintenance of the peculiar principium, as the only way by
which the theology could be defended. If men had adopted
rationalistic principles as their rule or standard in the investiga-
tion of divine truth and the interpretation of Scripture, they
would certainly bring out, in the application of them, the Socinian
system of theology ; and, on the other hand, if, from any cause or
influence, they had already imbibed the leading elements of the
Socinian system of theology, and yet did not think it altogether
safe or expedient to deny the divine origin of the Christian re-
velation, they must, as a matter of course, be forced to adopt, as
their only means of defence, the rationalistic principle of interpre-
tation. These two things must, from the very nature of the case,
have always gone hand in hand. They could scarcely, in any
YOL. II.: L
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case, be separated in the order of time; and it is of no great im-
portance to determine, in particular. cases, which may have come
first in the order of nature,—which was the cause, and which the
effect. Papists allege that Socinianism was one of the conse-
quences of the Reformation,—of the unrestrained and licentious
speculations upon religious matters which they ascribe to that im-
portant event. The principles on which the Reformers acted,
and on which the Reformation was based, were not thé causes of,
and are not responsible for, the errors and heresies which have
sprung up in the Reformed churches. At the same time, it cannot
be disputed, that the Reformation tended to introduce a state of
society, and a general condition of things, which led to a fuller
and more prominent development of error, as well as of truth, by
giving freedom of thought, and freedom in the expression of
opinion. In the Church of Rome, and in countries that are fully
under its control, the maintenance of any other errors and heresies
than those which that church sanctions, is attended with imminent
danger, and leads to sacrifices which few men are disposed to
make, even for what they may regard as true.

This was the condition of Christendom before the Reforma-
tion. It lay wholly under the domination of a dark and relentless
despotism, the tendency and effect of which were, to prevent
men from exercising their minds freely upon religious subjects,
or at least from giving publicity to any views they might have
been led to adopt, different from those which had the civil and
ecclesiastical authorities on their side. Wherever the Reforma-
tion prevailed, this state of matters gradually changed. Despotisr'n
gave place to liberty. Liberty was sometimes abused, and this
led to licentiousness. DBut it is not the less true that liberty is
preferable to despotism, both as being in itself a more jlilst and
righteous condition of things, and as being attended with far
greater advantages, and with fewer and smaller evils.

Sec. I.— Origin of Socinianism.

With respect to Socinianism in particular, there is much in
the history of its origin, that not only disproves the Popish alle.ga-
tion of its being traceable to the principles of the Reformation,
but which tends to throw back upon the Church of Rome a share,
at least, of the responsibility of producing this most pernicious
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heresy.® The founders of this sect were chiefly Italians, who
bad been originally trained and formed under the full influence
of the Church of Rome. They may be fairly regarded as speci-
mens of the infidelity,—or free-thinking, as they themselves call
it,—which the Popish system, in certain circumstances, and in
minds of a certain class, has a strong tendency in the way of re-
action to produce. They were men who had come, in the exercise
of their natural reason,.to see the folly and absurdity of much of
the Popish system, without having been brought under the influ-
ence of truly religious impressions, or having been led to adopt a
right method of investigating divine truth. They seem to have
been men who were full of self-confidence, proud of their own
powers of speculation and argument, and puffed up by a sense of
their own elevation above the mass of follies and absurdities which
they saw prevailing around them in the Church of Rome; and
this natural tendency of the men, and the sinful state of mind
which it implied or produced, were the true and proper causes
of the errors and heresies into which they fell. Still it was the
Church of Rome, in which they were trained, and the influences
which it brought to bear upon them, that, in point of fact, fur-
nished the occasions of developing this tendency, and determihing
the direction it took in regulating their opinions. The irrational
and offensive despotism which the Church of Rome exercised in
all matters of opinion, even on purely scientific subjects, tended
to lead men who had become, mentally at least, emancipated from
its thraldom, first and generally, to carry freedom of thought to
the extreme of licentiousness; and then, more particularly, to
throw off the whole system of doctrine which the Church of Rome
imposed upon men, without being at much pains to discriminate
between what was false in that system, and what might be true.
This is, indeed, the true history of Socinianism,—the correct
account of the causes that in fact produced it.

Lelius Socinus, who is usually regarded as the true founder
of the system,—though his nephew, Faustus, was the chief de-
fender and promulgator of it,—seems to have formed his opinions
upon theological subjects before he was constrained to leave Italy,
and take refuge among the Protestants, where somewhat greater
freedom of opinion was tolerated. He did not certainly find

* Mosheim's Church History, last section of sixteenth century.
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among the Reformers, with whom he came into contact, anything
to encourage him in the theological views which he had imbibed ;
but neither was he brought, by his association with them, under
any of those more wholesome influences, which would have led
him to abandon them, and to embrace the great doctrines of the
Reformation. He continued to manifest the same tendency, and
the same disposition, which he had exhibited in Italy; and he
retained the theological views which, in substance, he seems to
have formed there. So that, though he published little or
nothing, and did not always very fully or openly avow his pecu-
liar opinions, even in private intercourse, yet, as there is reason
to believe that he was really and substantially the author of
the system afterwards developed and defended by his nephew,
his history is truly the history of the origin of the system; and
that history is at least sufficient to show, that Popery is much
more deeply involved in the guilt of producing Socinianism than
Protestantism is.

It may be worth while, both as confirming the views now given
of the character and tendencies of Lelius Socinus, and also as
illustrating the method often adopted by such men in first broach-
ing- their novel and erroneous opiniors, to give one or two speci-
mens of what the Reformers with whom he came into contact
have said regarding him. He carried on for a time a correspond-
ence with Calvin; in which, while he does not seem to have
brought out distinctly the theological views afterwards called by
his name, he had so fully manifested his strong tendency to in-
dulge in all sorts of useless and pernicious speculations, as at
length to draw from that great man the following noble rebuke :
“You need not expect me to reply to all the monstrous questions
(portenta queestionum) you propose to me. If you choose to in-
dulge in such agrial speculations, I pray you suffer me, a-humble
disciple of Christ, to meditate on those things which tend to the
edification of my faith. And I indeed by my silence will effect
what I wish,—viz., that you no longer annoy me in this way. Iam
greatly grieved that the fine talents which the Lord has given you,
should not only be wasted on things of no importance, but spoiled
by pernicious speculations. T must again seriously admonish you,
as I have done before, that unless you speedily correct this que-
rendi pruritum, it may bring upon you much mischief. If I were
to encourage, under the appearance of indulgence, this vice, which
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I believe to be injurious, I would be acting a perfidious and cruel
part to you ; and, therefore, I prefer that you should now be some-
what offended by my asperity, than that I should abstain from
attempting to draw you away frem the sweet allurements of the
curiosity (or love of curious speculation) in which you are en-
tangled. The time, I hope, will come, when you will rejoice that
you were awakened from it, even by a rude shock.”*

Zanchius, too, was an Italian, and, like Socinus, had fled from
that country, because it was not safe for him to remain there, in
consequence of the anti-Papal views which he had adopted. l’3ut
then, unlike Socinus, he was a sincere and honest inquirer after
truth. He had sought and obtained the guidance of the Spirit
of God. He had studied the Bible, with a single desire to know
what God had there revealed, that he might receive and submit
to it. And he had in this way been led to adopt the same system
of theology as Calvin and the other Reformers, and proved him-
self an able and learned defender of it. In the preface to his
work on the Trinity, or “ De Tribus Elohim,” as he calls it,} he
thus describes Socinus: “ He was of a noble family, well skilled
in Greek and Hebrew, and irreproachable in his outward conduct ;
and on these accounts I was on friendly terms with him. But he
was a man full of diverse heresies, which, however, he never pro-
posed to me, except, as it were, for the purpose of disputation,

.. * ““Non est quod expectes, dum ad | bus curiositatis illecebris male captum
illa, que objicis, quastionum portenta | non retrahi. FErit tempus, ut spero,
respondeam. Si tibi per aéreas illas | cum te ita violenter expergefactun;
speculationes volitare libet, sine me, | fuisse gaudebis.” A letter without

quaso, humilem Christi discipulum ea
meditari, quee ad fidei me® edifica-
tionem faciunt. Ac ego quidem &i-
lentio meo id quod cupio consequar, ne
tu mihi posthac sis molestus. Liberale
vero ingenium, quod tibi Dominus
contulit, non modo in rebus nihili
frustra occupari, ed exitialibus fig-
mentis corrumpi vehementer dolet.
Quod pridem testatus sum, serio
iterum moneo: nisi hunc querendi
pruritum mature corrigas, metuen-
dum esse, ne tibi gravia tormenta
accersas. Ego si indulgentiz specie
vitium, quod maxime noxium esse
judico, alerem, in te essem perfidus et
crudelis. Itaque paululum nunc mea
asperitate offendi malo, quam dulci-

date, but probably written in December
1551 or January 15652 ; See Vita F. So-
cini, prefixed to first edition of Bib.
Frat. Polon. Przipcovius, the author of
this Life of Faustus Socinus, professes
to give this extract from Calvin's MS.,
which he had before him. There are
similar indications of his character in
C'a.lvin’s letters to him, published in
his Epistole (opera, tom. ix., pp. 51,
67, 197). This letter is given in
an English translation, in Bonnet's
edition of the Letters of Calvin, vol.
ii., %._315. Bonnet says.that it is
‘* published here for the first time.”
He professes to give it from a Latin
copy in the Library of Geneva.
Published in 1572,
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and .always putting questions as if he wished for information.
And yet for many years he greatly promoted the Samosatanian
heresy, and led many to adopt it.”*

Such was the origin of Socinianism, and such, to a large ex-
tent, has been the kind of men by whom it has been advocated,
although many of them have been fortunate enough to find them-
gelves in circumstances that rendered it unnecessary to have re-
course to the policy and management which its founder adopted,
as to the mode of bringing out his opinions.

See. I1.—Socintan Views as to Scripture.

The Socinians differ from the great body of Christians in
regard to the subject of the inspiration of the sacred Sc.riptlfres.
This was to be expected ; for, as they had made up their minds
not to regulate their views of doctrinal matters })y the. naturgl
and obvious meaning of the statements containe.d in Scripture, it
was quite probable that they would try to depreciate thfz valm.e and
authority of the Bible, so far as this was not plainly inconsistent
with professing a belief, in any sense, in the t'ruth of Cl}nstlfmlt.y.
The position, accordingly, which they maintain upon this point is,
that the Bible contains, indeed, a revelation from God, but that
it is not itself that revelation, or that it is not, in any proper sense,
the word of God, though the word of God is found ir} it. They
virtually discard the Old Testament altogether, as having now 1o
value or importance but what is merely historical. . And, indeed,
they commonly teach, that the promise of eternal life was not re-
vealed, and was wholly unknown, under the Old ’.I‘estament dfs-
pensation ; but was conveyed to man, for the first time, by .Chrlst
Himself, when He appeared on earth: men, under thfa pa}marchal
and Mosaic economies, having been, according to this view, very
much in the same situation as the mass of mankind in gez.leral,—
that is, being called upon to work out their own etex:nal happiness by
their own good deeds, though having only a very.lmperfect kx.xow-
ledge of God, and of the worship and duty which He required,
and having only a general confidence in His goo@ness and mercy,
without any certainty or assurance as to their final destiny.
Jesus Christ, according to Socinians, was a mere man, who was

* Zanchii opers, tom. i., Genev. 1619.
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appointed by God to convey His will more fully to men ; and the
sole object of His mission was to communicate to men more cor-
rect and complete information concerning God and duty,—and
especially to convey to them the assurance of a future state of
blessedness, to be enjoyed by all who should do what they could
in worshipping and serving God, according to the information He
had communicated to them.

They profess, then, to receive as true, upon this ground, all
that Christ Himself taught. They admit that the teaching of
Christ is, in the main, and as to its substance, correctly enough
set forth in the New Testament; and they do not allege that it
can be learned from any other source. But then, as to the books
which compose the New Testament, they maintain that they were
the unaided compositions of the men whose names they bear ; and
deny that they, the authors, had any special supernatural assistance
or superintendence from God in the production of them. They look
on the evangelists simply as honest and faithful historians, who
had good opportunities of knowing the subjects about which they
wrote, and who intended to relate everything accurately, as far
as their opportunities and memories served them ; but who, having
nothing but their own powers and faculties to guide them, may
be supposed, like other historians, to have fallen sometimes into
inadvertencies and errors. And as to the apostles of our Lord,
whose writings form part of the canon of the New Testament, or
the substance of whose teaching is there recorded, they commonly
deny to them any infallible supernatural guidance, and admit that
they were well acquainted with the views of their Master, and
intended faithfully to report them, and to follow them in their
own preaching. But they think that 'the apostles probably some-
times misunderstood or misapprehended them; and that they are
not to be implicitly followed in the reasonings or illustrations they
employed to enforce their teaching,—an observation, of course,
specially directed against the Apostle Paal.

With these views of the apostles and evangelists, and of the
books of the New Testament, they think themselves warranted in
using much greater liberty with its words and language, in the
way of labouring to force them into an accordance with their
system of theology, than can be regarded as at all warrantable by
those who believe that all Scripture is given by inspiration of
God,—that holy men wrote as they were moved by the Spirit of
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God. Socinians are also fond of dwelling upon all those topics
which seem fitted to shake in men’s minds a due sense of the
reverence with which the sacred Scriptures ought, as being the
word of God, to be regarded,—such as the obscurity afta.chmg to
some of their statements, and the difficulty of ascertaining their
true meaning; the various. readings, and the diﬂ.icu]ty.m some
cases of ascertaining the true text; the apparent Inconsistencies,
and the difficulty occasionally of reconciling them. In dlsc.ussmg
these and similar topics, they follow the example_ of the P.a'plsts,—
treat them commonly in the same light or semi.-mﬁdel spirit ; and
their general object is the same,—namely, to insinuate thfa unfitness
of the Bible, as it stands, to be a full and accurate directory of
faith and practice, so as to leave it men’s only business to ascer-
tain the true and exact meaning of its statements, that they may
implicitly submit to them. These topics they are fond of dwell.mg
upon, and of setting forth with prominen(.:e, and even exaggeration.
And the application they make of them is,—first, and. more speci-
fically, to disprove the inspiration of the books of Scripture; and,
secondly, and more generally, to warrant and encourage the use.of
considerable liberty in dealing with their statements, and to cherish
a feeling of uncertainty as to the accuracy of the results that may
be deduced from an examination of them. They thus make it
sufficiently manifest, just as the Papists do, that they are rather
disposed to shrink from a trial of their doctri.nes, by a direct and
impartial examination of the exact sense and import of thg whole
statements of Scripture, as they stand. The)f are fond, indeed,
of declaiming upon the supremacy of the Scriptures, as the or.lly
rule of faith, in opposition to all human .authormes, .cmfncll.s,
creeds, confessions, etc., etc. ; and though this general prmcnple is
unquestionably true and sound, yet it will comm.only be found that
there are, in Socinian and rationalistic de?lamatlons upon the sub-
ject, quite as plain indications of a feeling of soreness, that the
creeds and confessions of human authority,—that is, of almost all
who have ever professed to draw their faith from the Bible,—have
been decidedly opposed to their theological views, as of reverence f?r
the Scriptures. And there is ground for suspecting that the main
reason of their preference for the Bible alone, is becaus? they think
they can show that the Scriptures are capable of being so dealt
with as to countenance, or, at least, not to oppose, their system ;
while creeds and confessions commonly are not.  Still Socinians

Sec. I1.] SOCINIAN VIEWS AS TO SCRIPTURE. 163

have generally admitted, at least theoretically and in words, down
till their recent adoption in our own day, both in America and in
Britain, of the entire anti-supernaturalism of German neologians,
that the true sense of Scripture, when correctly and clearly ascer-
tained, was to be practically and substantially the rule or standard
of men’s faith; and have, in consequence, usually undertaken to
show, that their system of theology was countenanced by Serip-
ture, or, at least, was not opposed to it, but might be held by men
who professed to receive the Bible as the rule of faith.

The leading peculiarity of their system of scriptural interpre-
tation is just the prineiple, that nothing which is contrary to reason
can be contained in a revelation from God; and that, therefore,
if any statements of Scripture seem to impute to Jesus, or His
apostles, the teaching of doctrines which are contrary to reason,
they must, if possible, be explained in such a way as to avoid this
difficulty, and be made to appear to teach nothing but what is
accordant with reason. I will not enter again into the considera-
tion of the general principle, or of the way and manner in which
it ought to be applied, in so far as it has a foundation in truth ;
but will rather advert now to the way in which the Socinians
actually deal with Scripture, in order to exclude from it anything’
irrational ; though this is a topic which I fear can scarcely be
made useful or interesting, without producing more in the way of
examples than our space permits. It is very plain that, if it be
admitted in general that our faith is to be determined by ascer-
taining the meaning of Scripture statements, then the first and
most obvious step to be adopted is just to employ, with the utmost
impartiality and diligence, all the means which are naturally fitted,
as means, to effect thisend. If it be true, as it is, that the special
blessing of God, and the guidance and direction of His Spirit, are
necessary to attain this end, let us abound in prayer that we ma
receive it. If the use of all the ordinary critical and philological
means and appliances which are applicable to the interpretation of
such a collection of documents as the Bible contains, is necessary
to this end,—as it is,—then let all these be diligently and faithfully
employed ; and let the result be deliberately and impartially ascer-
tained, in the exercise of sound reason and common sense. This
should evidently be the way in which the work should be entered
on; and then, in so far as the principle about alleged contrariety
to reason is true and sound, and admits of being fairly applied, let
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it be applied fully and frankly to the actual result of the critical
and philological investigation, whatever may be the legitimate
consequences of the application. But the Socinians commonly
reverse this natural and legitimate process. They first lay down
the principle, that certain doctrines,—such as the Trinity, the
hypostatical union, the atonement, the eternity of punishment,—
are irrational, or inconsistent with what natural reason teaches
about God; and then, under the influence of this conviction,
already existing, they proceed to examine Scripture for the pur-
pose, not of simply ascertaining what it teaches, but of showing
that these doctrines are not tayght there, or, at least, that this
cannot be proved.

Now, this condition of things, and the state of mind which it
implies or produces, are manifestly unfavourable to a fair and im-
partial use of the means paturally fitted to enable men to ascertain
correctly what Scripture teaches. Impartiality, in these circum-
stances, is not to be expected,—it would betray an ignorance of
the known principles of human nature to look for it. Those who
believe in these doctrines profess to have found them in Scripture,
fairly interpreted, in the use of the ordinary appropriate means,—
to base them upon no other foundation,—to know nothing about
them but what is stated there,—and to be willing to renounce them,
whenever it can be proved that they are not taught in the Bible;
while the Socinians are placed, by this principle of theirs, in this
position,—as some of the bolder and more straightforward among
them have not scrupled to avow,—that they would not believe
these doctrines, even if it could be proved to their satisfaction
that they were plainly taught by the apostles. Still they usually
profess to undertake to show that they are not taught in Scripture,
or, at least, that no sufficient evidence of a critical and philological
kind has been produced to prove that they are taught there. The
violent perversion of all the legitimate and recognised principles
and rules of philology and criticism, to which they have been
obliged to have recourse in following out this bold undertaking,
can be illustrated only by examples taken from the discussions of
particular doctrines, and the interpretation of particular texts; but
we may advert briefly to one or two of the more general features
of their ordinary mode of procedure in this matter.

In regard to the text of the New Testament, they are accus-
tomed to catch eagerly at, and to try to set forth with something
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like plausibility, the most meagre and superficial critical evidence
against the genuineness or integrity of particular passages,—as has
been fully proved with respect to the attempts they have made to
exclude, as spurious, the first two chapters both of Matthew and
of Luke, because of their containing an account of the miraculous
conception of Christ; and they sometimes even venture upon mere
conjectural emendations of the text, which have not a shadow of
critical authority to support them,—as, for instance, in their criti-
cism upon Rom. ix. 5,—a practice condemned by all impartial
critics.

In the interpretation of Scripture, one of the general presump-
tions which they are fond of using is this,—that the texts adduced
in support of some doctrine which they reject, are brought only
from one or two of the books of the New Testameunt,—that the
alleged proofs of it are not by any means so clear, so frequent, or
so widely diffused as might have been expected, if the doctrine in
question had been intended to be taught,—or that no apparent
proofs of it occur in passages where they might have been looked
for, if the doctrine were true. In dealing with such considera-
tions, which Socinians frequently insist upon, the defenders of
orthodox doctrine usually maintain,—first, that most of the doc-
trines which Socinians reject are clearly and frequently taught in
Scripture, and that statements affording satisfactory evidence of
their truth, more formal or more incidental, are found to pervade
the word of God ; and, secondly, that even if it were not so, yet a
presumption based upon such considerations is unwarranted and
unreasonable: for that we have no right, because no sure ground
to proceed upon in attempting, to prescribe or determine before-
hand, in what particular way, with what measure of clearness or
frequency, or in what places of Scripture, a doctrine should be
stated or indicated ; but are bound to receive it, provided only God,
in His word, has given us sufficient grounds for believing it to have
been revealed by Him. If the doctrine can be shown to be really
taught in Scripture, this should be sufficient to command our
assent, even though it should not be so fully and so frequently
stated or indicated there as we might perhaps have expected be-
forehand, on the supposition of its being true; especially as it is
manifest that the word of God, in its whole character and com-
plexion, has been deliberately constructed on purpose to call forth
and require men’s diligence and attention in the study of its
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meaning, and in the comparison of its statements ; and to test also
men’s fairness, candour, and impartiality, as indicated by their
being satisfied or not with reasonable and sufficient, though it may
be not overwhelming, evidence of the doctrines there revealed.
Another general consideration, often insisted on by Socinians,
in order to help out the very meagre evidence they can produce
that particular passages in Scripture do not teach the orthodox
doctrine, is this,—that all that they need to prove is, that the pas-
sage in question does not mecessarily sanction the orthodox doc-
trine, but may possibly be understood in a different sense; and
then they contend that they have done this at least. They often
admit that, upon critical and philological grounds, a particular
passage may be taken in the orthodox sense; but they contend
that they have disproved the allegation that it must be taken
in that sense, and that this is sufficient. Now, here again,
orthodox divines maintain,—first, that in regard to many of
the passages, the meaning of which is controverted between
them and the Socinians, it can be shown, not only that they may,
but that they must, bear the orthodox sense, and that no other
sense is consistent with a fair application to them of the ordi-
nary rules of philology, grammar, and criticism ; and, secondly,
that the Socinian demand that this must be proved in all cases, or
indeed in any case, is unreasonable and overstrained. We may
concede to the Socinians, that, in the controversy with them, the
onus probandi lies properly upon us, and that we must produce
sufficient and satisfactory evidence of the truth of our doctrines
from Scripture, before we can reasonably expect them to be re-
ceived. But we cannot admit that any such amount of antecedent
improbability attaches to the doctrines we hold, as to impose upon
us any obligation to do more than show that the Scripture, ex-
plained according to the ordinary legitimate principles and rules
applicable to the matter, teaches, and was intended to teach, them,
—that a man, examining fairly and impartially as to what the
Scripture sets forth upon these points, would naturally and as a
matter of course, without straining or "bias to either side, come to
the conclusion that our doctrines are taught there,—and that these
are the doctrines which the Scriptures were evidently intended, as
they are fitted, to inculcate. We wish simply to know what the
actual language of Scripture, when subjected to the ordinary legi-
timate processes of criticism, really gives out,—what it seems to
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have been really intended to convey. The resolution with which
the Socinians set out, of labouring to establish a bare possibility
that the words may not have the sense we ascribe to them,—that
they may by possibility have a different meaning,—has no reason-
able foundation to rest upon ; and it produces a state of mind mani-
festly opposed to anything like a candid and impartial investigation
of what it is that the Scripture truly means. Under the influence
of this resolution, men will generally find no difficulty in getting up
some plausible grounds for asserting, that almost any conceivable
statement does not necessarily mean what appears plainly to be its
real and intended meaning, and that it might by possibility mean
something else ; while they lose sight of, and wholly miss, the
only question that legitimately ought to have been entertained,—
namely, What is the true and real meaning which the words bear,
and were intended to bear?

It is in entire accordance with these unreasonable and over-
strained principles of interpretation, that Mr Belsham,—who held
the most prominent place among the Socinians of this country at
the conclusion of last century, and the beginning of this,—lays it
down as one of his general exegetical rules,® that “impartial and
sincere inquirers after truth must be particularly upon their guard
against what is called the natural signification of words and
phrases,”—a statement manifestly implying a consciousness that
Socinianism requires to put a forced and unnatural constrnction
upon scriptural expressions, such as would not readily commend
itself to the common sense of upright men, unless they were pre-
pared for it by something like a plausible generality, in the form
of’an antecedent rule. It is, however, just the natural significa-
tion of words and phrases that we are bound, by the obligations of
candour and integrity, to seek : meaning thereby, that we are
called upon to investigate, in the fair use of all legitimate means
and appliances suitable to the case, what the words were really
designed to express; and having ascertained this, either to receive
it as resting upon the authority of God, or, should there seem to
be adequate grounds for it, on account of the real and unques-
tionable contrariety to reason of the doctrine thus brought out, to

* Belsham’s * Calm Inquiry,” In- | to the Remarks on the Unitarian Ver-
trod., pp, 4, 5; quoted and animad- | sion of the New Testament—Works,
verted on in Abp. Magee's Supplement | vol. ii., p. 108.
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reject the document containing it as resting upon no authority
whatever.®

Sec. T1I.—Socinian System of Theology.

Having explained the origin and causes of Socinianism, and
the principles and leading features of the plan on which its sup-
porters proceed in the interpretation of Scripture, we have now to
give some exposition of the system of theology which, by the ap-
plication of these principles, the Socinians have deduced from
Scripture; or, to speak more correctly, which they consider them-
selves warranted in holding, notwithstanding their professed belief
in the divine origin of the Christian revelation. We have been
accustomed to speak of Socinianism as just implying a rejection or
denial of all the peculiar and fundamental doctrines of the Chris-
tian system, as revealed in the sacred Scriptures ; and this is, so
far as it goes, a correct, though but a negative and defective,
description of it. Socinianism, however, is not a mere negation ;
it implies a system of positive opinions upon all the important
topics of theology, in regard to the divine character and moral
government,—the moral character, capacities, and obligations of
mankind,—the person and the work of Jesus Christ,—the whole
method of salvation,—and the ultimate destinies of men. It is
common, indeed, to speak of the meagre or scanty creed of the
Socinians; and in one sense the description is unquestionably cor-
rect, for it includes scarcely any of those doctrines which have
been usually received by the great body of professing Christians
as taught in Scripture. And when thus compared with the sys-
tem of doctrine that has commonly been held in the Christian
church, it may be regarded as being, to a large extent, of a nega-
tive character, and very scanty in its dimensions. At the same
time, it should be observed, that while, in one point of view, the
Socinian creed may be regarded as very meagre and scanty, inas-
much as it contains scarcely any of those doctrines which Chris-
tians in general have found in the word of God, yet it really
contains a system of opinions, and positive opinions, upon all those
topics to which these doctrines relate. The ideas most commonly
associated with the name of Socinianism are just the denial or

* Dr J. P. Smith's Scripture Testimony, Book 1., especially last chapter,
in reply to Belsham.
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rejection of the doctrines of the Trinity, of the proper divinity of
Christ and of His vicarious atonement, and of the personality of
the Spirit. And without adverting at present to other features of
the Socinian system, it onght to be observed, that while they deny
or reject the doctrines that have been commonly held by the
Christian church upon these points, they have their own doctrines
regarding them, which are not mere negations, but may be, and
are, embodied in positive propositions. They not only deny the
doctrine of the Trinity, but they positively assert that the Godhead
is one in person as well as in essence. They not only deny the pro-
per divinity of Jesus Christ, but they positively assert that He was
a mere man,—that is, a man and nothing else, or more than a man.
They not only deny the vicarious atonement of Christ, which most
other professing Christians reckon the foundation of their hopes
for eternity, but they assert that men, by their own repentance
and good works, procure the forgiveness of their sins and the en-
joyment of God’s favour; and thus, while denying that, in any
proper sense, Christ is their Saviour, they teach that men save
themselves,—that is, in so far as they need salvation. While they
deny that the Spirit is a person who possesses the divine nature,
they teach that the Holy Ghost in Scripture describes or expresses
merely a quality or attribute of God. They have their own posi-
tive doctrines upon all these points,—doctrines which their creed
embraces, and which their writings inculcate. On all these topics
their creed is really as wide and comprehensive as that of any
other section of professing Christians, though it differs greatly
from what has been generally received in the Christian church,
and presents all these important subjects in a very different aspect.
Socinians, as Dr Owen observes,* are fond of taking the place,
and sustaining the part, of respondents merely in controversy ;
and it is no doubt true, that if they could succeed in showing
that our doctrines receive no countenance from Scripture, we
would not only be called upon. to renounce these doctrines, but,
in doing so, would, at the same time, as a matter of course, em-
brace views substantially Socinian. Still, it is right and useful
that, during the controversy, we should have distinct and definite
conceptions of what are the alternatives,—of what are their doc-
trines upon all points as well as our own, and of what are the posi-

* Dr Owen, Pref. to Vindiciee Evangelice.
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tive opinions which we must be prepared to embrace and maintain
if we think we see ground to abandon the orthodox system of
doctrine and to adopt the Socinian. We are not to imagine, then,
that what is commonly called the scanty creed of Socinianism is
a mere negation ; and we are to regard it as virtually embodying
positive doctrines upon those peints on which we ourselves hold
opinions,—though opinions very different from theirs.

There is another obscrvation of a general kind which I think
it important that we should remember,—namely, that Socinianism
really includes a scheme of doctrines upon all the leading subjects
of theology,—upon all the main topics ‘usually discussed in theo-
logical systems. The common impression is, that Socinianism
merely describes certain views upon the subjects of the Trinity
and the atonement; and these topics, indeed, have always and
necessarily had much prominence in the controversies that have
been carried on with the Socinians or Unitarians. But right or
wrong views npon these points must, from the nature of the case,
materially affect men’s opinions upon all other important topics in
theology ; and, in point of fact, Socinianism, even in the writings
of its founders, was a fully developed system of doctrine upon
everything material that enters, or has been supposed to enter, into
the scheme of revelation. Socinianism has its own Theology in the
strictest and most limited sense of that word,—that is, its peculiar
views about God, His attributes and moral government, as well
as its negation of a personal distinction in the Godhead. It has
its own Anthropology,—that is, its own peculiar views in regard
to the moral character and capacities of mankind as we find
them in this world, though here it has just adopted the old Pela-
gian system. It has its own Christology, or its peculiar views as
to who or what Christ was,—though here it has followed very
much what were called the Samosatanian and Photinian heresies
of early times ; names, indeed, by which it was often designated
by the writers of the seventeenth century. It has its own Soteri-
ology,—that is, its peculiar views of the plan of salvation,—of the
way and manner in which men individually are saved, or actually
attain to final happiness,—as comprehending the topics usually
discussed under the heads of the atonement or satisfaction of Christ,
justification, regeneration, and the work of the Holy Spirit; on
the latter topic, indeed, adopting substantially the views of the
Pelagians ; but with respect to the first of them,—namely, the
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atonement,—they have discoveries and demerits which may be said
to be almost wholly their own. They have their own Eschatology,
as it is called,—that is, their peculiar views in regard to those topics
which are usually discussed in theological systems under the
general head “De novissimis,” or the last things,—and especially
the resurrection and the final punishment, or the fate and destiny,
of the wicked. And besides all this, they have views in a great
measure peculiar to themselves, and in full harmony with the
general character and tendency of their theological system, on the
subjects of the Church, and especially of the Sacraments. We
have a sounder view of what Socinianism is, and can form a juster
apprehension of the estimate that ought to be made of it, when
we regard it as a complete and well-digested system, extending
over the whole field of theology, and professing to present a full
account of all the leading topics which it most concerns men to
know, of everything bearing upon their relation to God and their
eternal welfare ; a system, indeed, taking up and embodying some
of the worst and most pernicious of the heresies which had pre-
viously distracted and injured the church, but likewise adding some

rimportant heretical contributions of its own, and presenting them,
in combination, in a form much more fully developed, much

.better digested and compacted, and much more skilfully defended,
than ever they had been before. It may tend to bring out this
somewhat more fully, if we give a brief statement of what the
views are which have been commonly held by Socinians on these
different subjects, mainly for the purpose of illustrating the unity
and harmony of their theological system, and showing that the
controversy with the Socinians is not a mere dispute about some
Particular doctrines, however important these may be, but really
involves a contest for everything that is peculiar and important in

the Christian system.

It is true of all systems of theology,—taking that word in its
wide and common sense, as implying a knowledge of all matters
bearing upon our relation to God and our eternal destinies,—that
they. are materially influenced, in their gencral character and
complexion, by the views which they embody about the divine
attributes, character, and government,—that is, about theology in
the restricted meaning of the word, or the doctrine concerning
.God. Hence we find that, in many systems of theology, there are
introduced, under the head “ De Deo,” and in the exposition of the
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divine attributes, discussions more or less complete, of many topics
that are afterwards taken up and illustrated more fully under their
own proper heads,—such as providence, predestination, and grace.
Socinians have sought, like other theologians, to lay the founda-
tion of their system of doctrine in certain peculiar views in re-
gerd to the divine attributes. Orthodox divines have commonly
charged them with denying, or explaining away, certain attributes
which reason and Scripture seem to unite in ascribing to God,
with the view of diminishing the perfection of the divine glory
and character, and thereby removing arguments in favour of or-
thodox doctrines, and bringing in presumptions in favour of their
own. I cannot enter into details, but may briefly advert to two
of the principal topics that are usually brought into the discus-
sion of this subject.

Socinianism,—and, indeed, this may be said of most other
systems of false religion,—represents God as a Being whose
moral character is composed exclusively of goodness and mercy ;
of a mere desire to promote the happiness of His creatures, and
a perfect readiness at once to forgive and to bless all who have
transgressed against Him. They thus virtually exclude from the
divine character that immaculate holiness which is represented in
Scripture as leading God to hate sin, and that inflexible justice
which we are taught to regard as constraining Him to inflict on
sinners the punishment which He has threatened, and which they
have merited. The form in which this topic is commonly dis-
cussed in more immediate connection with Socinianism, is this,—
whether vindicative, or punitive justice,—that is, justice which
constrains or obliges to give to sinners the punishment they have
deserved,—be an actual quality of God—an attribute of the
divine nature? The discussion of this question occupies a promi-
nent place in many works on the atonement; the Socinians deny-
ing that there is any such quality in God,—anything in His
nature or character which throws any obstacle or impediment in
the way of His at once pardoning transgressors, without any
satisfaction to His justice ; while orthodox divines have generally
contended for the existence of such a quality or attribute in God,
and for its rendering necessary a vicarious atonement, or satisfac-
tion, in order that sinners might be forgiven.

The other topic under this general head to which we propose
to advert, is that of the divine omniscience. Orthodox divines
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have always contended that scriptural views of this attribute, and
of its application, afforded powerful arguments in favour of that
entire dependence of men upon God’s will and purposes which
may be said to be a characteristic of the Calvinistic scheme of
theology ; and, accordingly, the discussion of it, and of the infer-
ences that may be legitimately deduced from it, has entered largely
into the Arminian controversy. The Socinians agreein the main
with the Arminians upon this subject,—that is, so far as concerns
a denial of Calvinistic doctrines; but being somewhat bolder and
more unscrupulous than the Arminians, they have adopted a some-
what different mode of arriving at the same conclusion. The
Arminians generally admit that God certainly foresees all future
contingent events, such as the future actions of men exercising
without constraint, their natural powers of volition ; but Aow thzij;
can be reconciled with their doctrine, that He has not foreordained
these events, they do not pretend to explain. They leave this un-
explained, as the great difficulty admittedly atta;ching to their
system, or rather, as the precise place where they are disposed to
put the difficulty which attaches to all systems that embrace at
once the foreknowledge of God and the responsibility of man.
The Socinians, however, being less easily staggered by the conclu-
sive Scripture evidence of God’s foreseeing the future free actions
of men, especially that arising from the undoubted fact that He
has so often predicted what they would be, boldly deny that He
foresees these actions, or knows anything about them, until they
come to pass ; except, it may be, in some special cases, in which,
contrary to His usual practice, he has foreordained the event, and
foresees it because He has foreordained it. That they may seem,
indeed, not to derogate from Grod’s omniscience, they admit indeed
that God knows all things that are knowable; but then they
contend that future contingent events, such as the future actions
of responsible agents, are not knowable,—do not come within the
scope of what may be known, even by an infinite Being; and,
upon this ground, they allege that it is no derogation from the
omniscience of God, that He does not, and cannot, know what is
not knowable. They think that in this way, by denying the divine
foreknowledge of future contingencies, they most effectually over-
turn the Calvinistic doctrine of God’s foreordaining whatseever
comes to pass ; while they, at the same time, concede to the Cal-
vinists, in opposition to the Arminian view, that God’s certain
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foreknowledge of the actions of men lays an immovable foundation
for the position that He has foreordained them.

It may be worth while to mention upon this point—for the fact
is both very curious and very important—that, in what is probably
the earliest summary ever given of the whole Socinian system of
doctrine, after it was fully developed, in a little work, understood
to have been written with the view of explaining and defending it,
by Ostorodus and Voidovius, when, in 1598, they were sent from
Poland on a mission into the Low Countries, in order to propagate
their doctrines there, it is expressly assigned as a reason why they
denied God's foreknowledge of the future actions of men, that
there was no other way of escaping from the Calvinistic doctrine
of predestination.® We shall afterwards have an opportunity of
showing that there is more truth and consistency in the Socinian,
than in the Arminian, view upon this particular point, while they
agree in the general conclusion, in opposition to Calvinists; but,
in the meantime, the two instances we have given will show how
wide and exteusive are the Soginian heresies; and how thoroughly
accordant it is with the general character and tendency of their
system to indulge in presumptuous speculations about the incom-
prehensible God—to obscure the glory of His adorable perfections
—and to bring Him nearer to the level of the creatures whom He
has formed. As the Trinity must afterwards be more fully dis-
cussed, I say nothing more about it at present, except this—that
here, too, Socinians manifest the same qualities and tendencies, by
presuming to claim such a thorough knowledge of what the divine
unity is, and of what it consists in, as to be warranted in maintain-
ing, as a first and certain principle, that it is necessarily inconsistent
with a personal distinction, or a plurality of persons, and generally
by insisting on applying to the divine nature notions and con-
ceptions derived wholly from what takes place and is exhibited
among men.

I have said that the Socinian doctrine about the moral charac-
ter and capacitics of mankind is just a revival of the old Pelagian

* Vide Mosheim, Cent. xvi., chap. | Sandii Bibliotheca Antitrinitariorum,
iv., sec. xiv. Cloppenburgii Compen- | p. 91; Buddei Isagoge, tom. i., P.
diolum Socinianismi confutatum, c. | 380, ed. 17303 Wallace's Antitrini-
vi., quoted also by Witsius, De Geon. | tarian Biography, vol. ii., pp- 400 and
Feed., Lib. iii., c. iv., sec. xii. Asto 405.
the aushorship of this Compend, see
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heresy. Of course it amounts in substance to a denial of the fall
and of all original depravity, and to an assertion that men are now
as to all moral qualities, tendencies, and capacities, in the same’
condition as when the race was created. The image of God in
whic-h man was formed consisted, according to them, merely in
dominion over the creatures, and not in any moral perfection or
excellence of nature. Adam had no original righteousness, or
positive holy tendency of moral nature, any more than we have ;
and, of course, did not lose any quality of that sort by the sin into
which he fell. He committed an act of sin, and thereby incurred
the divine displeasure ; but he retained the same moral nature and
?endencies, with which he was created, and transmitted these un-
impaired to his posterity. He was created naturally mortal, and
would have died whether he had sinned or not. Men are now, in
moral nature and tendencies, just as pure and holy as Adam was
when he came from the hand of his Creator,—without any proper
holiness of nature, indeed, or positive tendency and inclination, in
virtue of their moral constitution, to love and obey God, for t,hat
Adam never had; but also without any proneness or tendency to
sin, although we are placed in somewhat more unfavourable cir-
cumstances than he was, in consequence of the many ezamples of
sin which we see and hear of,—a position which somewhat increases
the chances of our actually falling into sin. Still men may avoid
sin altogether, and some do so, and obtain eternal blessedness as
the reward of their perfect obedience. And in regard to those
who do commit actual sin, and are guilty of transgression, this at
least is plain in general,—that since men are weak or frail, though
not sinful or depraved, creatures, and since God is nothing but a
kind and merciful Father, and has no punitive justice as a con-
stituent element of His character, there can be no difficulty in
their obtaining His forgiveness, and being restored to His favour,
and thus escaping all the consequences of their transgressions.

As it is true that men’s whole theological system is usually
connected intimately with the views or impressions they may
Pa.ve been led to form of God’s character and government, so
it:is equally true that their whole views upon theological subjects
are greatly affected by the opinions they may have been led to
form of the fall of Adam, and its bearing upon his posterity.
S?und and scriptural views upon this important subject are in-
dispensably necessary to anything like a correct system of theo-
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logy ; and errors in regard to it spread darkness and confusion
over the whole field of theological investigation. Nothing has
been more fully brought out by the history of theological discus-
sions than the truth of this position ; and the case of Socinianism
most strikingly confirms it. If man has not fallen and ruined
himself, he has no need of a Saviour, or of any extraordinary
interposition of God, in order to his salvation. Sin can be no
very heinous matter when committed by such frail creatures as
men are; and, when viewed in connection with the character of
so gracious and benevolent a being as God is, cannot be supposed
to occasion any very great difficulty, or to require any very extra-
ordinary provision, in order to: its being forgiven and removed.
And, accordingly, the whole Socinian system is based upon these
general notions and impressions. He whom most other persons
that take the name of .Christians regard as their Saviour, and
whom they believe to be represented in Scripture as God over
all,—a possessor of the divine nature,—and to be held up there
as the sole author of their salvation, an object of unbounded
confidence and reverence, affection and worship,—and whom
all admit to have been sent into the world that He might do
everything that was needful, twhatever that might be, to secure
the salvation of men,—is regarded by the Socinians as a mere
man, who had no higher nature than the human, who had no
existence till He was born in Bethlehem, who did nothing, and
who had nothing to do, for the fulfilment of His mission, but
to communicate fuller and more certain information about the
divine character and government, the path of duty, and future
blessedness, and to set before them an example of obedience to
God’s law and will. What they say of Christ is true, so far as
it goes. He was a man, and He did what they ascribe to Him.
But it is not the whole truth, and He did much more for our
calvation. Were the Socinian view of man’s natural condition
correct, a mere man, who came to communicate information and
to exhibit an example, might have sufficed for all that was
needed. No satisfaction required to be made to divine justice,
no righteousness to be wrought out, no change needed to be
effected upon men’s moral nature. And, of course, there was no
need of a divine Saviour to expiate and intercede, or of a divine
Spirit to renew and sanctify. All this is superfluous, and, there-
fore, it is wholly discarded. The condition of man did not require
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it, and indeed did not admit of it; and therefore God did not
provide it. Men needed only to be assured of God’s readiness to
pardon all their sins, without satisfaction to His justice, and to
get f:learer and more certain information than they could very
readily procure themselves as to the course they ought to pursue
in order to share more abundantly in God’s favour. This was no;
infieed altogether indispensable, but highly desirable. And God
might have communicated it to men in many ways; but He has
chosen to convey it by One who, though described in Scripture as
th? brightness of the Father's glory, and the express image of
His person, was yet nothing more than a mere partaker of flesh
and blood like ourselves. The sins of men are forgiven merely
because God’s nature leads Him to forgive, and does not lead Him
to punish, sin. They need no change upon their moral constitu-
tion; accordingly, no provision has been made for changing it.
They need merely to be instructed how they can best improve
what they have, and most successfully exercise their own natural
powers. And this, accordingly, was the sole end of Christ’s mis-
sion, and of the revelation which He gave.

. Christ is undoubtedly spoken of in Scripture as a Prophet, a
P_nest, and a King; and it has been generally supposed that these
dlﬂ.’erent offices, ascribed to Him, express, or indicate, the three
chief departments of the work which He was to execute, in order
to promote the spiritual welfare of men. The old Socinians re-
duced them to two,—virtually rejecting the priestly office alto-
gether, or conjoining and confounding it with the kingly one;
While modern Socinians have still further simplified the work, b):
abolishing the kingly office of Christ, and resolving all into the
prophetical. In the Racovian Catechisin,—which fills,in the com-
plete edition of 1680, very nearly two hundred pages,—four pages
are devoted to the kingly office, six are assigned to the priestly or
sacerdotal office; and these six are chiefly devoted to the object
of. proving that Christ was not a priest, and did not execute
pnes.:t]y functions upon earth, although it is admitted that He did
80, in some vague and indefinite sense, after He ascended to
heaven. The exposition of the prophetical office occupies nearly
one hundred pages, or one-half of the whole work. And as this
was really and substantially, upon Socinian principles, the only
Oﬁic? Christ executed, they endeavour to make the most of it. A
considerable space 1s occupied, in the Racovian Catechism,—and on
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this account, also, in many of the older works written against the
Socinians,—in the discussion of this question,—W hether Christ, in
the execution of His prophetical office, revealed to, and imposed
upon, men a new code of moral duty,—imposed upon them new
and stricter moral precepts which were not previously binding, in
virtue of anything which they would learn from the exercise of
their own faculties, or from any revelation which God might
have formerly given. The Socinians, of course, maintained the
affirmative upon this question, in opposition to orthodox divines.
And the reason is manifest,—namely, that since Christ had nothing
else to do, in the fulfilment of His mission upon earth, but just
to reveal, or make known, matters of doctrine and duty, the more
of this work He did, the more plausible will seem the Socinian
account of His mission, viewed in connection with the exalted
representations that seem to be given us of it in Scripture, even
though that account omits everything about satisfying divine
justice, and thereby reconciling us to God. But then it did
not suit the tendency and genius of the Socinian system to
ascribe to Him much work in the way of revealing to men new
traths or doctrines. According to their views of things, very
little doctrine is needed, except what men can easily and readily
acquire ; for though, as I have explained, they have their own
positive opinions upon most theological points, there are very few
doctrines which they reckon fundamental. Certain notions about
the divine character, and some certainty about a future state of
happiness for good men, constitute all, in the way of doctrine, that
is necessary or very important. And hence, the old Socinians
laid the main stress, in expounding the prophetical office of
Christ, and unfolding the object of His mission, upon His making
important additions to the precepts of the moral law, and impos-
ing upon men moral obligations which were not previously bind-
ing. They were accustomed to draw out, in detail, the instances
of the additions He made to the moral law, and the reasons on
account of which they held that the particular cases alleged were
instances of the general position they maintained upon this point ;
and the discussion of all this occupies one-fourth part of the
Racovian Catechism. The general position, of course, can be
proved only, if at all, by an induction of particulars; and these
they ranked under two heads: first, the additions Christ made to
precepts which had formerly been given in the Old Testament,
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bu? which, in many instances, they allege, He rendered more
strict and. extensive; and, secondly, in the precepts He intro-
duced which were wholly new. Under the first head they go
over the ten commandments, and endeavour to show thaz %n
rega.l‘.d to every one of them, the New Testament imposes s:)me
at.ldmonal obligation which was not binding, and might have been
disregarded or violated without sin, under the law as given b
Moses from Mount Sinai,—making use for this purpose chiefl o)i,’
some of the statements contained in our Saviour’s sermon uy n
the Mount. And so, in like manner, under the second hgaod
they select a number of New Testament precepts, and endeavom"
to show that they impose duties which were not: binding und
the Old Testament economy. § et
’I:hese Yiews are utterly rejected by orthodox divines, who, in
the discussion of this subject, have fully shown that Socini’ans n;ed
to employ as much straining and perverting of Seripture, in order
to makfa out that Christ added new precepts to the mor;l law, as
is required to show that He was not made under the law be’in
made a curse for us, that He might redeem those who wer; unde%
the law. In this way, however, Socinians make out a full and
complete rule of moral duty, communicated to men by Christ ; and
as men have, in the exercise of their own natural capacities, full
power to obey it, in all the length and breadth of its requirem’ents,
ynthout needing renovation and sanctification from the Spirit, there
is no difficulty in their securing their own eternal happiness
. The old Socinians inculcated,—and, so far as outward cc;nduct
is co.ncerned, usually acted upon,—a high standard of moralit
putting commonly the strictest interpretation upon the moral prz-,
cepts of the New Testament. Their general system, upon the
grounds already explained, naturally led to the adoptio,n of these
views, and zeal for the system naturally induced them to attempt
to follow them out in practice ; just as other false views in religign
have. often led men to submit to the severest hardships and morti-
fications. But experience abundantly proves, that, constituted
as hu'man nature is, no attempt to carry out a high standard of
::lorahty lel ever succeed, for any great length of time, or among
o g :ons; erable number. of men, thnch is mot based upon the
- 11:1 ural system of doctn'n.e; upon right views of the moral nature
b an, and of the _provision made, under the Christian scheme,
¥ the work of Christ and the operation of the Spirit, for reno-
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vating and sanctifying it. And, accordingly, modern Socinians
have wholly abandoned the strict and austere morality of the
founders of their system. They commonly exhibit the character
and the conduct of mere irreligious and ungodly men of the
world ; and while they still profess to open up heaven to men as
the reward of their own good deeds, wrought in their own unaided
strength,—that is, without any aid except the ordinary assistance
of God in providence, as He upholds and sustains all things,—
they seem to have discovered, by some means with which the old
Socinians were unacquainted, that a very scanty supply of good
works, and especially very little of anything done from a regard
to God, to the promotion of His glory and honour, is amply suffi-
cient to accomplish the important end, and to secure men’s ever-
lasting happiness.*

Under this same general head of the prophetical office of
Christ, the Racovian Catechism has a chaptert on the subject
of His death,—the place which that great event occupies in the
Christian scheme, and the purposes it was intended to serve. As
it was a fundamental principle of the old Socinians, that Christ
did not execute the office of a priest upon earth,—though they
admitted that He did so, in some vague and indefinite sense, after
His ascension to heaven,—His suffering of death, of course, did
not belong to the execution of the priestly, but of the prophetical,
office; in other words, its sole object and design were confined
within the general range of serving to declare and confirm to men
the will of God,—that is, the revelation of an immortality beyond
death, of which no certainty had been given to men before Christ’s
death, not even to the most highly favoured servants of God under
the ancient economy. Accordingly, the exposition of the death
of Christ in the Racovian Catechism is mainly devoted to the
object,—first, of proving that it was not, as Christians have com-
monly believed, a satisfaction to divine justice for men’s sins,
though it is admitted that Christ might, in some vague and inde-
finite sense, be described as a sort of piacular victim ,—and, secondly,
of showing how it served to declare and confirm the revelation
which God thought proper then to make to men of immortality

* See Fuller's * Calvinistic and | Compared as to their Moral Tend-

Socinian Systems Examined and | ency.”
t Racov. Cat., c. viii. Ed. 1680.
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and a future life of blessedness for the righteous,—the special
importance which seems to be assigned to it in Scripture, in its
bearing upon the eternal welfare of men, being ascribed to, and
explained by, not any peculiar or specific bearing it had upon the
forgiveness of sin, reconciliation with God, and the enjoyment of
His favour; but simply this,—that it was a necessary preliminary
to Christ’s resurrection, by which chiefly He made known and
established the doctrine of immortality, and thereby presented to
men such views and motive as might induce them, in the exercise
of their own natural powers, to lead such a life as that they would
secure for themselves the forgiveness of any sins which they might
have committed, and the enjoyment of eternal life. This, and
this alone, according to the Socinians, is the place which the death
of Christ holds in the Christian scheme; and this indirect and
circuitous process is the only way in which it bears upon or affects
men’s relation to God and their everlasting destinies. Some
modern Socinians have seriously proposed, that the established
phraseology of Christ being the Saviour of sinners should be
wholly abandoned, as being fitted only to delude and deceive men,
by canveying to them the idea that Christ had done, for the pro-
motion of their spiritual welfare, far more than He ever did, and
far more than their natural condition required or admitted of.
With respect to eschatology,’or the head ¢ De novissimis,”—the
last things,—the general spirit and tendency of Socinians are also
manifested in some important deviations from the doctrines which
have been generally received among Christians as being plainly
taught in Scripture. They have always denied the scriptural doc-
trine of the resurrection,—that is, of the resurrection of the same
body,—as a thing absurd and impossible ; thus faithfully following
their true progenitors, the infidel Sadducees, and erring, like them,
because, as our Saviour said, they know not the Scriptures nor the
power of (lod. They admitted, indeed, that there will be what
they call a resurrection, at least of the righteous; for many of the
old Socinians maintained that the wicked who had died before the
end of the world would not be raised again, but would continue
for ever in a state of insensibility or annihilation,—though this
doctrine is repudiated in the later editions of the Racovian Cate-
chism ; *—but then it was not a resurrection of the same body, but

* Racov. Cat., gec. viii., pp. 179, 180.
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the formation and the union to the soul—which they generally
held to have been, during the intervening period, in a state of
insensibility—of a different body. Eternal punishment, of course,
was inconsistent with all their notions of the divine character and
government, of the nature and demerit of sin, and the design and
end of punishment. But they have been a good deal divided
among themselves between the two theories of the entire destruc-
tion or final annihilation of the wicked, and the ultimate restora~
tion of all men to the enjoyment of eternal blessedness after a
period, more or less protracted, of penal suffering. The older
Socinians generally adopted the doctrine of the annihilation of the
wicked, though they sought somewhat to conceal this, by confining
themselves very much to the use of the scriptural language, of
their being subjected to eternal death ;* while modern Socinians,
with very few exceptions, advocate the doctrine of universal re-
gtoration, or the final and eternal happiness of all intelligent
creatures, and hold this to be necessarily involved in, and certainly
deducible from, right views of the Divine perfections.

I need not dwell upon the views of Socinians, in regard to the
nature of the Christian church, and the object and efficacy of the
gacraments. As the sole object of the appearance of Christ upon
earth, and of the whole Christian scheme, was merely to communi-
cate to men instruction or information, and not to procure for them,
and bestow upon them, the forgiveness of their sins,—the enjoyment
of God’s favour,—and the renovation of their natures,—of course
the objects of the church and the sacraments, viewed as means
or instruments, must be wholly restricted within the same narrow
range. The church is not, in any proper sense, a divine institution ;
and does not consist of men called by the almighty grace of God
out of the world, and formed by Him into a peculiar society, the
constitution of which He has established, and which He’ specially
governs and superintends. It is a mere voluntary association of
men, who are naturally drawn together, because they happen to
have adopted somewhat similar views upon religious subjects, and

* Wakefield held the doctrine of | Estlin’s Discourses on the Universal
annihilation ; while Priestley, after | Restitution, pp. 69-72.
hesitating long between the doctrines | Dr Lant garpenter's Examination
of annihilation and universal restitu- | of Magee's Charges against Upbitarians
tion, finally adopted the latter. and Unitarianism, 1820, c. iii., pp.
40-44.
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who seek to promote one another’s welfare, in the way that may
seem best to their own wisdom ; while the sacraments are intended
to teach men, and to impress divine truth upon their minds, and
are tn no way whatever connected with any act on God’s part in
the communication of spiritual blessings.

I have thus given a brief sketch of the Socinian system of
theology, and I would now make one or two reflections obviously
suggested by the survey of it. It is manifestly, as I formerly ex-
plained, a full scheme or system, extending over all the leading
topics of theology. It is plainly characterized throughout by per-
fect unity and harmony, by the consistency of all its parts with
each other, and by the pervading influence of certain leading fea-
tures and objects. It might, we think, be shown that the Socinian
system of theology is the only consistent rival to the Calvinistic
one; and that when men abandon the great features of the scrip-
tural system of Calvinism, they have no firm and steady resting-
place on which they can take their stand, until they sink down to
Socinianism. It is very evident that the Socinian system presents
a striking contrast, not only to the views of doctrine which have
been generally professed and maintained by Christian churches,
but to what seems prima facie to be plainly and palpably taught
in Scripture. It must present itself to the minds of men, who
have become at all familiar with scriptural statements, in the light
of an opposition scheme, fitted and intended to counteract and
neutralize all that Christianity seems calculated to teach and to
effect; and a thorough .investigation of the grounds of the at-
tempts which Socinians have made to show that their system of
theology is consistent with Scripture and sanctioned by it, will
only confirm this impression. Socinianism has been openly and
avowedly maintained only by an inconsiderable number of pro-
fessing Christians,—many of those who held the leading principles
of the Socinian scheme of theology having thought it more honest
and straightforward to deny at once the truth of Christianity, than
to pretend to receive it, and then to spend their time, and waste
their ingenuity, in labouring to show that the scheme of scrip-
tural doctrine was, in almost every important particular, the very
reverse of what the first promulgators of the system plainly under-
stood and intended it to be. The churches of Christ, in general,
have held themselves fully warranted in denying to Socinians the
name and character of Christians ; and the ground of this denial
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is quite sufficient and satisfactory,—namely this, that Socinianism
is a deliberate and determined rejection of the whole substance of
the message which Christ and His apostles conveyed from God to
men. The Racovian Catechism * asserts that those who refuse to
invocate and worship Christ are not to be reckoned Christians,
though they assume His name, and profess to adhere to His doc-
trine,—thus excluding from the pale of Christianity the great body
of those who, in modern times, have adopted the leading features of
that scheme of theology which the old Socinians advanced. :And
if the denial of worship to Christ was, as the old Socinians be-
lieved, a sufficient ground for denying to men the name of Chris-
tians, it must surely be thoroughly warrantable to deny the name
to men who refuse not only to pay religious worship to Christ, but
to receive and submit to anything that is really important and
vital in the revelations which He communicated to men.

Mr Belsham, the leader of the English Socinians in the last
generation, has distinctly stated that the only thing peculiar in
Christianity, or the Christian revelation,—the only point in which
it differs from, or goes beyond, the natural religion that may be
discovered and established by men in the exercise of their own un-
aided powers,—is simply the fact of the resurrection of a dead man,
and the confirmation thereby given to the doctrine of a future
immortality. Now, perhaps we are not entitled to deny that
Socinians are really persuaded of the sufficiency of the evidence
by which it is proved that Christ rose from the dead, and that
they hold the doctrine of a future immortality more firmly and
steadily than it was held by Plato or Cicero. But if, professixig to
receive Christ as a divine messenger on the ground of the proof of
His resurrection, they yet reject.the whole substance of the mes-
sage which He professed to bring from God to men, we cannot
concede to them the character or designation of disciples or fol-
lowers of Christ. A Christian must, at least, mean one who be-
lieves Christ to have been a divine messenger, and who receives as
true the substance of the message which He bore ; and in whatever
way we explain the entire dissolution and breaking up, in the case
of the Socinians, of the right and legitimate connection that ought
to subsist between the admission of the authority of the messenger
and the reception of His message, we cannot recoguise as Chris-

* Sec. vi., p. 92.
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tians men who refuse to believe almost everything which Christ
and His apostles taught, and whose whole system of theology,—
whose leading views of the character and government of God, the
condition and capacities of men, and the way in which they may
attain to final happiness,—are just the same as they would be if
they openly denied Christ’s divine commission,—not only uninflu-
enced by the revelation He communicated, but directly opposed to it.

But while Socinianism has not been, to any very considerable
extent, openly avowed and formally defended in the Christian
church, and while those who have avowed and defended it have
commonly and justly been regarded as not entitled to the desig-
nation of Christians, yet it is important to observe, that there has
always been a great deal of latent and undeveloped Socinianism
among men who have professed to believe in the truth of Chris-
tianity ; and the cause of this, of course, is, that Socinianism, in
its germs or radical principles, is the system of theology that is
natural to fallen and depraved man,—that which springs up spon-
taneously in the human heart, unenlightened by the Spirit of God,
and unrenewed by divine grace. It has been often said that men
are born Papists ; and this is true in the sense that there are natu-
ral and spontaneous tendencies in men, out of which the Popish
system readily grows, and which make it an easy matter to lead
unrenewed men to embrace it.  Still it does require some care and
culture to make a natural man, who has not been subjected to the
system from his infancy, a Papist, though the process in ordinary
cases is not a very difficult or a very elaborate one. But it re-
quires no care or culture whatever to make natural men Soci-
nians,—nothing but the mere throwing off of the traditional or
consuetudinary respect in which, in Christian countries, they may

!lave been bred for the manifest sense of Scripture. The more
intelligent and enlightened Pagans, and the followers of Mahomet,
agree in substance with the whole leading features of the Socinian
theology ; and if we could bring out and estimate the notions
that float in the minds of the great body of irreligious and un-
g0<§ly men among professing Christians, who have never thought

seriously upon religious subjects, we would find that they just con-

stitute the germs, or radical principles, of Socinianism. Take any
one .of the mass of irreligious men, who abound in professedly

Christian society around us,—a man, it may be, who has never

entertained any doubts of the truth of Christianity, who has never
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thought seriously upon any religious subject, or a:ttempte.d to form
a clear and definite conception upon any theological topic,—try to
probe a little the vague notions which lie undeveloped in his mind
about the divine character, the natural state and condition of man,
and the way of attaining to ultimate happiness ; and. if you can
get materials for forming any sort of estimate or conjecture as to
the notions or impressions upon these points tha.lt may have spon-
taneously, and without effort, grown up in hls. mind, you will
certainly find, that, without being aware of it, l.xe is pr:.;\ctlcally and
substantially a Socinian. The notions and impressions of such
men upon all religious subjects are, of course, very vague and
confused ; but it will commonly be found that, in their n:)m.ost
thoughts,—in the ordinary and spontaneous currer.lt.of their im-
pressions, in so far as they have any, in regard to rehgl?n,—Chmt,
as the Saviour of sinners, and the atonement as the basis or ground
of salvation, are virtually shut out, or reduced to mere names or
unmeaning formulz; that the Christian scheme, in so far as it is
taken into account, is viewed merely as a revelation or communi-
cation of some information about God and duty; and.that their
hopes of ultimate happiness, in so far as they can be said to have
any, are practically based upon what they .themselves have done,
or can do, viewed in connection with defective and erroneous con-
ceptions of the character and moral government of God, while a
definite conviction of the certainty of future punishment ha.s mo
lace in their minds. Now, this is, in substance, just the Socinian
system of theology ; and if these men were drawn out, so as to be
led to attempt to explain and defend the vague and confused
notions upon these subjects which had hitherto lu.rked undevelop.ed
in their minds, it wonld plainly appear,—11:ovzded t!ley ha.d in-
telligence enough to trace somewhat the logical relation of ideas,
and courage enough to disregard the vague defer?nce for thF ?b-
vious sense of Scripture, and for the general belief of Christian
churches, to which they had become habituated,—that they were
obliged to have recourse to Socinian arguments as thef only means
of defence ; unless, indeed, they should reach th.e hlghelr u.)tel.ll-
gence, or the greater courage, of openly r.ejecfmg Christianity
altogether, as teaching a system of doctrine irrational and absurd.
This is, I am persuaded, a correct account of the.generalo state
of feeling and impression, in regard to religious subjects, .exlstmg
in the minds of the great body of the ignorant, unreflecting, an
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irreligious men around us, in professedly Christian society; and
if 80, it goes far to prove that, while there is not a great deal of
open and avowed Socinianism maintained and defended among
us, yet that it exists to a large extent in a latent and undeveloped
form, and that it is the natural and spontaneous product of the
depraved, unrenewed heart of man, exhibiting its natural tend-
encies in the formation of notions and impressions about God and
divine things, and the way of attaining to ultimate happiness,
which are not only unsanctioned by the revelation which God
Himself has given us in regard to these matters, but are flatly
opposed to it.

In these circumstances, it is perhaps rather a subject for sur-
prise that there should be so little of open and avowed Socinianism
among us; and the explanation of it is probably to be found in these
considerations :—that in the existing condition of society there are
many strong influences and motives to restrain men from throw-
ing off a profession of a belief in Christianity ;—that there obtains
a strong sense of the impossibility, or great difficulty, of effecting
anything like an adjustment between the Socinian system of theo-
logy, and the obvious meaning and general tenor of Scripture;
—and that an attempt of this sort, which should possess anything
like plausibility, requires an amount of ingenuity and information,
as well as courage, which few comparatively possess. It isin en-
tire accordance with these general observations, that the strain of
preaching which prevailed in the Established Churches of this
country during the last century,—in the Church of England dur-
ing the whole century, and in the Church of Scotland during the
latter half of it,—was in its whole scope and tendency Socinian.
It is admitted, indeed, that the great mass of the clergy of both
churches, during the period referred to, were guiltless of any
knowledge of theology, or of theological speculations and contro-
versies ; and that their preaching, in general, was marked rather by
the entire omission, than by the formal and explicit denial, of the
peculiar and fundamental doctrines of the Christian system. Still
this is quite sufficient to entitle us to call their system of preaching
Socinian, as it left out the doctrines of the natural guilt and de-
pravity of man,—the divinity and atonement of Christ,—justifica-
tion by His righteousness,—and regeneration and sanctification by
His Spirit ; and addressed men as if they were quite able,—without
any satisfaction for their sins,—without any renovation of their

VOL. IL N
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moral natares,—without any special supernatural assistance, to do
all that was necessary for securing their eternal happiness, and
needed only to be reminded of what their duty was, and of the
considerations that should induce them to give some attention to
the performance of it. And we find likewise, as we might have
expected, if the preceding observations are well founded, that
whenever any man arose among them who combined superior in-
telligence, information, and courage, and who was led to attempt
to explain and defend his views upon religious subjects, he cer-
tainly, and as a matter of course, took Socinian ground, and
employed Socinian arguments.

Sec. 1V.—Original and Recent Sociniariism.

Before concluding this brief sketch of the Socinian system in
general, viewed as a whole, it may be proper to advert to the
differences, in point of theological sentiment, between the original
and the modern Socinians. Those who, in modern times, have
adopted and maintained the great leading principles of the theo-
logical system taught by Socinus, commonly refuse to be called
by his name, and assume and claim to themselves the designation
of Unitarians,—a name which should no more be conceded to
them, than that of Catholic should be conceded to Papists, as it
implies, and is intended to imply, that they alone hold the doctrine
of the unity of God; while, at the same time, it does,not in the
least characterize their peculiar opinions as distinguished from
those of the Arians, and others who concur with them, in denying
the doctrine of the Trinity. They hold all the leading character-
istic principles of the system of theology originally developed and
compacted by Socinus ; and therefore there is nothing unfair, no-
thing inconsistent with the well understood and reasonable enough
practice that ordinarily regulates the application of such designa-
tions, in calling them Socinians. They are fond, however, of
pointing out the differences, in some respects, between their views
and those of the original Socinians, that they may thus lay a
plausible foundation for repudiating the name; and it may be
useful briefly to notice the most important of these differences.

Socinus and his immediate followers displayed a great deal of
ingenuity and courage in devising and publishing a series of
plausible perversions of Scripture statements, for the purpose of
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excluding from the Bible the divinity and the satisfaction of
Christ ; but there were some of the views commonly entertained
by the orthodox, connected with these matters, which,—though
tending rather to enhance our conceptions of the importance of
Christ and His work, viewed in relation to the salvation of sinners
—they had not sufficient ingenuity and courage to explain awa}:
and reject. These were chiefly His miraculous conception ; His
having been literally in heaven before He commenced His public
ministry ; His being invested after His resurrection with great
power and dignity, for the government of the world,—for the
accomplishment of the objects of His mission, and the final judg-
ment of men ; and His being entitled, on this ground, to adoration
and worship. Socinus and his immediate followers, though cer-
tainly they were not lacking in ingenuity and boldness, and
though they could not but feel the inconsistency, at least, of the
adoration of Christ with the general scope and tendency of their
system, were unable to devise any plausible contrivance for ex-
cluding these doctrines from Scripture. The miraculous concep-
tion of Christ they admitted, but contended, and truly enough,
that this of itself did not necessarily imply either His pre-existence,
or any properly superhuman dignity of nature. The texts which
so plainly assert or imply that He had been in heaven before He
entered upon His public ministry on earth, they could explain
only by fabricating the supposition that He was taken up to
heaven to receive instruction during the period of His forty days’
fast in the wilderness. And they were unable to comprehend how
man could profess to believe in the divine authority of the New
Testament, and yet deny that Christ is now invested with the
government of the world; that He is exercising His power and
authority for promoting man’s spiritual welfare; that He is cne
day to determine and judge their final destiny; and that He is
entitled to their homage and adoration.

But modern Socinians have found out pretences for evading
or denying all these positions. They deny Christ’s miraculous
conception, and maintain that He was the son df Joseph as well
as of Mary, mainly upon the ground of some frivolous pretences
for doubting the genuineness of the first two chapters both of
Matthew and Luke. Dr Priestley admitted that he was not quite
satisfied with any interpretation of the texts that seem to assert
that Christ had been in heaven before He taught on earth; but
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he gravely assures us that, rather than admit His pre-existence,
he would adopt the exploded interpretation of the old Socinians,
or make any other supposition that might be necessary, however
absurd or offensive.* Mr Belsham, while he admits that ¢ Christ
is now alive, and employed in offices the most honourable and
benevolent,” yet considers himself warranted in believing that
« we are totally ignorant of the place where He resides, and of the
occupations in which He is engaged ;” and that, therefore, ¢ there
can be no proper foundation for religious addresses to Him, nor of
gratitude for favours now received, nor yet of confidence in His
future interposition in our behalf ;”+ while he contends that all
that is implied in the scriptural account of His judging the world,
is simply this,—that men’s ultimate destiny is to be determined
by the application of the instructions and precepts which He
delivered when on earth. This was the state of completeness or
perfection to which Socinianism had attained in the last gene-
ration, or in the early part of this century. There was but one
step more which they could take in their descent, and this was the
entire adoption of the infidel anti-supernaturalism of the German
neologians ; and this step most of them, within these few years,
have taken, both in the United States and in this country. Pro-
fessor Moses Stuart of Andover, in his Letters to Dr Channing,{—
a very valuable little work on the Trinity and the Divinity of Christ,
though not to be implicitly followed,—expressed, in 1819, his ap-
prehension that the Socinians, as soon as they became acquainted
with the writings of the German neologians, would embrace their
principles, would abandon their elaborate efforts to pervert scrip-
tural statements into an apparent accordance with their views,
and adopt the bolder course of openly rejecting the doctrines
taught by the apostles as erroneous, while still pretending, in some
sense, to believe in the Christian revelation. This apprehension
was speedily realized to a large extent in the United States, and
is now being realized in this country ; so that there seems to be
ground to expect that Socinianism proper, as a public profession,
will soon be wholly extinguished, and the pantheistic infidelity of
Germany, though under a sort of profession of Christianity, be
substituted in its place. Perhaps it would be more correct to say

* Magee's Works, vol. i., p. 59. $ Letter v., pp. 134-5.
t Magee, vol. ii., p. 82; Belsham,
“ Calm Inquiry,” pp. 325, 345.

Sec. IV.]  ORIGINAL AND RECENT SOCINIANISM. 191

that this has already taken place; for we are not aware that any
of .those amongst us who used to assume the designation of
Unitarians, now openly reject or oppose the pantheistic infidelity
which is being so largely circulated in this country.

When this change began to show itself among the American
Socinians, it was avowedly advocated by themselves on the ground
of the necessity of having some system of religion more spiritual
and transcendental,—more suited to the temperament and the
aspirings of an earnest age,—than the dry, uninteresting intel-
lectualism of the old Socinians. It was with this view that they
had recourse to the pantheism and neology of Germany, which,
combining easily with a sort of mystical supersensualism, was
fitted to interest the feelings, and to bring into exercise the
emotional department of our nature. This is the sort of religion
that is now obtruded upon the more literary portion of our com-
munity instead of the old Socinianism, which was addressed exclu-
sively to the understanding, and was fitted to exercise and gratify
the pride of human reason. It is well to know something of the
peculiar form and dress which error in religious matters assumes
in our own age and country; but it may tend to guard us against
the deluding influence of transcendentalism in religion, if we ‘are
satisfied,—as a very little reflection may convince us,—that, with
a considerable difference in its dress and garnishing, with a larger
infusion of Scripture phraseology, and with much more of an
apparent sense and feeling of the unseen and the infinite, it is
just, in its substance, the old Socinianism, both with respect to the
way and manner of knowing divine things, and with respect to
the actual knowledge of them obtained in this way. It does not
constitute an essential difference, that, instead of giving to reason,
or the understanding, a supremacy over revelation, and making it
the final immediate judge of all truth, the new system extends
this controlling power to man’s whole nature, to his susceptibilities
as well as his faculties, and assigns a large influence in judging
of divine things to his intuitions and emotions; and the vague
and mystic style of contemplation in which it indulges about God,
and Christ, and eternity, does not prevent its actual theological
system from being fairly described ‘as involving a denial of the
guilt and depravity of man, the divinity and atonement of Christ,
and the work of the Holy Spirit, and an assertion of man’s full
capacity to work out for himself, without any satisfaction for his
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sins, or any renovation of his moral nature, the full el}joyment of
God’s favour, and the highest happiness of which he is capable ;
while the only point in which it does differ essentially from the.old
Socinianism,—namely, the denial of a supernatural re.velatlon,
attested by real miracles, which are established by satisfactory
historical evidence,—should remove at once every feeling of doubt
or difficulty about the propriety of denouncing it as a system of
open infidelity.

Sec. V.—Distinction of Persons in the Godhead.

Though I have thought it of some importance to give a brief
sketch of Socinian theology in general, viewed as a system, and
embodying positive doctrines and not mere negatiom.a, in regar(! to
all the leading topics which are usually discussed in theolog.lcal
systems, yet I do not mean to enter into anything like a detailed
examination and refutation of all the different doctrines of which
it is composed, but to confine myself to those with which, in popu-
lar apprehension, the name of Socinianism is usually assoclat.ed,
—namely, the Trinity, and the person and atonement of Chn’st.
Their doctrines upon these points may be said to form the ch.xef
peculiarities of the Socinians; and their whole system ?f doctrine
is intimately connected with their views upon these subjects. Be-
sides, I have already had eccasion to consider most of the other
branches of the Socinian system of theology under other h?ads,-—-as
in examining the Pelagian controversy, where we met with errors
and heresies, substantially the same as those taught by modern
Socinians, in regard to the natural character and capacities. of man,
and the operation and influence of divine grace in preparing men
for the enjoyment of happiness ;—and still more fully in examining
the Popish system of doctrine as contrasted with the theology of
the Reformation. The Church of Rome teaches defective and
erroneous doctrines concerning the natural guilt and depravity of
man, his natural power or ability to do the will of G(?d, regenera-
tion by the Holy Spirit, and everything connected with his justi-
fication, or the way and manner in which men individually obtain
or receive the forgiveness of sin and admission to the enjoyment
of God’s favour,—although the formal Popish doctrine upon most
of these subjects is not so-flatly and plainly opposed to the word
of God as that held upon the same points by Socinians, and even
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by many who have passed under the name of Arminians. But as
we then endeavoured not only to point qut the errors of the Church
of Rome upon these topics, but also to explain and illustrate the
true doctrines of Scripture respecting them, as taught by the Re-
formers and laid down in our Confession of Faith, we have said
as much as is necessary for the purpose of exposing Pelagian and
Socinian errors regarding them. The subject of the Trinity and
the person of Christ we have also had occasion to consider, in ad-
verting to the Arian, Nestorian, and Eutychian controversies in
the fourth and fifth centuries. We have not, however, discussed
these doctrines so fully as their importance demands in some of
their general aspects; and we propose now to devote some space to
an explanation of the way and manner in which these important
doctrines have been discussed in more modern times.

We proceed, then, to consider the doctrine of the distinction
of persons in the Godhead. This is commonly discussed in sys-
tems of theology under the head “ De Deo,” as it is a portion of the
information given us in Scripture with respect to the Godhead, or
the divine nature ; and the knowledge of it is necessary, if the
commonly received doctrine be true, in order to our being ac-
quainted with the whole of what Scripture teaches us concerning
God. If there be such a distinction in the Godhead or divine
nature, as the received doctrine of the Trinity asserts, then this
distinction, as a reality, ought to enter into our conceptions of God.
We ought to be aware of its existence,—to understand it, as far as
we have the capacity and the means of doing so; and we ought
to take it into account in forming our conception of God, even
independently of its connection with the arrangements of the
scheme of redemption, though it is in these that it is most fully
unfolded, and that its nature and importance most clearly appear.

There are one or two obvious reflections, suggested by the
general nature and character of the subject, to which it may be
proper to advert, though it is not necessary to enlarge upon them.
The subject, from its very nature, not only relates immediately to
the infinite and incomprehensible Godhead, but concerns what
may be regarded as the penetralia or innermost recesses of the
divine nature,—the most recondite and inaccessible department of
all that we have ever learned or heard concerning God. Itisa
subject about which reason or natural theology,—in others words,
the works of nature and providence, with the exercise of our
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faculties upon them,—give us no information, and about which
we know, and can know nothing, except in so far as God Himself
may have been pleased to give us a direct and immediate revela-
tion concerning it. These considerations are surely well fitted to
repress any tendency to indulge in presumptuous speculations with
respect to what may be true, or possible, or probable, in regard to
this profoundly mysterious subject ; and to constrain us to preserve
an attitude of profound humility, while we give ourselves to the
only process by which we can learn anything with certainty re-
garding it,—namely, the careful study of God’s word,—anxious
only to know what God has said about it, what conceptions He
intended to convey to us regarding it,—and ready to receive with
implicit submission whatever it shall appear that He has declared
or indicated upon the subject.

The way in which this question ought to be studied is by col-
lecting together all the statements in Scripture that seem to be in
any way connected with it,—that seem, or have been alleged, to
assert or to indicate some distinction in the Godhead or divine
nature,—to investigate carefully and accurately the precise mean-
ing of all these statements by the diligent and faithful application
of all the appropriate rules and materials,—to compare them with
each other,—to collect their joint or aggregate results,—and to
embody these results in propositions which may set forth accurately
the substance of all that Scripture really makes known to us re-
garding it. It is only when we have gone through such a process
as this, that we can be said to have done full justice to the ques-
tion,—that we have really formed our views of it from the word
of God, the only source of knowledge respecting it,—and that we
can be regarded as fully qualified to defend the opinions we may
profess to entertain upon it.

The first point which we are naturally called upon to advert
to is the status questionis, or what it is precisely that is respectively
asserted and maintained by the contending parties. And here we
may, in the first instance, view it simply as a question between
Trinitarians on the one side, and anti-Trinitarians on the other,
without any reference to the differences subsisting among the
various sections of the anti-Trinitarians, such as the Arians and
the Socinians, about the person of Christ. The substance of
what the supporters of the doctrine of the Trinity contend for is,
that in the unity of the Godhead there are three distinct persons,
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who all possess the divine nature or essence, and that these three
persons are not three Gods, but are the one God; while the doc-
trine maintained on the other side is, that the Scripture does not
reveal any such distinction in the divine nature, but that God is one
in person as well as in essence or substance; and that the divine
nature, or true and proper divinity, is really possessed by no per-
son except by Him who is styled in Scripture the God and Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ.

Now here, before going further, it is to be observed that
there is brought out an intelligible difference of-opinion, even
though the subject treated of be in its nature and bearings ;ncom-
prehensible, and though we may not be able to give a precise and
exact definition of all the terms employed in the statement of
the proposition,—such as the word person in the application here
made of it. These two opposite propositions are at least intelli-
gible thus far, that we can form a pretty definite conception of
what is the general import of the affirmation and the negation
respectively, and can intelligently bring them both into contact
and comparison with the evidence adduced, so as to form a judg-
ment as to whether the affirmation or the negation ought to be
rec.el.ved as true. But the opponents of the doetrine of the
Trinity are accustomed to press us with the question, What do you
mean by persons, when you assert that there are three persons in
the unity of the Godhead? Now, the answer commonly given
to this question by the most judicious divines is this: First, they
nfaintain that they are not bound to give a precise and exacl’: defi-
mti.on of the word persons as here employed,—namely, in its appli-
cation to the divine nature,—since this is not necessary to make the
Proposition so far intelligible as to admit of its being made the sub-
ject of distinct argumentation, and having its truth or falsehood
detq.armined by the examination of the appropriate evidence,—a
position this; which, though denied in words, is practically ::on-
ced?d by our opponents, when they assert that they can prove from
Scripture that no such personal distinction as Trinitarians contend
for attaches to the divine nature. Secondly, they admit that they
cannot give a full and exact definition of the import of the word
persons, or of the idea of distinct personality, as predicated of the
dwz.ne nature ; and can say little more about it than that it expresses
a distinction not identical with, but in some respects analogous to
that subsisting among three different persons among men. ’
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Many of the defenders of the doctrine of the Trinity, following
the example of the schoolmen, have indulged to a very great and
unwarrantable extent in definitions, explanations, and speculations
upon this mysterious and incomprehensible subject ; and these at-
tempts at definition and explanation have furnished great advan-
tages to the opponents of the doctrine,—both because their mere
variety and inconsistency with each other, threw an air of uncer-
tainty and insecurity around the whole doctrine with which they
were connected, and because many of them, taken singly, afforded
plausible, and sometimes even solid, grounds for objection. Anti-
Trinitarians, in consequence, have usually manifested some an-
noyance and irritation when the defenders of the doctrine of the
Trinity took care to confine themselves, in their definitions and
explanations upon the subject, within the limits of what strict
logic required of them, and of what the Scriptures seemed to in-
dicate as the real state of the case—the whole amount of what was
revealed regarding it. They have laboured to draw them out into
explanations and speculations upon points not revealed ; and with
this view have not scrupled to ridicule their caution, and to ascribe
it—as, indeed, Mr Belsham* does expressly—to ¢ an unworthy
fear of the result of these inquiries, and a secret suspicion that the
question will not bear examination.” This allegation, however, is
really an unfair and unworthy artifice on his part. It is indeed
true, that one or two defenders of the doctrine of the Trinity, in
their just disapprobation of the extent to which some friends of
truth have carried their definitions and explanations upon the
subject, have leant somewhat to the opposite extreme, and mani-
fested an unnecessary and unreasonable shrinking even from the
use of terms and statements commonly employed and generally
sanctioned upon this point, as if afraid to speak about it in any
other terms than the ipsissima verba of Scripture. But nothing
of this sort applies to the great body of the more cautious defen-
ders of the doctrine of the Trinity. They do not pretend to know
anything upon this subject but what they find asserted or indicated
in Scripture. They aim at no other or higher object than just to
embody, in the most appropriate and accurate words which human
language furnishes, the substance of what Scripture teaches; and
they are under no obligation to explain or defend anything but

+ + Calm Inquiry,” p. 529.
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what they themselves profess to have found in Scripture, and only
in so far as they profess to find in Scripture materials for doing
so. They find the doctrine of the divine unity clearly taught in
Scripture, and therefore they receive this as a great truth which
they are bound and determined to maintain, resolved at the
same time to admit no doctrine which can be clearly demon-
strated to be necessarily contradictory to, or inconsistent with, the
position that God, the Creator and Governor of the world, the
object of religious worship, is ore. But then they profess to
find also in Scripture, evidence that Christ is truly and properly
God, a possessor of the divine nature ; and that the Holy Ghost
is also God in the highest sense, and not a mere quality or attri-
bute of God. These two positions about Jesus Christ the Son of
God, and about the Holy Ghost, constitute the main and proper
geld of controversial discussion, in so far as the investigation of
the précise meaning of scriptural statements is concerned ; but at
present, in considering the state of the question, we must assume
that the Trinitarian doctrines upon these two points have been
established from Scripture; for the discussion as to the state of
the question really turns substantially on this—Supposing these
positions about the Son and the Holy Ghost proved, as we believe
them to be, in what way should the teaching of Scripture upon
these points be expressed and embodied, so as, when conjoined with
the Scripture doctrine of the divine unity (if they can be com-
bined), to bring out the whole doctrine which the Scripture teaches
concerning the Godhead, or the divine nature ? God is one;
and therefore if Christ be God, and if the Holy Ghost be God,
they must be, with the Father, in some sense, the one God, and
not separate or additional Gods.

This general consideration seems naturally to indicate or im-
ply, and of course to warrant, the position that, while there is
unity in the Godhead or divine nature, there is also in it, or
attaching to it, some distinction. But Scripture, by affording
materials for establishing these positions about the Son and the
Holy Ghost, enables us to go somewhat further in explaining or
developing this distinction. Thereisno indication in the Scriptures
that proper divinity, or the divine nature or essence, belongs to, or
is possessed by, any except the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost; and therefore we say, in setting forth the substance of
what Scripture teaches, that the distinction in the Godhead is a
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threefold distinction, or that there are three, and neither more nor
fewer, who are represented to us as having the divine nature, or
as possessed of proper divinity. Assuming it to be proved that
Christ is God, and that the Holy Ghost is God, it seems neces-
sary, and therefore warrantable, if any expression is to be given
in human language to the doctrine thus revealed, to say that
there are three which possess the divine nature, and are the one
God.

It may, indeed, be contended that the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost, though divinity is ascribed to them, are merely
three different names of one and the same object, and do not desig-
nate three realities which are in any respect different, except merely
in name or in verbal representation. And this is the doctrine which
commonly passes under the name of Sabellianism. But then it is
contended, on the other hand, that this does not come up to, or
correspond with, the representation which the Scripture gives us
of the nature and amount of the distinction subsisting in the God-
head or divine nature. It seems very manifest that, if we are to
submit our minds to the fair impressions of the scriptural repre-
sentations upon this subject, the distinction subsisting among the
three of whom proper divinity is predicated, is something more than
a nominal or verbal distinction,—that it is a reality, and not a mere
name,—and that it is set before us as analogous to the distinction
subsisting among three men, or three human beings, to whom we
usually ascribe distinct personality; and as there is nothing else within
the sphere of our knowledge to which it is represented as analogous
or similar, we are constrained to say,—if we are to attempt to give
any expression in language of the idea or impression which the
scriptural representations upon the subject seem plainly intended
to make upon our minds,—that in the unity of the Godhead there
is a personal distinction,—there are three persons. And this,
accordingly, is the form in which the doctrine of the Trinity has
been usually expressed. It is not intended by this form of ex-
pression to indicate that the distinction represented as subsisting
among the three who are described as possessing the divine nature,
is the same as that subsisting among three persons among men.
On the contrary, the identity of the distinction in the two cases
is denied, as not being suitable to the divine nature, and more
especially as this would be inconsistent with the doctrine of the
divine unity ; for as three distinct persons among men are three
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men, so, were the distinction in the Godhead held to be identical
with this, the three persons in the Godhead must be three Gods.
It is merely contended that the threefold distinction in the God-
head is analogous or similar in some respects to the distinction
between three human persons ; and the ground of this assertion
is, that the scriptural representations upon the subject convey to
us such an idea or impression of this distinction subsisting in the
Godhead or divine nature,—that this language we cannot but re-
gard as making the nearest approach to expressing it correctly,—
that, in fact, from the nature and necessities of the case, we have
not the capacity or the means of expressing or describing it in any
other way.

We cannot define or describe positively or particularly the
nature of the distinction subsisting among the three who are re-
presented as all possessing the divine nature, because, from the
necessity of the case, the nature of this distinction must be incom-
prehensible by us, and because God in His word has not given us
any materials for doing so. We just embody in human language
the substance of what the word of God indicates to us upon the
subject,—we profess to do nothing more,—and we are not called
upon to attempt more ; to do so would be unwarrantable and sin-
ful presumption. We are called upon to conform our statements
as much as possible to what Scripture indicates, neither asserting
what Scripture does not teach, nor refusing to assert what it does
teach,—though ready not only to admit, but to point out precisely,
as far as Scripture affords s materials for doing so, the imperfec-
tion or defectiveness of the language which we may be obliged to
employ because we have no other; and to apply, as far as our
powers of thought and the capacities of the language, which we
must employ in expressing our conceptions, admit of it, any
limitations or qualifications which Scripture may suggest in the
explanation of our statement. It is not from cowardice or timidity,
then, or in order to secure an unfair advantage in argument, as
our opponents allege, that we refuse to attempt definitions or ex-
planations in regard to the distinction which Scripture makes
known to us as subsisting, in combination with unity, in the
divine nature. We assert all that Scripture seems to us to sanc-

“tion or to indicate ; and we not only are not bound, but we are not

warranted, to do more. We assert the unity of the Godhead.
We assert the existence of a threefold distinction in the Godhead,
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or the possession of the divine nature and essence by three,—the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost; and that these three are
represented to us in Scripture as distinguished from each other
in a manner analogous to the distinction subsisting among three
different persons among men. We express all this, as it is ex-
pressed in our Confession of Faith, by saying that, “In the unity
of the Godhead there be three persons, of one substance, power,
and eternity,—God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy
Ghost” This is the whole of what our Confession sets forth as
the doctrine of Scripture on the subject of the Trinity in general,
—for I omit at present any reference to the personal properties
by which the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are distin-
guished from each other,—and this is all which any judicious
supporter of the doctrine of the Trinity will consider himself
called upon to maintain or defend. All that he has to do is just
to show that Scripture, fairly and correctly iuterpreted, warrants
and requires him to assent to these positions; and that there is
nothing in the clear deductions of reason, or in the teaching of
Scripture, either in its particular statements or in its general
assertion of the divine unity, whick requires him to reject any of
them.

The reason why the opponents of the doctrine of the Trinity
are 8o anxious to draw its defenders into definitions and explana-
tions in regard to the precise nature of the distinction alleged to
subsist in the Godhead, is because they hope in this way to get
materials for involving them in difficulties and contradictions,—
for showing that the doctrine of the Trinity necessarily leads either
to Tritheism on the one hand, or to Sabellianism on the other,—
or, more generally, that it necessarily involves a contradiction, oris
inconsistent with the divine unity; while the unwarrantable and
injudicious extent to which the friends of the doctrine have often
carried their attempts to define the nature of the distinction, and
to propound theories for the purpose of explaining the consistency
of the distinction with the unity, have afforded too good grounds
for the expectations which its opponents have cherished. Anti-Tri-
nitarians are fond of alleging that there is no intermediate position
between Tritheism and Sabellianism,—that is, between the view
which would introduce three Gods, and thereby flatly contradict the
doctrine of the divine unity,—and that which, in order to preserve
the unity unimpaired, would virtually explain away the distinction

gec. V.] DISTINCTION OF PERSONS IN THE GODHEAD. 201

of persons, and make it merely nominal. And it cannot be dis-
puted, that some who have propounded theories in explanation of
the doctrine of the Trinity, have exhibited symptoms of leaning to
one or other of these sides—have afforded some plausible grounds
for charging them with one or other of these errors.

Tritheism is, of course, a deadly and fundamental error, as it
contradicts the doctrine of the divine unity, and accordingly it has
scarcely ever been openly and formally taught; but there have
been men who, entering into presumptuous speculations about the
nature of the distinction subsisting in the Godhead, and being
anxious to make this distinction clear and palpable, have been led
to lay down positions which could scarcely be said to come short
of asserting practically, to all intents and purposes, the existence of
three Gods. And as the enemies of the doctrine of the Trinity
usually allege that it involves or leads to Tritheism, they catch at
such representations as confirm this allegation. And when other
divines, leaning to the other extreme, and being more careful
to preserve the unity than the distinction, have so explained and
refined the distinction as to make it little if anything more than a
merely verbal or nominal one,—a tendency observable in the pre-
sent day in some of the best and soundest of the German divines,
such as Neander and Tholuck,* and of which there are also to be
found not obscure indications among ourselves,—then anti-Trini-
tariang allege, with some plausibility, that this is just abandoning
the doctrine of the Trinity, because, as they say, it cannot be
maintained. Indeed, Sabellianism, when it is really held, is con-
sistent enough both with Arianism and Socinianism ; for neither
the Arians, who believe Christ to be a superangelic creature, nor
the Socinians, who believe Him to be a mere man, need contend
much against an alleged nominal distinction in the divine nature,
as this does not necessarily exclude anything which their peculiar
opinions lead them to maintain; and, accordingly, Mr Belsham
says,t that Sabellianism ¢ differs only in words from proper Uni-
tarianism.”  Unitarians, indeed, are accustomed to distort and
misrepresent the views of Trinitarian divines, in order to have
more plausible grounds for charging them with a leaning either to
Tritheism or Sabellianism ; and Mr Belsham formally classes the

_* Vide Knapp's Lectures on Chris- ] 1 * Calm Inquiry,” p. 504.
tian Theology, p. 142.
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great body of the Trinitarians* under the two heads of Realists
and Nominalists, insinuating that the doctrine of the first class is
virtually Tritheistic, and that of the second virtually Sabellian ;
while it would be no difficult matter to show, in regard to some of
the most cminent divines whom he has put into those opposite
classes, that they did not really differ from cach other substantially
in the views which they held upon this subject.
A good deal of controversy took place in England, in the end
of the scventeenth century, upon this particular aspect of the
uestion,—Dr Wallis, an cminent mathematician, having pro-
pounded a theory or mode of explanation upon the subject, which
had somewhat the appearance of making the distinction of per-
sons merely nominal ; and Dean Sherlock, in oppesing it, having
appeared to countenance such a distinction or division in the
Godhead, as seemed to infringe upon the divine unity, and having
been, in consequence, censured by a decrec of the University of
Osxford. Unitarians have ever since continued to represent this
decree as deciding in favour of Sabellianism, and thereby virtually
sanctioning Unitarianism, or being a denial of a real personal
distinction in the divine nature; while the truth is, that, though
both parties went into an extreme, by carrying their attempts at
explanation much too far, in different directions,—and were thus
led to make unwarrantable and dangerous statements,—they did
not differ from each other nearly so much as Unitarians com-
monly allege, and did not afford any sufficient ground for a
charge either of Tritheism or of Sabellianism. Neither party,
certainly, intended to assert anything different from, or incon-
sistent with, the scriptural doctrine laid down in the first of the
Thirty-nine Articles, that ¢ in the unity of this Godhead there be
three persons, of one substance, power, and eternity,—the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Ghost,” though it would have been much
better had they confined themselves to an exposition of the
scriptural evidence in support of the specific positions which
make up, or are involved in, this general statement, and re-
stricted their more abstract speculations to the onc precise and
definite object of merely bringing out what was indispensable to
show that none of the positions taught in Scripture, and embodied
in this general statement, could be proved necessarily to involve a

* P. 516. t Belsham's ¢ Calm Inquiry,” p. 51.
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contradiction or a denial of the divine unity. The controversy
to which I have referred engaged the attention and called forth
the energies of some very eminent men,—South supporting Wallis,
and Bingham, the author of the great work on Christian Anti-
quities, defending Sherlock ; while two greater men than any of
these,—namely, Stillingfleet and Howe,—may be said to have
moderated between the parties. This discussion afforded a handle
to the enemies of the doctrine of the Trinity at the time, who made
it the subject of a plausible pamphlet, entitled ¢ Considerations on
the different explications of the doctrine of the Trinity,”* and it
is still occasionally referred to by them with some triumph; but
it seems, in its ultimate results, to have exerted a wholesome
influence upon the mode of conducting this controversy, leading
to more caution, wisdom, and judgment on the part of the de-
fenders of the truth—a more careful abstinence from baseless
and presumptuous theories and explanations,—and a more uni-
form regard to the great principles and objects which have just
been stated, as those that ought to regulate the exposition and
investigation of this important subject.

Sec. VI.—Trinity and Unity.

The importance of attending carefully to the true and exact
state of the question in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity, is
fully evinced by this consideration, that the opponents of the
doctrine, base, directly and immediately upon the stale of the
question, a charge of its involving a contradiction, and of its
being inconsistent with the admitted truth of the unity of God.
The duty of Trinitarians, in regard to this subject of settling, so
far as they are concerned, the state of the question, ought to be
regulated by far higher considerations than those which originate
in a regard to the advantages that may result from it in contro-
versial discussion. The positions which we undertake to main-
tain and defend in the matter,—and this, of course, settles the
state of the question in so far as we are concerned,—should be
those only, and neither more nor less, which we believe to be
truly contained in, or certainly deducible from, the statements of

* This pamphlet is discussed in the Preface to Stillingfleet's Vindication of
the Doctrine of the Trinity.
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Scripture,—those only which the word of God seems to require
us to maintain and defend, without any intermixture of mere
human speculations or attempts, however ingenious and plausible,
at definitions, explanations, or theories, beyond what the Scripture
clearly sanctions or demands. The defenders of the doctrine of
the Trinity have often neglected or violated this rule, by indulg-
ing in unwarranted explanations and theories upon the subject,
and have thereby afforded great advantages to its opponents, of
which they have not been slow to avail themselves. And when,
warned of their error by the difficulties in which they found
themselves involved, and the advantages which their opponents,
who have generally been careful to act simply as defenders or
respondents, seemed in consequence to enjoy, they curtailed their
speculations within narrower limits, and adhered more closely to
the maintenance of scriptural positions, their opponents have re-
resented this as the effect of conscious weakness or of controver-
sial artifice. The truth, however, s, that this mode of procedure
is the intrinsically right course, which ought never to have been
departed from,—which they wera bound to return to, from a sense
of imperative duty, and pot merely from a regard to safety or
advantage, whenever, by any means, their deviation from it was
brought home to them,—and which it is not the less incumbent
upon us to adhere to, because the errors and excesses of former
defenders of the truth, and the advantages furnished by these
means to opponents, may have been, in some measure, the occa-
sion of leading theologians to see more clearly, and to pursue
more steadily, what was in itself, and on the ground of its own
intrinsic excellence, the undoubted path of duty in the matter.
But though anti-Trinitarians are much fonder of dealing with
the particular definitions, explanations, and theories of individual
theologians upon this subject, than with those general and well-
weighed statements which we have quoted both from the English
Articles and our own Confession of Faith,—and which certainly
contain the substance of all that Scripture teaches, and conse-
quently of all that we should undertake to maintain and defend;
yet it must be acknowledged that they commonly allege that the
doctrine of the Trinity, even when most cautiously and carefully
stated, involves a contradiction in itself, and is inconsistent with the
doctrine of the divine unity ; and to this we would now advert.
It will be understood, from the exposition of principles formerly
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given, that we do not deny that such allegations are relevant, and
that they must in some way or other be disposed of ; and it will also
be remembered, that sufficient grounds have been adduced for
maintaining the two following positions upon this point :” First,
that when the Scripture is admitted in any fair sense to be the rule
of faith, the first step should be simply to ascertain, in the faithful
and honest use of all appropriate means, what it teaches, or was
intended to teach, upon the subject,—that this investigation
should be prosecuted fairly to its conclusion, without beinbg dis-
turbed by the introduction of collateral considerations derived
from other sources, until a clear result is reached,—that an alle-
gation of intrinsic contradiction or of contrariety to known truth,
if adduced against the result as brought out in this way, should
be kept in its proper place as an objection, and dealt with as such,
—that, if established, it should be fairly and honestly applied, not
to the effect of reversing the judgment, already adopted upon
competent and appropriate grounds, as to what it is that Scrip-
ture teaches (for that is irrational and illogical), but to the effect
?f rejecting the divine authority of the Scriptures. - Secondly, that
in conducting the latter part of the process of investigation above
described, we are entitled to argue upon the assumption that the
doctrine of the Trinity has been really established by scriptural
authority,—we are under no obligation to do more than simply to
show that the allegation of contradiction, or of inconsistency, with
other truths, has not been proved ; and we should attempt nothing
more than what is thus logically incumbent upon us. As we
are not called upon to enter into an exposition of the scriptural
evidence, we "have no opportunity of applying the principles laid
down under the former of these two heads, though it is very im-
portant that they should be remembered. It is chiefly by the
positions laid down in the second head, that we must be guided in
considering this allegation of our opponents.

.We assume, then,—as we are entitled, upon the principles ex-
plained, to do, in discussing this point,—that it has been established,
by satisfactory evidence, as a doctrine taught in Scripture, that
true and proper divinity is possessed by the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost ; that the divine nature and perfections are pos-
sessed by three; and that, while there is only one God, and
V-'.hi}e these three, therefore, are the one God, there is yet such a
distinction among them, as is, in some respects, analogous to the
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distinction subsisting between three persons among men,—such a
distinction as lays a foundation for attributing to each of them
some things which are not attributable to the others, and for
applying to them the distinct personal pronouns, I, Thou, and He.
This is the substance of what Scripture seems plainly to teach
upon the subject ; and we embody it in such statements as these,
just because we cannot possibly represent or express it in any
other way. Now, it is alleged that this doctrine,—which, in the
meantime, we are entitled to assume, is taught in Scripture,—in-
volves a contradiction in itself, and is inconsistent with the divine
unity ; and upon the principles which have been explained, we
have merely to show that this allegation is not substantiated—is
not proved. - ‘

The first part of the allegation,—namely, that the doctrine di-
rectly and in itself involves a contradiction,—is very easily disposed
of, as it is manifestly destitute of any solid foundation. In order
to constitute a contradiction, it is necessary that there be both an
affirmation and a negation, not only concerning the same thing,
but concerning the same thing in the same respect. To say that
one God is three Gods, or that three persons are one person, is, of
course, an express contradiction, or, as it is commonly called, a con-
tradiction in terms. To affirm, directly or by plain implication,
that God is one in the same respect in which He is three, would
also amount to a plain contradiction, and, of course, could not be
rationally believed. But to assert that God is in one respect one,
and in another and different respect three,—that He is one in na-
ture, essence, or substance,—and that He is three with respect to
personality, or personal distinction (and this is all that the received
doctrine of the Trinity requires or implies),—can never be shown
to contain or involve a contradiction. It certainly does not con-
tain a contradiction in terms; for we not only do not assert, but
expressly deny, that God is one and three in the same respect,
that He is one in the same respect in which He is three, or that
He is three in the same respect in which He is one ; and when the
defenders of the doctrine adhere, as they ought to do, to a simple
assertion of what they believe to be taught or indicated in Scrip-
ture, and of what is declared in our symbolical books, without
indulging in unwarranted explanations and baseless theories, it is
impossible to show that the doctrine involves, by necessary implica-
tion, any appearance of a contradiction.
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Accordingly, the opponents of the doctrine of the Trinity are
more disposed to dwell upon the other part of the allegation,—
namely, that it is inconsistent with the known and admitted truth
of the divine unity; and it is chiefly by pressing this position that
they have succeeded in drawing the supporters of the doctrine
into the field of explanations and theories, directed to the object
of making, in some measure, intelligible how it is that unity and
personal distinction,—unity in one respect and trinity in another,—
are consistent with each other. The temptation to attempt this is,
to ingenious men, somewhat strong ; but the results of the attempté
which have been made have always, in consequence of the limited
amount of the information which God has been pleased to reveal
to us upon the subject, and the imperfection of the human faculties
and of human language, proved wholly unsuccessful in effecting
anything really substantial and valuable; and have commonly
been attended only with mischief, as serving to furnish plausible
grounds to opponents to allege, either that, to adopt the language
of the Athanasian creed, we confound the persons, or divide the
substance,—that is, fall, or seem to fall, into the opposite extremes
of Sabellianism or Tritheism.

Of course very different measures of wisdom and caution have
been exhibited by different defenders of the Trinity in the exposi-
tion and application of these explanations and theories, illustrations
and analogies, which they have brought to bear upon this subject.
They have been propounded with some diversity of spirit, and
they have been applied to different purposes. Sometimes they
have been put forth boldly, dogmatically, and recklessly; and at
other times with much more modesty, diffidence, and circumspec-
tion. Sometimes they have been urged as if they afforded positive
proofs, or at least strong presumptions, of the truth of the doctrine
of the Trinity, or of the combination of unity and distinction which
it implies, and sometimes they have been adduced merely as afford-
ing proofs or presumptions of its possibility ; while at other times,
again, they have been brought forward, not as proofs or presump-
tions of anything, but merely as illustrations of what it was that
was meant to be asserted. When applied to the last of these
purposes, and used merely as illustrations of what is meant, there
is no great harm done, provided they are restricted carefully to
this purpose. When adduced for the first of these purposes,—
namely, as presumptions or proofs of the truth of the doctrine,—
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this, from the nature of the case, can lead only to' baseless and
presumptuous speculation.
But even when applied only to the second of these purposes,
—namely, to afford proofs or presamptions of possibility,—they
ought to be regarded as unnecessary, unsafe, and inexpedient.
Strictly speaking, we are not bound to produce positive proof even
of the possibility of such a combination of unity and distinction
as the doctrine of the Trinity predicates of the divine nature, but
merely to show negatively that the impossibility of it, alleged upon
the other side, has mot been established ; and the whole history
of the controversy shows the great practical importance of our
restricting ourselves within the limits beyond which the rules of
strict reasoning do not require us to advance. The only question
which we will ever consent to discuss with our opponents upon
this point,—apart, of course, from the investigation of the meaning
of Scripture,—is this: Has it been clearly proved that the received
doctrine of the Trinity, as set forth in our symbolical books, neces-
sarily involves anything inconsistent with the unity of the God-
head? And there need be no hesitation in answering this question
in the negative. No proof of the allegation has been produced
resting upon a firm and solid basis,—no argument that can be
shown to be logically connected with any principles of which we
have clear and adequate ideas. It is the divine nature,—the na-
ture of the infinite and incomprehensible Glod,—which the question
respects; and on this ground there is the strongest presumption
against the warrantableness of positive assertions on the part of
men as to what is possible or impossible in the matter. The sub-
stance of the allegation of our opponents is, that it is impossible
that there can be such a distinction in the divine nature a3 the
doctrine of the Trinity asserts, because God is one; and they must
establish this position by making out a clear and certain bond of
connection between the admitted unity of God and the impossi-
bility of the distinction asserted. The substance of what we main-
tain upon the point is this,—that every attempt to establish this
logical bond of connection, involves the use of positions which
cannot be proved ; and which cannot be proved, just because they
assume a larger amount of clear and certain knowledge, both with
respect to the unity and the distinction, than men possess, or have
the capacity and the means of attaining.
The unity of the Godhead or divine nature being universally
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admitted, men are very apt to suppose that they understand it
fully,—that they know more of what it means and implies than
they do. But the unity of the Godhead is really as incomprehen-
sible by men as any of His other attributes,—a position confirmed
and illustrated by the fact, that it is doubtful whether the proper
nature and ground of the divine unity can, in any strict and
proper sense, be ascertained and established by natural reason.
There has been a very general sense, among the greatest men who
have discussed this subject, of the difficulty of establishing the
strict and proper unity of the Godhead on mere rational grounds

apart from revelation. It has generally been regarded, indeed,
as easy enough to establish that there is one Being (and not more;
who is the actual Creator and Governor of the world; but it has
commonly been felt to be somewhat difficult to deduce certainly

fror.n. anything cognisable by the natural faculties of man, a pr:):
position asserting unity, in any definite sense, of the Godhead, or
divine nature, intrinsically, and as such. And this fact is fitted
to .show us that it is not so easy to comprehend what the divine
unity is, or implies, as it might at first sight appear to be. The
Scriptures plainly declare the divine unity by informing us, not
merely that the world was created, and has ever been gove;ned

by one Being, but that the Godhead, or divine nature, is essentiall)z
one. But they give us no detailed or specific information as to
the nature and grounds of this unity,—as to what it consists in;
and of course they afford us no definite materials for determininé
what is, and what is not, consistent with it. And if it be true, as
we are entitled at present to assume, that the same revelat,ion
wh'lch alone certainly makes known to us the strict and proper
unity of the divine nature, does also reveal to us a certain distinc-
tion existing in that nature, the fair inference is,—that the unity
and the distinction are quite consistent with each other, though
we may not be able to make this consistency palpable either to
ourselves or others.

It is scarcely alleged, though it is sometimes insinuated, by our
opponents, that the admitted unity of the divine nature necessarily
exch.ldes all distinctions of every kind and degree. It is very
mamfest, in general, from the nature of the case,—the exalted
and incomprehensible character of the subject, and the scanty
amount of information which God has been pleased to communi-
cate to us regarding it, or which, perhaps, we were capable of
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receiving,—that we have no very adequate or certain materials
for determining positively, in any case, that any particular alleged
distinction is inconsistent with the divine unity; and, in these
circumstances, and under these conditions, the position of our
opponents is, and must be, that they undertake to prove, that the
particular distinction implied in the doctrine of the Trinity is
inconsistent with the unity of God. Now, if the scriptural doc-
trine were to be identified with the explanations and theories
about it which have been sometimes propounded by its friends, it
might be admitted that considerations have been adduced, in
support of the alleged inconsistency, that were possessed not only
of plausibility but of weight ; but against the doctrine itself, as
taught in Scripture and as set forth in our standards, nothing of
real weight has been, or can be, adduced,—nothing but arguments
ab ignorantia and ad ignorantiam. We profess to give no further
explanation of the nature of the distinction, except this, that it is
set before us in Scripture as a real, and not a merely nominal dis-
tinction,—a distinction of existences and objects, and not of mere
names and manifestations,—and as analogous in some respects,
though not in all, to the distinction subsisting between three per-
sons among men; and there 18 nothing in any one of these ideas to
which a definite argument, clearly inferring incompatibility with
unity, can be shown to be logically attachable. It would be no
difficult matter to show,—but it is not worth while,—that the
attempts which have been made to establish such a connection,
either, in the first place, proceed upon certain conceptions of the
precise nature of the distinction of persons, which we disclaim,
and are under no sort of obligation to admit; or, secondly, resolve
into vague and general assertions on points which are beyond our
cognisance and comprehension, and on which it seems equally
unwarrantable and presumptuous to affirm or deny anything ; or
thirdly and finally, are reducible to the extravagant position, more
or less openly asserted and maintained, that the divine unity
necessarily excludes all distinction, of every kind, and in every
degree.
The steady application of these general considerations to the
actual attempts which have been made by anti-Trinitarians to
prove that the doctrine of the Trinity necessarily involves what is
inconsistent with the divine unity, will easily enable us to 56¢
that they have not proved their position. And here we should rest
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relying for the positive proof of all that we believe and maintain
upon t!le authority of God in His word,—revealing Himself to us’
.__makmg known to us concerning Himself what we could not knov;
in any measure from any other source, or by any other means
but an u{xmedlate supernatural revelation. The doctrine is abov’
reason ; it could not have been discovered by it, and cannot be
fully comprehended by it, even after it has been revealed; but i(:
cannot be proved to be contrary to reason, or to be inco;sistent
with any other truth which, from any source, we know regardin
(?od. We can, of course, form no definite or adequate %once ;
tion of this mysterious distinction attaching to the divine naturgj
but we have no reason to expect that we should,—we have eve ’
reason to expect that we should not, since we have no definite f){
adequate conceptions of many other things about God, even
thoug}x these things are discoverable, in some measure, 1’3 th
exercise of our natural faculties. We find great, o; r:l:here
insuperable, difficulties in attempting to explain in’ words th’
nature of this distinction in the Godhead; because, inde end:antle
of the very inadequate conceptions which alone w; coul}l) form o¥
such a subject from the nature of the case, it has, of necessit
Peen made known to us, in so far as we do know it’ through tl{ ,
lmpetfect medium of human language, and by méans ofgr y
sentations which are necessarily derived from what takes ef::;
or is realized among men, and must therefore very im erfI;ctl
apply to the. divine nature. In this, as well as in otherpmatter);
c}(:.nnected with God, we must exclude from our conceptions every-
t ing thaf. results from, or savours of, the peculiar qualities of
::nan 8 f?mte .and d.ependen? nature, and admit nothing into our
onceptions inconsistent with the known perfections and pro-
gzz;:le; of G?d; wh.ile, at the same time, we must take care to
o H? noltfl'nng which He has really made known to us concern-
) rihenl(linif , on the ground of our not being able fully to com-
eene ow it is, th.at all the truths which He has made known
e (;)xt\cermng H1m§elf can be combined in Him. He has
o oo :hus thalll; He is one, but He has also revealed to us that
divine ot ree who have tl:ue and proper divinity,—who have the
e nature and perfections. We, in con intai
that, in the unity of the Godhead i e pesstion of
the o undivideﬁ the d.o. head,—in the common possession of
persong ¢ o w.than in lVl?lble divine nature,—there are three
H ithout meaning to assert,—nay, while expressly
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denying,—that the idea of distinct personality applies to the divine
nature in the same sense as to the human, we use this mode of
expression, because it is really the only way in which we can
embody the idea, which scriptural statements convey to us, of the
distinction existing in the Godhead,—namely, as being analogous
in some respects to the distinction subsisting among three different
persons among men,—an ides, however, to be always regulated
and controlled by the principle, that the three to whom divinity
is ascribed, though called persons, because we have no other ex-
pressions that would convey any portion of the idea which Scrip-
ture sets before us on the subject, are not three Gods,—as three
persons among men are three men,—but are the one God.

It may perhaps be supposed, that though, upon principles for-
merly explained, Trinitarians are not obliged to give any full or
exact definition of what they mean by persons, or by distinct per-
sonality, as predicated of the divine nature, when they merely lay
down the general position, that in the unity of the Godhead there
are three persons, yet that they are bound to attempt something
more precise or specific in defining or describing personality, when
they lay down the position that the Holy Ghost is a person, since
the idea of personality is in this position more distinctly held up,
as the precise point to be established. Now it is true, that the
proof that the Holy Ghost is a person, is a fundamental point in
the proof of the doctrine of the Trinity. It is scarcely disputed
that the Holy Ghost is God, is divine ; the main controversy turns
upon the question of His personality, which is usually denied by
anti-Trinitarians. But the personality of the Spirit can be proved

satisfactorily by appropriate evidence, without our being under

the necessity of giving any exact definition of what personality
means, as applied to the divine nature. It is to be observed, that
the discussion about the personality of the Spirit necessarily in-
volves the maintenance of one or other of two alternatives, which
really exhaust the subject. The Holy Spirit either is a mere
attribute or power of God, or is a distinct person from the Father
and the Son. Now, we can form a pretty definite conception of
the general import of these two opposite or alternative proposf'
tions, without needing or being able to define precisely and pos-
tively wherein the idea of distinct personality, as applied .to* the
divine nature, differs from the same idea as applied to the human
nature,—so far, at least, as to be able intelligently to estimate the
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bearing and the weight of the evidence adduced for, and against,
them respectively. Upon this state of the question, without any
exact or adequate idea of personality, we are able to adduce satis-
factory evidence from Scripture, that the Holy Ghost is not a mere
power or attribute of God, or to disprove one of the alternative
positions. And this of itself is warrant enough for maintaining
the truth of the other, which is the only alternative, especially as
it holds generally of a large portion of our knowledge of God,
that we approximate to an accurate statement of what we know
of Him chiefly by negatives ; while, at the same time, the scrip-
tural evidence, which proves that the Spirit is not a mere power
or attribute, manifestly brings Him before our minds, viewed in
His relations to the Father and the Son, in an aspect analogous
in some respects to the idea we entertain of the relation subsist-
ing between distinct persons among men; and this warrants the
application of the idea,—of course with the necessary modifica-
tion,—and also of the phraseology of distinct personality.

Sec. VIL.—Evidence for the Divinity of Christ.

I have endeavoured, in what has been said upon the subject
of the Trinity, to guard against the tendency to indulge in un-
warranted definitions, explanations, and theories upon this topic,
—a tendency which too many of the defenders of the truth have
exhibited,—by pointing out not only its inexpediency and danger,
so far as mere controversial objects are concerned, but its unwar-
rantableness and impropriety, on higher grounds, as a matter of
duty. I have attempted to mark out precisely the extent to which
the supporters of the doctrine of the Trinity are called upon, in
strict reasoning, to go, in the discussion of abstract points con-
nected with this matter ; and have, I think, rigidly confined my
own observations upon it within the limits thus defined. But still
I .have some apprehension that, since I am not to enter into a de-
tailed examination of the scriptural evidence in support of the
d.octrine, the prominence which has been given to abstract discus-
sions regarding it, may convey an -erroneous impression of the
comparative importance of the different departments of inquiry
that constitute a full investigation of the subject, and may lead
8ome to overlook the paramount, the supreme importance of mak-
Ing themselves acquainted with the scriptural evidence of the
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different positions, which may be said to constitute the doctrine,
as it is generally received amongst us. On this account, 1 wish
again to advert to the considerations, that this doctrine is one of
pure revelation ; that we know, and can know, nothing about the
distinction in the divine nature which it asserts, except what is
taught us in the sacred Scriptures; and that the first step that
ought to be taken in a full investigation of the subject, should be
to collect the scriptural statements which bear upon it,—to exa-
mine carefully their meaning and import,—and then to embody
the substance of the differerit positions thus ascertained, as consti-
tuting the doctrine which we believe and maintain upon the sub-
ject. The doctrine which we believe and maintain should be
reached or got at in this way; and the materials by which we
defend it should be all derived from this source. 'We should hold
nothing upon the subject which is not taught in Scripture ; and
we should be so familiar with the scriptural grounds of all that
we profess to believe regarding it, as to be able to defend, from
the word of God, the whole of what we believe, against all who
may assail it. I have already made some general observations
upon the Socinian method of interpreting Scripture, and given a
warning against some of the general plausibilities by which they
usually endeavour to defend their system against the force of
scriptural arguments, and to obscure or diminish the strength of
the support which Scripture gives to the scheme of doctrine that
has been generally maintained in the Christian church; and on
the subject of the Scripture evidence, I can now only make a
few observations of a similar kind, bearing more immediately
upon the doctrine of the Trinity, and directed, not to the object
of stating, illustrating, and enforcing the evidence itself, but
merely suggesting some considerations that may be useful in the
study of it.

The great fundamental position which we assert and undertake
to prove from Scripture is this,—that true and proper divinity is
ascribed to, that the divine nature is possessed by, three,—the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. This is the basis or founda-
tion, or rather, it is the sum and substance, of the doctrine of the
Trinity ; and everything, of course, depends upon the establishment
of this position. The deity of the Father is not a matter of con-
troversy; it is universally admitted. The question, so far as the
Holy Spirit is concerned, turns, as I have already explained, more
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upon His personality than upon His divinity; for that the Spirit
is God, in the highest sense, or is truly divine, is scarcely dis-

ated. For these and other reasons, the main field of controver-
gial discussion on this whole subject of the Trinity, has been the
true and proper divinity of the Son,—that is, of Jesus Christ the
Saviour of sinners. Of course, all the general objections usually
adduced against the doctrine of the Trinity, apply in all their
force to the ascription of proper Godhead, or of the divine nature,
to any person but the Father; so that, when the divinity of the
Son is proved, all further controversy about the divinity and
personality of the Holy Spirit, so0 far as these general topics are
concerned, is practically at an end. When a plurality of divine

rsons has been established, all the leading general points on
which anti-Trinitarians insist are virtually negatived, and excluded
from the field. If it be proved that there s more than one per-
son in the Godhead, there can be no general reason why there
should not be a third; and it is on this account that the investi-
gation of the proper scriptural evidence in regard to the divinity
and personality of the Holy Spirit has been usually somewhat
less disturbed by extraneous and collateral considerations, by
allegations of the impossibility of the doctrine contended for
b.eing true, and by violent efforts at perversion which these allega~
tions were thought to justify, than the investigation into the
scriptural evidence for the divinity of the Son.

But while the divinity of Jesus Christ has thus become, per-
haps, the principal battle-field on this whole question, and while,
therefore, the evidence bearing upon it ought to be examined with
peculiar care, it is right to remark that Trinitarians profess to find
e\!i.dence in Scripture bearing directly upon the doctrine of the
Trinity in general,—that is, bearing generally upon a plurality,
and, more particularly, upon a trinity of persons in the Godhead,
mdependently of the specific evidence for the divinity of Jesus
Christ, and the divinity and personality of the Holy Spirit.
Indegd, it is common in writers who enter fully into the discussion
of. th}s subject, to divide the scriptural evidence in support of the
doctrine of the Trinity into two heads: first, that derived from
Passages which appear to intimate a plurality of persons in the
sGodhead, and fr?m those which seem to speak of the three per-
ons together, or in conjunction ; and, secondly, that derived from
Passages which are alleged to assert or imply the divinity of Christ,
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and the divinity and personality of the Holy Spirit,—the second
of these heads comprising much the larger amount of scriptural
materials. The principal thing in the Bible which has been re-
garded by many as intimating a plurality of persons in the God-
head in general, without conveying to us any further or more
definite information upon the subject, is the frequent use in the
Old Testament of the plural appellation, as it is called, Elohim,
or Aleim, the ordinary name of God, used in the plural form,
and joined with nouns and verbs in the singular. Some Trini-
tarians have disclaimed any assistance from this branch of evi-
dence, explaining the peculiarity by what they call the plural of
majesty or excellence; while others, and among the rest Dr John
Pye Smith,—who commonly leans to the extreme of caution, and
is very careful to put no more weight upon a proof than it is
clearly and certainly able to bear,—have, with apparently better
reason, been of opinion that this singular construction has some
real weight in the proof of the doctrine of the Trinity; or, as
Dr Smith says, that “this peculiarity of idiom originated in s
design to intimgte a plurality in the nature of the One God ; and
that thus, in connection with other circumstances calculated to
suggest the same conception, it was intended to excite and pre-
pare the minds of men for the more full declaration of this un-
searchable mystery, which should in proper time be granted.” *
The chief proofs which are usually adduced in support of three
distinct persons, or in which the three persons of the Grodhead
appear to be spoken of together, or in conjunction, and yet are
distinguished from each other, are the formula of baptism and
the apostolic benediction, as they are commonly called (for most
Trinitarians now admit that there is a decided preponderance of
critical evidence against the genuineness of 1 John v. 7, usually
spoken of as the three heavenly witnesses). And here, too, there
has been some difference of opinion among Trinitarians as to the
weight of the evidence furnished by the passages referred to,—
some thinking that these passages by themselves do not furnish
what can be properly called a proof, a distinct and independent
proof, of the doctrine, but only a presumption ; and that, after it
has been proved by a clearer and more conclusive evidence thet

+ Scripture Testimony, vol. i., pp. 483, 484; Hopkins' Primitive Creod
Examined and Explaimed, pp. 321-337.
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the Son is God, and that the Holy Spirit is possessed of divinity
and personality, these passages may be regarded as corroborating
the conclusion, and confirming the general mass of evidence;
while others are of opinion,—and, I think, upon sufﬁciem’:
grounds,—that. the language employed upon these occasions,—the
manner and circumstances in which the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit are there conjoined,—are plainly ﬁtted, and
should therefore be held as having been intended, to convey’ to us
tl-le 'idea that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are three
d!stu.lct persons, and that they are possessed of equal power and
dignity, or, in other words, that they equally possess the same
divine nature.

'S.till,. the difference of opinion that has been exhibited b
Trmltam}ns as to the validity and sufficiency of these proofs o);
the doctrine of the Trinity in general, has concurred with other
causes formerly mentioned, in bringing about the result that the
controversy has usually turned mainly upon the passages of Scrip-
ture clas§ed under the second head, as those which are regardgd
as establishing the true and proper divinity of Jesus Christ and
of the Holy Spirit, and especially of Jesus Christ. All the sup-
porters of the doctrine of the Trinity of course profess, and
undertake to prove from Scripture, that Jesus Christ is trul; and
g?operly dlv.ine,——that He is God, not in any secondary or subor-

inate, but in the proper and highest, sense; and is thus, equall
with the Father, a possessor of the one divine nature or su,bstance}j
alnd .thf‘zy have agreed harmoniously, in the main, in selecting,
classifying, and applying the varied and abundant scripturai

. evidence by which this great truth is established. They have

::c(sln in tl.le habit of classifying the evidence under jfour heads,
];l.lere is probably no better mode of classifying it.

ot 1rs1t., dThe pro.of from Scripture that divine names and titles
- heé’Pale to Christ ; and under this head the points to be estab-
bt :}31 .tillese two : ﬁ{'st, that names and titles are ascribed to
and, sor lsl are exclusively appropnated to the one true God ;
N 1; . ondly, t'haf names and t.ltles are applied to Christ which,
l“)[miimnot‘. exc.luswely appropru}ted to the one true God, and
senae a:s applied to creatures in a secondary and subordinate
. ma;] ne: yet apPhed_to Christ in sz.wk circumstances, in such
evidones and with .such accompanying adjuncts, as to furnish
ce that the Scriptures were fitted, and, of course, intended,
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to impress upon us the conviction that they apply to Christ in a
sense in which they do not, and cannot, apply to any creature,—
in the same sense in which they are applied to the Father.

Secondly, The proof that divine qualities and attributes, such
as omnipotence and omniscience, are ascribed to Christ ; attributes
which manifestly cannot belong to any finite or created being,
and must be exclusively appropriated to the divine nature,—to
the one true God.

Thirdly, The proof that acts, or works, are ascribed to Christ,
which are not competent to any finite or created being ; and which
require or imply the possession and exercise of divine perfections
and prerogatives,——such as the creation and government of the
world, and the determining the everlasting destinies of men.

Fourthly, The proof that Christ is entitled to divine worship
and homage, to the adoration and the confidence, the submission
and the obedience, which creatures ought to give to their Creator,
and to none else, and which are claimed in Scripture as due
exclusively to the one true God.

Any one of these departments of proof, when really established

by a careful investigation of the precise meaning and import of
particular statements, would be sufficient to settle the question of
the true and proper divinity of Christ ; but when each and all of
these positions can be established, as has been often proved, by
various and abundant scriptural evidence,—formal and incidental,
palpable and recondite,—by many passages of all different degrees
of clearness and explicitness,—by many proofs, corroborated by
innumerable presumptions, there is presented a mass of evidence,
which, it is not to be wondered at, has satisfied the great body of
those who, in any age, have investigated the subject, and have
assumed the name of Jesus,—that He whom they call their Lord
and Master is indeed God over all, blessed for evermore.

Of course, the establishment of each of these four leading
positions concerning Christ, depends wholly upon the particular
scriptural evidence adduced in support of it,—upon the result ©
a careful examination of the precise meaning and import of parti-
cular statements contained in Scripture,—upon the proof that ¢3?
be adduced that there are statements contained in Scripture whichy
when investigated in the fair and honest application of all the
principles and rules of sound interpretation, bring out, 33 the
general result, that if the Scriptures were fitted and designed ¥
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be our rule of faith, it was then wished, intended, and expected
that we should believe all this concerning Jesus Cixrist. P ’
All the various scriptural statements which have been adduced
in support of these positions concerning Christ, have been made
the sub.je.cts of controversial discussion. It has been contended
by Socinians, that there is nothing in Scripture which, rightl
intel.'preted, furnishes sufficient or satisfactory evidence th’at .% esu);
Christ had any existence until He was born in Bethlehem,—that
He had any other nature than the human,—that He was an,ythin
more than a mere man; and it has been contended by Arianf
that while Christ existed in a higher nature than the humar:
before the creation of the world, He still belonged to the class of
creatures,—that He is called God only in a secondary or subordi-
nate sense,—and is not possessed of true and proper divinity,—is
not a possessor of the one divine nature; and both these pa’rties
have exerted themselves to clear away the scriptural evidence
z.idduced in support of Christ'’s proper divinity. The Arians
indeed, join with the Trinitarians in proving, against the Socinians’
that there are scriptural statements which clearly and certainl ;
prove that Jesus Christ existed before the creation of the worlriy
and was possessed of a nature higher and more exalted than thé
hun.nan. And, in giving a detailed and digested exposition of the
Scrlpt.ure evidence concerning Christ, it is perhaps best and most
expedlent. to begin with establishing those positions which Arians
concur v»:lth us in holding in opposition to the Socinians, by prov-
ing Chr}st’s pre-existence and superhuman dignity ; :md 'It)hen
:gttl‘x:fonlng the Arians, to proceed to the proof that He had ;
adduc&;nnot ((>1nly super!mman, bui.: truly and properly divine, by
o reg az. ex%qundmg the evidence of the four leading posi-
of Hi t§ar mg im for.m.er.ly stated. But, of course, the proof
i b ute :;;1 hpropt?r divinity s.huts out at once not only Socini-
implie,s tllll a }; e various gradations o.f Arianism, as it necessarily
st at He was, as our Co.nfessmn of Faith says, “of one
e featur; spo;vegl, and eternity .w1th .the Father.” And the gene-
for the divin(;t ? I(r;el:]tl.xod of dlsPosmg of the Scripture evidence
substantially d};eo samenis:, :;)l which a{}o:le we can here advert, are
. Trere ) e case of all the different classes of
I need not add anything to the general observations formerly

made, about the Socinian practice, usually followed also by the

YOL. 11.
P
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Arians, of mixing up the general objections to the doctrine upon
abstract grounds, with the investigation of the proper meaning of
scriptural statements,—of insisting that the doctrine, if true, would
have been more frequently mentioned, and more clearly asserted,
—and of demanding that we shall prove, in regard to the scriptural
passages we adduce, not only that they may, but that they must,
bear the meaning we assign to them, and cannot possibly admit of
any other. All these different features of the method they em-
ploy, which they lay down beforehand as general principles, are
directed to one single object,—namely, to diminish a little the
amount of torture which it may be necessary to apply to particular
scriptural statements, with the view of showing that they do not
furnish any satisfactory evidence for Christ’s divinity. It is evi-
dent that, if these general principles were conceded to them in all
the latitude of construction which they commonly put upon them,
a smaller amount of perverting power would be necessary to make
out a plausible case in support of the positions they maintain.
They are pretty distinctly conscious that it is necessary for them
to subject scriptural statements to a considerable amount of pres-
sure, in order to distort and pervert them to such an extent, as
that they shall appear to give no very certain sound in support of
Christ’s divinity ; and as they are aware that this is rather apt
to disgust honest men, they are naturally solicitous to do with
as little of it as they can. It was evidently with this view that
they devised those principles of interpretation to which we have
referred ; for if these be well founded, a smaller amount of dis-
tortion and perversion will be necessary for accomplishing their
object. It is enough to remember, upon the other side, that all
that we are called upon to do in order to establish the doctrine
of Christ's divinity, is just to show that Scripture, fairly and
honestly explained, according to the recognised principles and rules
of sound interpretation, does teach, and was intended to teach, it.
The opponents of Christ’s divinity, after having attempted by
these general considerations to make provision for effecting their
object with the minimum of perversion, proceed to the work of
showing, minutely and in detail, that the scriptural statements we
adduce do not teach, or at least do not necessarily teach, the doc-
trine of Christ's divinity. They are not unfrequently somewhat
gkilled in the technicalities and minutiz of biblical criticism ; and
some of them have manifested very considerable ingenuity ip
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applying all these to the object they have in view, which may be
said to be, in general, to involve the meaning of scriptural state-
ments in obscurity,—to show that no certain meaning can be
brought out of them,—and, more particularly, that it is not by any
means clean: or certain that they bear the meaning which Trini-
tarians assign to them. I cannot enter into any detail of the
various methods they have employed for this purpose. I may
merely mention a specimen.

One very common course they adopt is, to break down a
statement into its separate words, phrases, and clauses, and then
to try to get up some evidence that the particular words, phrases
or clauses, or some of them, have been employed in some othe;
passages of Scripture in a somewhat different sense from that
in which Trinitarians understand them in the passage under con-
sideration; and then they usually reckon this,—aided, of course
bﬁf an insinuation of the impossibility or incredibility of the doc:
trine of their opponents,—as sufficient ground for maintaining
that there is nothing in the passage to support it; while, in such
cases, Trinitarians have undertaken to prove, and have proved
either that the words, phrases, or clauses are never used in Scrip:
ture in the sense which Socinians and Arians would ascribe to
them ; or that, even though this sense might be, in certain circum-
stances, admissible, yet that it is precluded, in the passage under
consideration, by a fair application to it of the acknowledged rules
of grammar, philology, and exegesis; and that these rules, fairly
applied to the whole passage, viewed in connection with t},xe con-
text, establish that the Trinitarian interpretation brings out its
true mee.ming and import. The great leading impress?on which
tl}e. S.ocmian mode of dealing with the Scripture evidence for the
divinity of Christ, is fitted to produce in the minds of those who
may be somewhat influenced by it, and may thus have become dis-
post to regard it with favour, is this,—that most of the passages
Vé}}lllc.h ,they may have been accustomed to regard as evidences of
N ;;stn se 3:;?,;?5 have'tllisen so dealt with sing]y and separately as
otk ralizec. or wi : ra:;‘n, to bfa thrown.mto the .backg.round,
2 Setns . e way; S0 at, while there is much in Scripture,
ik o %ti‘xs_ admit, wh.xch vt'ould no doubt concur and harmonize
that ¢ :re rxmt?rlan. view, if that view ‘were once established, yet
and p‘;)Sitiveare ew, 1f. any, passages which seem to afford a clear

poof of it, and that thus the foundation is taken
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away, and the whole superstructure of course must fall to the
ground. This is the impression which is sometimes apt to be
produced when we read a plausible Socinian commentary upon
the scriptural statements adduced in support of Christ’s divinity,
and find that every one of them has been tampered with, with
more or less plausibility, and that a great variety of considerations
have been suggested, wearing a critical aspect, and all tending to
render the Trinitarian interpretation of them uncertain or pre-
carious. Now, the considerations that ought to be applied to
counteract this impression, are chiefly these two:—
First, There are some passages of Scripture under each of the
four leading divisions of the proof which cannot be explained
away without a manifest violation of the recognised principles of
interpretation ; and these constitute a firm and stable foundation,
on which the whole mass of cumulative and corroborating evidence
may securely rest. Trinitarians, of course, do not maintain that
all the Scripture passages usually adduced in support of Christ's
divinity are equally clear and explicit,—are equally unassailable
by objections and presumptions; and they do not deny that there
are some which, taken by themselves and apart from the rest,
raight admit of being explained away, or understood in a different
sense. All the defenders of the doctrine of the Trinity do not
attach the same weight to all the different passages commonly
adduced as proofs of it; and some discrimination and knowledge
of the subject are necessary in fixing, amid the huge mass of
evidence, upon the true dicta probantia, the real proof passages,—
those which, after all the arts and appliances of Socinian criticism
have been brought to bear upon them, can be really shown to
have successfully resisted all their attempts, and to stand, after
the most searching application of the principles of sound interpre-
tation, as impregnable bulwarks of Christ’s divinity,—as manifestly
intended to teach us that He is indeed the true God, the mighty
God, Jehovah of hosts. There is a considerable number of suck
passages both in the Old and the New Testaments. They must
necessarily constitute the main strength of the case; and no man
can consider himself thoroughly versant in this sabject, untily
after having surveyed the whole evidence commonly adduced in
the discussion, he has made up his own mind, as the result of
careful study and meditation, as to what the passages are which
of themselves afford clear and conclusive proof of Christ's divinity,
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as dist.inguished from those which are rather corroborative than
pr?ba.twe; and has made himself familiar with those exegetical
prmcx.ples and materials, by the application of which the true
meaning of these passages may be brought out and established
and all the common Socinian glosses and attempts at pervertin :
or neutralizing them may be exposed. S
Secondly, the full and complete evidence for Christ’s divinit
is bro.ught out only by a survey of the whole of the scripturaﬁ
materials which bear upon this subject. Socinians are in the
habit of assailing each text singly and separately, and labour to
convey the impression that they have succeeded corclusively in
disposing of all the proofs one by one ; while they usually strig; to
!<eep ix} the background, and to conceal from view, the evidence in
its entireness and completeness. It is, of course, quite right and
necessary that every Scripture text adduced should be s::bjected
toa ?areful and deliberate examination, and that its real meanin
and import should be correctly ascertained. It is also necessar, >
as we l}ave explained under the last head, that we should be rZ:
pared, in maintaining our doctrine, with particular texts thi)ch
taken singly and of themselves, afford conclusive proofs’ of thé
tru.th. But it is not right that the entire discussion should be re-
stricted to the examination of particular texts, without this bein
accompanied and followed by a general survey of the whole evig-
dence, taken complexly and in the mass. When the Socinians
have oply a single text to deal with, they can usually get u
something more or less plausible to involve its meaning in obscuritp
or uncex:tainty ; but when their denial of Christ’s divinity 1}s,
bro.ught into contact with the full blaze of the whole word of God
as it })ears upon this subject, it then appears in all its gross de:
fom.uty and palpable falsehood. There is, perhaps, no more con-
cl-u§ufe and satisfactory way of bringing out and establishing the
dwml.ty of Christ, than just to collect together, and to read over in
con.xbmation, a considerable number of the passages of Scripture
which speak of Him, and then to call on men to submit their
understa}ndings, honestly and unreservedly, to the fair impression
of the views of Christ which are thus brought before them, and to
l?ut to themselves the simple question,—ISs it possible that tl:e Bible
::l:ll;i really have been fitted and designed to be our rule of faith,
inten((els:d s::ti::;tils abao;; t(())hzi:; tta.lfen in combiflation, were m?t
) rain us to believe, that He is
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the one true and supreme God, possessed of the divine nature, and
of all divine perfections? A winute and careful examination of
the precise import and Learing of seriptural statements, will bring
out a great deal of evidence in support of Christ’s divinity that is
not very obvious at first sight,—will show that this great doctrine
is interwoven with the whole textare of revelation, and that the
more direct and palpable proof is corroborated by evidence, pos-
sessed, indeed, of different degrees of strength in the different
portions of which it is composed, but all combining to place this
great doctrine upon an immoveable foundation ; but there is
nothing better fitted to assure the mind, to impress the under-
standing and the heart, to satisfy us that we are not following a
cunningly—devised fable, when we rely upon Ilim as an almighty
Saviour, and confide in the infinity of His pexfections, than just to
peruse the plain statements of God’s word regarding Him, and to
submit our minds honestly and unreservedly to the impressions
which they are manifestly fitted and intended to produce. We
should take care, then, while giving a due measure of time and
attention to the exact and critical investigation of the precise
meaning of particular texts, to contemplate also the evidence of
Christ’s divinity in its fulness and completeness, that we may see
the more clearly, and fecl the more deeply, the whole of what God
has revealed to us concerning His Son.

There is one other general observation which I wish to make
in regard to the study of this subject. It will be found occasion-
ally, in perusing works written in vindication of Christ’s divinity,
that some texts which are founded on by one author as proofs of
the doctrine, are regarded by another as affording only a presump-
tion of its truth, and perhaps by a third as having no bearing upon
the question ; and this fact suggests the consideration, that there
are two different and opposite tendencies upon this subject, both
of which ought to be guarded against. The one is, that of perti-
nacity in adhering to everything that has ever been adduced as 2
proof or argument, though it may not be able to stand a searching
critical investigation; and the other is, that of undue facility in
giving up, as inconclusive or irrelevant, arguments that really are
possessed of some weight and relevancy. Both of these tendencies

have been manifested by the defenders of the truth, and both of
them operate injuriously. Some men seem to think that it is
nothing less than treachery to the doctrine itself, to doubt the
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validity o.f any arguments that have ever at any time been brough
forward in support of it; while others, again, seem to thinkl:c% :
they manifest a more than ordinary skill in biblical criticism ad
a larger.mensure of candour and liberality, in abandonin o
posts which Trinitarians have commonly defended. Of cog e mo
general rule can be laid down for the regulation of this szis'e o
for the only rule applicable to the matter is, that eve i
b.ou.nd, by the most solemn obligations, to use’ the utmgt impar.
Plallty, care, and diligenee, to ascertain the true and correctlmpar-
ing and import of everything contained in the word of Go«in ealll-
is enough to point out these tendencies and dangers, and e;xlx i
men to guard 'carefully against being misled or perver’ted b eit}?r
of them; while they should judge charitably of those wl}lyo mer
seem not to have escaped wholly uninjured by them, provided thay
have given no sufficient reason to doubt (for, in s,ome instan e?’
the second of these tendencies has been carrie,d so far as to affces(i
reasonabl.e ground for suspicion on this point) that they are 1 W
and co.rdxal friends of the great doctrine itself. Thex)'; is erlxoneS}:
of scriptural evidence for the doctrine of the supreme diviui(tmgf
our blessed Saviour,—evidence that has ever stood, and will T
stand, the most searching critical investigation,—t:) satisfy al(;vii:
:;llgp:tx;tizlt': 11;:}1.at; thel:e .is no temptation whatever to deviate from
reriptaral sSt 1tmpart1ahty in the investigation of the meaning of
o :herrfe?:lsi,—no reason why they should pertinaciously
oene e validity .of every atom of proof that has ever been
uced in support of it, or hesitate about abandoning an
ment that cannot be shown to stand the test of a seartc,hinz :rg;l'-
(',atu'-)l:ll of all t!le sound principles both of criticism and exe:esil;%) -
ing ¢ olei ;l(())(;tril:e of. th(} divinity of Christ 'is a peculiarly i?lterest-
e sug‘ect . d‘ve:s igation, both from. the intrinsic importance of
e ot 3 ,t ;11 1t(s] intimate connection with the whole scheme of
rovenec l‘l; 1, ;n from the way and ‘manner in which the in-
) Pe;,ha I()):n (;a;oc::inl;ea(;d,s of. course, must be, co‘nducted. There
e iaps ne docts ] cripture w%uch has calied forth a larger
oo diser u).r;,——t 1e whole.ewdence about which has been
Veoront ug (; y sifted ] there is none which has been more
gomons grm }ll t};ersevermgly attacked,—none which has been
Viegam p]an y defe.nded and more conclusively established.
simply as a subject of theological discussion, apart fron
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its practical importance, this doctrine perhaps presents fully as
much to interest and attract as any other that has been made a
subject of controversy.

The evidence bearing upon it extends nearly over the whole
Bible,—the Old Testament as well as the New ; for a great deal
of evidence has been produced from the Old Testament that the
Messiah promised to the fathers was a possessor of the divine
nature, of divine perfections and prerogatives, and fully entitled
to have applied to Him the incommunicable name of Jehovah.
A great deal of learning and ability have been brought to bear
upon the discussion of this question, both in establishing the
truth, and in labouring to undermine and overthrow it. All the
resources of minute criticism have been applied to the subject,
and to everything that seemed to bear upon it; materials of all
different kinds, and from all various sources, have been heaped
up in the investigation of it. The discussion thus presents a sort
of compendium of the whole science and art of biblical criticism,
in the widest sense of the word,—the settling of the true text, in
some important passages, by an examination of various readings,
—the philological investigation of the true meaning of a con-
siderable number of important words,—the application of gram-
matical and excgetical principles and rules to a great number of
phrases, clauses, and sentences. All this is comprehended in a
full discussion of the subject of our Lord’s proper divinity. And
there is, perhaps, no one doctrine to the disproof or overthrow of
which materials of these different kinds, and from these various
sources, have been more skilfully and perseveringly applied,—
none in regard to which, by a better, and sounder, and more effec-
tive application of the same materials, a more certain and decisive
victory has been gained for the cause of truth. Every point has
been contested, and contested with some skill and vigour ; but

this has only made the ostablishment of the truth, in the ultimate
result, the more palpable and the more undoubted.

For these reasons I have always been inclined to think, in
opposition to some views put forth by Dr Chalmers,* that it is
very desirable that a pretty full investigation of the subject of the
Trinity and the divinity of Chirist should come in at an early period
in the study of the system of Christian theology. The study of

* Preface to his Collected Works, vol. i, pp. iv., etc. (Edrs.)
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this subject !eads to the consideration and application of man
jmportant principles, both of a more general and comprehensivg
and .of a more minute and special kind, intimately connected wit}:
the investigation of divine truth, and the critical interpretation of
the sacred Scriptures, and is thus fitted to teach important lessons
that bear upon the whole field of theological discussion. To the
hun}ble and honest reader of God’s word, the divinity of the
Saviour seems to be very plainly and fully taught there; and
vs:hen men are first brought into contact with Socinian p;rver-
s:o.n.s, they are apt, if they have not previously studied the subject
cnt'lcally, to be startled with the plausibility attaching to somelz of
their attempts to involve the evidences of the doctrine, or at least
the precise meaning of some particular passages of S,cripture in
doubt al‘ld uncertainty. On this account, it is all the more sa,tis-
factory in itself, and all the better fitted to suggest useful lessons
of general.application, to find, as the result of a more thorough
and searching investigation, and of the most stringent applicati%n
of the re.cognised rules of critical inquiry, that ou?‘ first and most
natural impressions of the meaning and import of scriptural
statements are fully confirmed and conclusively establis}f:ad—
that the criticism, the learning, and the ingenuity of oppone,nts
are met and overborne, on the part of the advocates of the truth
by all these qualities in a much superior degree,—and thus to bé
brought deliberately and rationally to the conc,lusion that what
has been in all ages the faith of the humbly devout. ,though not
learnt?d and critical, readers of God’s word, is in(ieed its true
:r;leag!ng, and can be satisfactorily established in all its parts by
criic;sg::ast learning, and the most accomplished and searching
" Qne l.eadi'ng considerati.on that ought to be kept in view in
the investigation of the scriptural evidence bearing on this sub-
Ject is thl.s,—that the object to be aimed at is to find out, from an
:);f:limim:tu:ln of the whole. word of God, what it is that H’e wished
manif:szn ed us to believe regarding it. The Scriptures are
e y noti constructed upon .the principle of giving us, in
ot t,hgeenera s(tiate?ments, or in single passages, the substance of
T e g' .?rel emgn:ed to .teac.h us upon any particular topic.
tha oo nifestly G?d s design, in the construction of His word,
, in using it for the purpose which it was intended t
serVe h . "y 0
, should be called upon to exercise diligence and research in
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collecting and combining the scattered rays of light, possessed of
different degrees of intensity, that bear upon any particular point,
and in estimating from the combination of the whole the real
character, complexion, and position of the object presented. This
consideration is fitted to impress upon our minds the unreason-
ableness and unfairness of sclecting a few particular statements,—
laying them down as a basis or foundation,—and then setting our-
selves to pervert or explain away all other statements which, at
first view, it may not sccm very casy to reconcile with those we
may have thought proper to solect as our favourites, in place of
investigating «ll fairly and impartially,—ascertaining the com-
bined result of all that the Bible has stated or indicated upon the
subject,—and then dealing with this result in one or other of the
only two ways which can be regarded as in any sense rational in
such a case, namely, cither submitting imp\icitly to the doctrine
as revealed by God, or else rejecting wholly the revelation which
contains it.

In accordance with this view, it is proper to give prominence
to this general consideration, which ought ever to be remembered
and app]ied,—-namcly, that Socinian and Arian doctrines, in regard
to the Trinity and the person of Christ, are founded only upon
a partial selection of scriptural statements, to the neglect and
disregard, or rather, what is much worse, to the perversion and
distortion, of many others; while the orthodox doctrine exhibits
accurately and fully the combined result of all, giving to every
class of scriptural statements its true and fair meaning and its
right place; and by this very quality or circumstance is proved
to be the true key for interpreting Scripture, and solving all the
difficulties that may occur in the investigation of its various state-
ments. That Jesus Christ is a man, a true and real man,—that
e had a true body, and a reasonable or rational soul,—is a doc-
trine clearly taught in Seripture, because it is manifestly implied
in, and absolutely indispensable to, a fair and honcst interpreta-
tion of many of its statements; and it is accordingly held by all
who call themsclves Christians, by Trinitarians as well as by
Socinians and Arians. DBut there are also passages whicl, when
fairly interpreted, afford satisfactory evidence that Jesus Christ
existed, and was in heaven, before 1Ie was born at Bethlehem,

and before the creation of the world; and that in this state of

pre-existence e possessed a superhuman nature,—a nature
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higher and more exalted than that in which He presented Him-
self to men while upon earth. Now, all such statements the
Socinians refuse to take into account, in forming their conceptions
or in settling their general doctrines about Christ; and they;
labour to vindicate their conduct in doing so, by exerting their
utmost ingenuity in distorting and perverting their meaning, in
order to make out some plausible grounds for alleging that they
convey no such ideas as have been commonly deduced from them
and as they seem very evidently fitted to convey. ’
The Arians agree with us in holding, in opposition to the So-
cinians, that those passages do prove the pre-existence and super-
human dignity of Christ; and accordingly they admit these addi-
tional ideas ;—additional, I mean, to that of His mere humanity,—
into their doctrine concerning Him. But here they stop ; and t’his
is stopping short,—far short,—of the whole of what Scripture
teaches us regarding Him, for it still leaves Him in the class of
creatures. And we assert, and undertake to prove, that, in addition
to th.ose passages which prove His pre-existence and superhuman
dignity,—and which, perhaps, taken by themselves, prove nothing
n.lore,—there are many passages which cannot be fairly and impa:
tui\lly investigated according to the strictest principles of criticism
without constraining men to believe that they were intended tc;
represent to us Christ as possessed of true and proper divinity,—
a possessor of the one divine nature, with all divine perfections and
pre.rogatives. Of course, upon this ground, we insist that the
Arla:m. account of Christ, though fuller and more accurate than the
§ocm1an, is yet fundamentally defective ; and we maintain that
in order to express and embody the substance of all that Scripturé
teaches us concerning Him, we must hold that He existed not
merely before the creation of the world, but from eternity,—not
Oflly in the possession of a superhuwman, but of the one properly
que nature. This doctrine, and this alone, comes up to the
fu-ll import of what is taught or indicated in Scripture concerning
Him. When any part of it is left out or denied, then there ar:
some scriptural statements—more or less few, of course, according
to the ef(tent of the omission or negation,—to which torture must
be applied, in order to show that they do not express the ideas
which they seem plainly fitted and intended to convey; whereas
when this great doctrine is admitted in all its extent, the whol(:,
demands of Scripture are satisfied,—no distortion or perversion
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is required,—and there is the full satisfaction of having investi-
gated fairly and honestly everything that God has said to us upon
the subject, and of having implicitly submitted our understand-
ings to His authority. What a mass of confusion and incon-
sistency the Bible presents,—how thoroughly unfitted is it to be
the standard or directory of our faith,—if it be indeed truc that
Christ was a mere man, and that the Bible was intended to teach
us this; whereas, if we admit and apply the orthodox doctrine
that He was God and man in one person, then order and consist-
ency at once appear,—diﬂiculties are solved, otherwise insoluble,
—apparent contradictions are removed,—and the whole body of
the scriptural statements concerning Him are seen to be in entire
harmony with each other, and to concur, all without force or
straining, in forming one consistent and harmonious whole.

The same general consideration may be applied to other
points comprehended in the doctrine commonly reccived upon this
subject. Take, for instance, the personality of the 1loly Spirit.
It cannot be disputed that there are passages of Scripture which
speak of the Spirit of God, and which contain, taken by them-
selves, no sufficient evidence of distinct personality. But if men
rest here, and upon this ground deny that the Spirit is a dis-
tinct person in the Godhead, then they are refusing to take into
account, and to receive in their fair and legitimate import, other
passages in which the idea of distinct personality is clearly indi-
cated, and which cannot, without great and unwarrantable strain-
ing, be interpreted so as to exclude or omit it. The same prin-
ciple applies to the denial of Christ’s eternal Sonship by those
who admit His true and proper divinity. By admitting His true
and proper divinity, they interpret rightly a large number of the
scriptural statements regarding Him, which Socinians and Arians
distort and pervert; and they receive what must be admitted to
be most essential and fundamental trath in the scriptural views
of Christ. But still, as we believe, they come short of what
Scripture teaches concerning Him, by refusing to admit that,
cven as God, He is the Son of the Father,—that there existed
from eternity a relation between the first and second persons of
the Godhead, analogous, in some respects, to that subsisting be-
tween a father and a son among men ; and we are persuaded that
there are passages in Scripture to which a considerable amount
of straining must be applied in order to exclude this idea.
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The Scripture, however, was evidently constructed upon the
principle not only of requiring, and thereby testing, men’s dili-
gence and impartiality in collecting and examining, in taking into
account and applying, the whole of the materials which it fur-
nishes, for regulating our judgment upon any particular point ;
but likewise upon the principle of requiring, and thereby testing,
their real candour and love of truth, by providing only reasonable
and satisfactory, and not overwhelming, evidence of the doctrines
it was designed to teach. The peculiar doctrines of Christianity
are not set forth in Scripture in such a way as to constrain the
immediate assent of all who read its words, and are, in some sense,
capable of understanding them ; they are not there set forth in
such a way as at once to preclude all difference of opinion and all
cavilling, or to bid defiance to all attempts at distorting and per-
verting its statements. In short, startling as the position may at
first sight appear, there is not one of the peculiar doctrines of
the Christian system which is set forth in Scripture with such an
amount of explicitness, and with such overwhelming evidence, as
it was abstractly possible to have given to the statement and the
proof of it, or in such a way as to deprive men, who are averse to
the reception of its doctrines, of all plausible pretences for ex-
p}aining away and perverting its statements, even while admit-
ting their divine authority. No sane man ever doubted that the
Nxcene Creed and the Westminster Confession teach, and were
uft(.anded to teach, by those who framed them, the true and proper
divinity of the Son. But many men, to whom we cannot deny
the possession of mental sanity, while we cannot but regard them
as labouring under some ruinously perverting influences, have
denied that the Scripture teaches this doctrine ; they have argued
strenuously in support of this denial, and have been able to pro-
duce some considerations in favour of their views, which are not
altogether destitute of plausibility.

The explanation of this is, that Scripture was constructed
upon the principle of testing our candour and love of truth,
by leaving some opening for men who had little or no candour
or love of truth rejecting the doctrines it was designed to teach,
w;thoqt cither formally denying its authority, or openly re-
;l!:mncmg all clair.n to sense or rationality, by advocating views
bil.Support. of which nothing that was possessed even of plausi-

ity could be alleged. The doctrine of the divinity of the
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Son, in common with all the other peculiar doctrines of the
Christian system, is set forth in Scripture with a force of evi-
dence amply sufficient to satisfy every candid man,—cvery man
who really desires to know the truth, to know what God has
revealed regarding it,—with such cvidence as that the rejection
of it, of itself proves the existence and operation of a sinful
state of mind, of a hatred of truth, and imposes a fearful
responsibility ; but not with such evidence as at ence to sccure
and compel the assent of all who look at it, and to cut off the
possibility of the assignation of some plausible grounds for reject-
ing it when men are led, by their dislixe of the doctrine, and
what it implies, tc rcject it. God is fully warranted in requiring
us to believe whatever He has revealed, and accompanied with
sufficient evidence of its truth, and to punish us for refusing our
assent in these circumstances and it is in accordance with the
general principles of Iis moral administration, to test or try men
by giving them evidence of what Ile wishes and requires them to
Delieve, that is amply sufficient, without being necessarily over-
whelming,—that shall certainly satisfy all who examine it with
candour and a real desire to know the truth,—and that may leave
in ignorance and error those who do not bring these qualities to
the investigation.
The Socinians would demand for the proof of Christ’s divinity
a kind and amount of evidence that is altogether unreasonable.
We formerly had occasion, in considering the general principles
on which Socinians proceed in the interpretation of Scripture, to
expose the unreasonablencss of their demand, that we must show
that the scriptural statements which we produce in support of our
doctrines, not only may, but must, bear the meaning we ascribe to
them, and cannot possib]y admit of any other. We acknowledge,
indeed, that it is not enough for us to show that Scripture state-
ments may bear the meaning we attach to them ; and we contend
that there are statements about Christ of which it might be fairly
said that they must bear our sense, and cannot possibly—that iy
consistently with the principles of sound criticism and the dictates
of common sense—admit of any other. But we do not acknow-
ledge that the establishment of this second position is indispensab]c
to making out our case, for there is a medium between the tWo
extremes,—of proving merely, on the one hand, that certain state-
ments may possibly admit of the meaning we ascribe to them;
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and, on the other hand, proving that they cannot possibly admit
of any other meaning. This intermediate position is this,—that
upon a fair examination of the statements, and an impartial ap-
plication to them of the recognised principles and rules of inter-
pretation, we have sufficient materials for satisfying ourselves, and
for convincing others, that tis, and not anything different from
it, is their true meaning,—the meaning which it is right and pro-
per, if we would act uprightly and impartially, to ascribe to them.
This is enough. This should satisfy rcasonable and candic men.
This fully warrants us to maintain, as it affords us sufficient mate-
rials to prove, that this is the meaning which they were intended
to bear,—that these are the ideas which they were intended to
convey to us. It must of course be assumed, in all such investi-
gations, that the one object to be aimed at is to ascertain the true
meaning of Scripture,—the meaning which the words bear, and
were intended to bear. When this is once ascertained, we have
what we wre bound to regard as the doctrine which the author of
Scripture wished, intended, and expected us to adopt upon His
authority. It must further be assumed that the words were in-
tended to convey to us the meaning which they are fitted to con-
vey; so that the inquiry is virtually limited to this, What is the
n.leaning which these words, in themselves, and in their connec-
tion, are fitted to convey to us, when fairly and impartially investi-
gated by the recognised rules of philology, grammar, and criticism,
as they apply to this matter?

The results brought out in this way we are bound to receive as
exhibiting the true, real, and intended meaning of Scripture, and
to deal with them accordingly. Cases may occur in which we
may not be able to reach any very certain conclusion as to the
true meaning of a particular statement,—in which, of several
senses that may be suggested, we may, after examining the mat-
ter, be at a loss to decide which is the true meaning,—that is, we
may not be able to attain to more than probability upon the point.
There are such statements in Scripture, and of course they must
be dealf; with honestly, according to their true character, and the
:‘:::ezr;::nce of thefcase, as it fairly a'pplies to them. But these
in oo ]s are very few, a:nd comparatively unimportant. We can,
ma%e .e;a ,in .the fair, diligent, ?.m.i persevering use of appropriate
o sc:lia 8, attain to a clear. convnctloxf as to what the true meaning

ptural statements is,—what is the sense which they are
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fitted, and of course intended, to convey to us; and. this we should
regard as settling the question, and satisfying otxr']udgment, ZYen
though there may remain some grO}x.r\d for cav.lllmg,—S(l)lmetdn!g
not altogether destitute of plausiblhty. that m}ght be allege ;n
favour of the possibility of their l?ez.mng a dl.ﬁ’erent sex;;e. n
regard to the Trinity and the divinity of C}‘mst, the ev1ﬁen<(:1e is
full, complete, and conclusive, that the Scrl.ptures are fitted to
teach us these doctrines,—to convey to us, to impress upon us, the
ideas that constitute them ; and, of course, that the Author.of the
Scriptures intended and expected, nay, deman.ds at our !)erll,fth}z:t
we shall believe upon His authority, that “in the unity ot the
Godhead there be three persons, of one substance, power, an]d
eternity,—God the Father, God the Son,, ’and God the Holy
Ghost ; and that God the Son became man.” '
We conclude with a few remarks upon the importance ?f this
doctrine, and the responsibility connected with the admission or
denial of it. When we reflect upon the fulness and clearness.thh
which the divinity of Christ——which,.as we formerly e?xplaxfn:}cli,
may be said practically to carry w.ith it the whole docmm?1 oth :
Trinity—is revealed to us in Scripture, we cannot regar hos
who refuse to receive it in any other light than as men.who ave
determined that they will not submit their understa'ndmgs to t'he
revelation which God has given us. They are refrmmg to receive
the record which He has given us concerning Himself and con&
cerning His Son, in its substance and fundanfental feature(:; a: :
they are doing so under the influence of .motlve§ and te,n en::llm‘
which manifestly imply determined rebellion gga.m.st God’s au >
rity, and which would effectually lead tl.lem to reject ?ny .rev:nd
tion He might give that did not harmonize with their ancxesf .
inclinations. It is evident from the nature of the case, a‘m.l 1o f
the statements of Scripture, that the doctrines of the ’anty ane
the divinity of Christ are of essential and fundamental 1mp0rtan:i-
in the Christian scheme. Whether we view tlfe gospel theot(‘le -
cally, as a system of doctrines intended to e.nl.xghtet} our un zre
standings in the knowledge of God and of ‘dlvnfe things, orhn;ac-
practically, as intended to bear upon the formation of the'c.an -
ter, and the regulation of the motives of men, the adrr'nssu; o
denial of the doctrine of three distinct persons in the unity 0 b
Godhead, and of the union of the divine and human natu{‘]e i
the one person of Christ, must evidently affect fundamenta y

gge. VII]  EVIDENCE FOR THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 235
whole character and influence. To the second person in the
Godhead is assigned the work of satisfying divine justice, and of
reconciling us to God; and to the third person is assigned the
work of renewing our moral natures, and preparing us for the en-
joyment of happiness. And God has made our enjoyment of the
blessings of salvation dependent upon our knowing something of
the nature of these blessings, and of the way and manner in which
they have been procured and are bestowed.

If the Son and the Holy Ghost are.not truly divine,—partakers
of the one divine nature,—we are guilty of idolatry in bestowing
upon them divine honours; and if they are divine, we are, in
refusing to pay them divine honours, robbing God of what is duc
to Him, and of what He is demanding of us. Christ has Himself
uttered this most solemn and impressive declaration, “that God
hath committed all judgment unto the Son, that (in order that, or
with a view to secure that) all men might honour the Son, even
as they honour the Father;” where we are plainly enjoined to
give the same honour to the Son as to the Father, and where the
injunction is sanctioned by an express assertion of the certainty
of its bearing upon the procecdings of the day of judgment, and
the decision then to be pronounced upon our eternal destinies.
What, indeed, is Christianity, without a divine Saviour? In what
essential respect does it differ, if Christ was a mere man, or cven
a creature, from Mahommedanism, or from the mere light of na-
ture? How can two systems of doctrine, or two provisions for
accomplishing any moral object, have the same influence and re-
sult, which are, and must be, so different, so opposite in their fun-
damental views and arrangements, as the doctrines maintained by
the advocates and opponents of Christ’s proper Godhead. Ac-
cordingly, it has held universally, that according as men admitted
or denied the divinity of Christ, have their whole notions about
the gospel method of salvation been affected. On the divinity
of Christ are evidently suspended the doctrine of atonement, or
satisfaction for sin, and the whole method of justification ; in short,
everything that bears most vitally upon men’s cternal welfare.
Our Saviour Himself has expressly declared, “ It is cternal life to
knO\.V Thee (addressing Ilis IFather), the only true God, and Jesus
Christ, whom Thou hast sent,”*—a statement which does not

* John xvii. 3.
VOL. 11



www.reformedontheweb.c

236 THE SOCINIAN CONTROVERSY. [Crap. XXIIL,

prove, as anti-Trinitarians allege, that the Father is the only true
God, to the exclusion of the Son, because this is not necessarily
involved in it, and because to interpret it in this way would make
Seripture contradict itself, as in another passage it expressly calls
Jesus Christ the true God and eternal life,* and affords us most
abundant materials for believing that He is so; but which does
prove that a knowledge of Jesus Christ must consist in the per-
ception, the maintenance, and the application of the real views
regarding Ilim, which are actually taught in the sacred Scrip-
tures,—in knowing Him as He is there revealed,—and in
cherishing towards Him all those feelings, and discharging to-
wards Him all those duties, which the scriptural representations
of His nature and person are fitted to produce or to impose. This
is eternal life; and the men who, having in their hands the record
which God has given concerning His Son, refuse to honour Him,
even as they honour the Father,—to pay Him divine honour, as
being a possessor of the divine nature,—and to confide in Him, as
a divine and almighty Saviour,—must be regarded as judging
themselves unworthy of this eternal life, as deliberately casting it

away from them.
[ —

* 1 John v. 20.

CHAPTER XXIV.

DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT.

THE i.ncamation of the sccond person of the Godhead,—the as-
sumption of human nature by One who from eternity’ had pos-
sessed .the divine nature, so that He was God and man in one Per-
son,—is, as a subject of contemplation, well fitted to call forthpthe
Pro.foundest reverence, and to excite the strongest cmotions ; and
if it was indeed a reality, must have been inteflded to accon’l lish
most important results. If Clrist really was God and man irF one
person, we may expect to find, in the object thus presented to our
contemplation, much that is mysterious—much that we cannot
fu.Hy comprehend ; while we should also be stirred up to examine
wnth.the utmost care everything that has been revealed to us re-
gardmg it, assured that it must possess no ordinary interest and
1(:nportance. I"Ie who is represented to us in Scripture as being
b]::i, :er;d énoa(;\ a1:11done pe_rson, is also de‘scr.ibed as t!le only Mediator
. man—as the only Saviour of sinners. If it be
indeed true, as the Scripture plainly teaches, that the divine and
human.natures were united in His one person, it is undeniable
that. this union must have been formed in order to the salvation
of sinners, and that the plan which God devised and executed for
saving sinners, must just consist in, or be based upon, what Christ

:'thztvla ::1](1 man in one person, did, in ordt'ar to effect this objectt
el 1e work which 'the Father gave Him to do; and by doing
ctormal al;ﬁls¢cured the deliverance from cverlasting misery, and the
o innu:zcﬁg;ass, of as many as the Father has given Him,—
very Rimgmonl? :dc:l):tli[z;n)zn:l&hlch no man can n’umber, out of

, , people, and tongue.”

Sec. 1.— Connection between the Person and Work of Christ.

I . . e
sub.e’::tsy;tematxc expositions of the scheme of divine truth, the
Ject of the person of the Mediator, or the scriptural account
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of who and what Christ was, is usually followed by the subject of
the work of Christ, or the account of what He did for the salva-
tion of sinners. 'The terms commonly employed by theologians
to describe in general the work of Christ as Mediator, are munus
and officiwm ; and divines of almost all classes have admitted, that
the leading features of the scriptural representations of what Christ
did for the salvation of sinners, might be fully brought out, by
ascribing to Iim the three offices of a Prophet, a Priest, and a
King, and by unfolding what it was He did in the execution of
these three offices.

It is plain, from the nature of the case, that the subjects of
the person and the work of Christ must be, in fact and in doc-
trine, intimately connected with each other. If the Mediator was
God and man in one person, then we might confidently expect
that He would do, and that it would be necessary for Him to do,
in order to the salvation of sinners, what no man, what no crea-
ture, was competent to do. And when we survey what Scripture
seems to hold up to us as the work which He wrought for our
salvation, we can scarcely fail to be impressed with the conviction,
that, from its very nature, it required one who was possessed of
infinite perfection and excellence to accomplish it. Accordingly,
we find that the admission or denial of Christ’s divinity has always
affected fundamentally the whole of men’s views in regard to
almost everything in the scheme of salvation, and especially in
regard to Christ's mediatorial work.

Socinians, holding that Christ was a mere man, teach, in per-
fect consistency with this, that He did nothing for the salvation
of men except what may be comprehended under the general
head or description of revealing, confirming, and illustrating truth
or doctrine, and of setting us an example,—a work to which any
creature, even a mere man, of course employed and qualified by
God for the purpose, was perfectly competent. Arians,—holding
Christ to be a superhuman, but still a created, and not a divine of
infinite being,—are accustomed, in accordance with this view of
ti.c person of the Mediator, to introduce an additional and some-
what higher notion into their representation of the nature of His
work. It is, in substance, that of influence exerted by Him Wit.h
God, in order to prevail upon Him to pardon sinners and admit
them into the enjoyment of His favour. Christ, as a highly
exalted creature, who took a deep interest in the salvation ¢
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sinners, and was willing to endure, and did endure, humiliation
and suffering on their account, did what was very m’critorious in
itself and. very acceptable to God; and thus a&mircd such in-
fluence with God, as that 1Ie consented, at Christ’s request, and
from a regard to Ilim, and to what I¢ had done, to foi'nivc
sinners, and to bestow upon them spiritual blessings.  This i;? in
substance, the view entertained of the general na?urc of ()lu'i,st's‘
work by those who regard Him as an ctxaltcd, superangelic CI'U'I;
ture; and I fear that a vague impression of somcthi‘l—z(r similzlr
to this, and not going much beyond it, floats in the minds of mu.ny
amongst us, who have never thought or speculated on religious
subjects.  Almost all who have ‘held the doctrine of Cliist\‘
proper divinity, have also believed that 1lis sufferines and dca‘l‘l
were vicarious,—that is, that they were endured in the room m:(l
stead of sinners,—and have regarded the most important, peculiar
a.nd .esscntial features of 1lis meditorial work to be Ilis’ substitu:
tion in our room and stead,—the satisfaction which Ile rendered
to lelI.l(? justice,—though it must be admitted, that there have
been differences of opinion, of no small importance, among those
who have concurred in maintaining these gencral sc;'iptux'uT truths
with respect both to the person and the work of Chuist.

It is one of the peculiar features of the theology of the present
d.ay, that this remarkable and important connection of great prin-
ciples is overlooked or denied. There are many in tﬁc present
day, who .make a profession of believing in tlm‘pmpcr divinity
and even in the eternal Sonship, of the' Saviour, who yet deny tl‘u;
doctrme- that has been gencrally held in the Clristian church
:Zl}zztear::;ﬁ ;hihz:tozl:;l:n; q:;ld;) s};’ut i"orth, upon %his point, notions
: . > san of the Socinians and Arians.
They give prominence to the mere incarnation of Christ, without
connecting and combining it with Iis sufferings and death, and
with uis fulfilment of all rightcousness in their room and s,tcad
rcs:lvmg i.t into a mere manifestation of the divine character ami
Sle;r)(l),s::,; lszills(iz(ictcod::la:i: 112"1(:]1?:055;0.“ ull)(fn our minds. DBut
cause for so remarkable a pcculitriztjy():s tlllllg tal:snul.’:nl])];;: " ‘;dlcquﬂtc
nature by the second person of the Godhe d 'll'ltmo- e
fom of g, e 5 rincP roon of " dhiecad ; while a confirma-
tiom of doct?ine ispt 1)1pfes vxd(,. ave laid down about_ the connec-
o o be found in the fact, that the views of thesc

» even about the divinity of the Son, however plausibly the

Y they




www.reformedontheweb.c

240 DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT.  [Cuar. XXIV.

may sometimes be put forth, turn out, when carefully examined,
to be materially different from those which have been usually
held in the Christian church, as taught in Scripture; and re-
solve very much into a kind of Platonic Sabellianism, which ex-
plains away any really personal distinction in the Godhead, and
thus becomes virtually identified with the ordinary view of So-
cinians or Unitarians. The fact that influential writers in the
present day make a profess’on of believing in the divinity and
incarnation of the Saviour, while denying His vicarious and satis-
factory atonement, is a reason why we should make it an object
to understand and develop fully the connection between these two
great departments of scriptural truth; to perceive and to explain,
> so far as Scripture affords any materials for doing so,—how the
one leads to and supports the other,—how the incarnation and
atonement of our Lord are closely and indissolubly connected
together,——and how, in combination, they form the ground and
basis of all our hopes.* '

There is a manifest enough congruity between the three dis-
tinctive schemes of doctrine, as to the person of the Mediator,
and the corresponding opinions with respect to His work; and
there would, of course, be nothing strange in this, if the whole
subject were one of mere intellectual speculation, in regard to
which men were warranted and called upon to follow out their
own views to all their legitimate logical results. But since all
parties profess to derive their views upon this subject from the
statements of Scripture, exactly and critically interpreted, it is
somewhat singular that they should all find in Seripture a line of
different opinions in regard to Christ’s work running parallel to 8

d to His person. The fact affords

correspondiug series in regar
for

too good reasons for the conclusion, that it is very common
men, even when professing to be simply investigating the mean-
ing of scriptural statements, to be greatly, if not chiefly, influenced
by certain previous notions of a general kind, which, whether
upon good grounds cr not, they have been led to form, as to what
Scripture does say, of should say; and is thus fitted to impress
upon us the important lesson, that if we would escape the guilt 0

e

» This paragraph is taken from | sembly of the Free Church, 17th Moy
Sermon delivered by Dr Cunningham | 1860. (Edrs.)
at the opening of the General As-
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distorting a}nd perverting the whole word of God, and of mi
understandmg the whole scheme of salvation, we ’must l:) very
careful to derive all our views, upon matters oi! religious doet'.v'ery
from the sacred Scripture, in place of getting them fx'omc o
f)ther source, and then bringing them o it, and virtuall emscl)me
ing them, more or less openly and palpably, to overrule)i’t atho-
rity, and to pervert its meaning. ’ * autho-
. I have said that it has been the general practice of theologi
f;mgcet }:he Relf;orr;lag;)ln, to expound the scriptural doctrine conitlrlxs
in e work o rist as Mediator, i ibi .
Him the three distinct offices of a Prc,);;)lett,h : ;:iszf aa:(;r;bllg'g .
a{ld then classifying and illustrating, under these th,ree head e
dlﬂ'.erent de:partments of the work which He wrought fo: ihs’ o
vation f)f sinners. This division, if represented and a l'edsal_
;):(1): ;Vhlc}'ld (;ert;tinly comprehends and exhausts the sub?ei:ecais
e said to have direct scriptural authority ; and ye ere ‘s
:ns;%hlln ?icnpture.to suggest and warrant t}}’u’a adopz;o; to};'ell‘: ;:
seful an co'nvement arrangement, though nothing to warr’a t
us in drawing inferences or conclusions from it, as if t1',t were bo?h
atlﬁz:ni':tiz 3nd complete. The ground or warrant for it is this :—
that 1t i l;e:g e}zlasy to prove from Scri[)ture that Christ, as Media-
fuI;ctions of Sle:, t?lrle):s;t’; andt aﬁli{ oo: ﬂ(liat e e
d.epartments of His work,il:i’n wl(l)atcl?lse; daig f thatl o 1§ading
sinners, as it is set before us in Scriptux'e,—o;altl)ias::xl:;tlwn ¥
:::;l;lyt u:f;liizsthe %r}(]imary ar-nd appropri:jtt.e functions of thesﬁ 3?2
beon = good d.e o e pr(:lprlety and ut}llty of this division have
g Booa des 1scussia1 by some .contmental writers. Ernesti—
]ogian_iabou vg,r, much more em.ment as a critic than as a theo-
tplioh” llbl_reh dto slx?w, in a dissertation, “ De officio Christi
e o, . :)nctils ef in his quscula Theologica,* that the division
confanic et (;)ne I‘O[Tl Scrlpt'ure,. and is fitted only to introduce
adopted b rror ; and his views and arguments have been
b y Doederlein, Morus, and Knapp.t There is, h
ry little force in their objectio d tho division continues stll
to be generall ap jections, an t.he division continues still
y adopted by the most eminent continental theolo-

* P.371, ed. 1
1’ Doede’] Hhatd 792-. . Knapp’s Lectures on Chl’i ti Th
Christiani rlein, Institutio Theologi | lo _ irisiian 200
tiani, § 305, Pars. it p. 507, | Epitome, :3119;36. Vide also Mori




www.reformedontheweb.c

242 DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT. [Cuap. XXIV,

gians of the present day. The leading point which the opponents
of this division labour to establish is, that in Scripture the func-
tions of these different offices are not always exactly discriminated
from each other. But this position, even though proved, is very
little to the purpose: for it can scarcely be disputed that Serip-
ture does afford us sufficient materials for forming pretty definite
conceptions of the respective natures and functions of these three
offices, as distinct from each other; and that, in point of fact, the
leading departments of Christ's work admit easily and naturally
of being classed under the heads of the appropriate functions of
these three offices, as the Scripture ordinar 1y discriminates them.
This is quite sufficient to sanction the disunction as unobjection-
able, useful, and convenient ; while, of course, as it proves nothing
of itself, all must admit the obligation lying upon those who make
use of it to produce distinct and satisfactory scriptural proof of
every position they maintain, as to the nature, object, and effects
of anything that Christ is alleged to have done in the execution
of these different offices.
It may be described in general, as the characteristic of the
Socinian system of theology upon this subject, that it regards
Christ merely as a Prophet,~—that is, merely as revealing and
establishing truths or doctrines concerning God and divine things,
— while it denies that He executed the office of a Priest or of a King.
But while this is true in substance, there are one or two explana-
tions that may assist usin understanding the discussions which
occur upon this subject among the older theologians. The original
Socinians, as I have already lad occasion to mention, usually ad-
mitted that Christ executed the office of a King, and they did not
altogether, and in every sense, deny that He executed the office of
a Priest; while they conjoined or confounded the priestly and the
kingly offices. I then explained, that though very far from being
deficient either in ingenuity or in courage, they were unable to
evade the evidence that Christ, after His resurrection, was raise
to a station of exalted power, which in some way or other He
employed for promoting the spiritual and eternal welfare of men-
Their leading position, in regard to Christ’s priestly office, was, that
He did not execute it at all upon earth, but only after His ascer”
sion to heaven ; and that, of course, His sufferings and death forme
no part of it,—these being intended merely to afford us an examp:é
of virtue, and to confirm and establish the doctrine of the m”
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mortality of the soul. The execution of His priestly office did
not commence till after His ascension, and was only Z’n as : t :
m.odxﬁcat.lon of the kingly office, or of the exercise of the po:v v
wgth which He had been invested; while everythin conll)] : 1'3
with the .objects to which this power was directed, or tghe wa . ed
manner in v.vlfich it was exercised, was left whc;lly unex 1Zi and
Modgrn .Soclmans, having discovered that Scripture ivefs) om0
definite mfox.'mation as to the place which Christ now ocgcu ie: . n;
the manner in which He is now engaged; and being satisP;ied’ ta}:] t
a.ll that is said in Scripture about His priesthood is wholly figu .
nv'e,——and, moreover, that the figure means nothing realyorgtrra-
being takex} from mere Jewish notions,—have altoge;her disca cil e(i
both the priestly and the kingly offices, and have thus brou h: oit
somewhat more plainly and openly, what the old Socinians %leld i
substar'lce, though they conveyed it in a more scriptural phraseolo, ;
It is ur.xder .the head of the priestly office of Christ that f:l{ .
great ?nd. infinitely important subject of His satisfaction or aton y
ment is d1§cussed; and this may be regarded as the most pec l'e-
and essential feature of the work which He wrought, as M};di:t:)ar
for the salvation of sinners,—that which stands inbm:)st immediatr ‘
and necessary connection with the divinity of His person WZ
:::e;:otx.lcewe it }.)ossi.ble that God might have given us a ve;'y full
v :f::::n otf. }LShV.\’lll, and abunda'ntly confirmed the certainty of
e infor 121;10“ which He comml_mlcated, as well as have set before
instmme,ﬁal '(: pattern of every virtue for our imitation, through the
perumen tz y of a creature, or even of a mere man. We can cdn-
e eature exaltec.l by God to a very high pitch of power and
gnity, .and made the instrument, in the exercise of this power, of
accomplishing very important results beari intaal o
cteonpishing ver p earing upon the spiritual and
e o :lll’e (()1 [ men. Bu.t when the ideas of satisfying the divine
horchy rocs ?1' ivine law, in the room and stead of sinners,—and
o presentel;c;noir m;?n (;: G(()ldZ whose law they ha.d broken,—
cammot s, 10 our min v,v iz;ﬁ tiln some measure rea.hzed, here we
denentbe o2 refl e e conviction, 'Ehat if these ideas
i 10 sotpe Fox 11 ities, we have got into a region in which there
which i, e agency or operation of a mere creature, and in
indeed, £ | e power and perfection are called for. We are not,
phets ,l magine that we fully and rightly understand the pro-
cal office of the Mediator, unl .
of Gog o , unless we regard the great Revealer
one who was the brightness of His glory and the express
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image of His person,—as having been from eternity in the bosom
of the Father. And it is proper also to remember, that we can
scarcely conceive it to be possible that the actual power and do-
minion which the Scriptures ascribe to Christ as Mediator, and
which He 1s ever exercising in the execution of His kingly office,—
including, as it does, the entire government of the universe, and the
absolute disposal of the everlasting destinies of all men,—could be
delegated to, and exercised by, any creature, however exalted. We
only wish to remark, that the general ideas of revealing God’s will,
and exercising power or dominion,—which may be said to constitute
the essence of the doctrine concerning the prophetical and kingly
offices of Christ,—are more within the range of our ordinary
conceptions ; and that though, in point of fact, applicable to Christ
in a way in which they could not apply to any creature, yet they
do not of themselves suggest so readily the idea of the necessity of
a divine Mediator as those which are commonly associated with
the priestly office. The priestly office, accordingly, has been the
principal subject of controversial discussion, both from its more
immediate connection with the proper divinity of Christ’s person,
and from its more extensive and influential bearing upon all the
provisions and arrangements of the scheme of salvation.

It is very manifest, on the most cursory survey of the sacred
Scriptures, that the salvation of sinners is ascribed to the sufferings
and death of Christ,—that His sufferings and death are represented
as intimately connected with, and influentially bearing upon, this
infinitely important result. Indeed, the whole subject which is
now under consideration may be regarded, in one aspect of it, as
virtually resolving into the investigation of this question,— What
is the relation subsisting between the sufferings and death of
Christ and the salvation of sinners? In what precise way do they
bear upon men’s obtaining or receiving the forgiveness of their
sins and the enjoyment of God’s favour? And in further con-
sidering this subject, it will be convenient, for the sake both of
distinctness and brevity, to advert only to the death of Christ;
for though most of the advocates of the generally received doctrine
of the atonement regard the whole of Christ’s humiliation and
sufferings, from His incarnation to His crucifixion, as invested with
a priestly, sacrificial, and piacular character,—as constituting His
once offering up of Himself a sacrifice,—as all propitiatory of God,
and expiatory of men’s sins,—jyet, in accordance with the genersl
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representations of Scripture, they regard His oblation or sacrifice of
Himself, as a piacular victim, as principally manifested, and as con-
centrated in His pouring out His soul unto death,—His bearing our
sins in His own body on the tree. And we may also, for the same
reasons,—and because we do not intend at present to discuss the
whole subject of justification, and the bearing of Christ’s work upon
all that is implied in that word,—speak generally, and in the first
instance, in adverting to the object to be effected, of the pardon or
forgiveness of men’s sins,—an expression sometimes used in Scrip-
ture as virtually including or implying the whole of our salvation,
because it is a fundamental part of it, and because it may be justly
regarded as, in some respects, the primary thing to be attended to
in considering our relation to God and our everlasting destinies.
We have already stated generally the different doctrines or
theories which have been propounded,—all professing to rest upon
scriptural authority,—in regard to the connection between the death
of Christ and the forgiveness of men’s sins, taking these two ex-
pressions in the sense now explained. The Socinian doctrine* is,
that the death of Christ bears upon this result merely by confirm-
ing and illustrating truths, and by setting an example of virtue;
and thus affording motives and encouragements to the exercise of
repentance and the performance of good actions, by which we
ourselves procure or obtain for ourselves the forgiveness of sin and
the enjoyment of God’s favour,—its whole power and efficacy being
thus placed in the confirmation of truth and in the exhibition of
exeqlplary virtue. The doctrine commonly held by Arians is, that
Christ, by submitting to suffering and to death, on men’s account,
and with a view to their benefit, has done what was very accept-
able to God, and has thus obtained a position of influence with
God, which He exercises by interceding in some way or other for
Fhe purpose of procuring for men forgiveness and favour. Now,
it may be said to be true, that the Scripture does ascribe these
effects to the death of Christ, and that, of course, that event is
fitted, and was intended, to produce them. The death of Christ
Was a testimony to truths, and is well adapted to establish and
ll_lustrate them, though what these truths are must depend essen-
tially upon what that event was in its whole character and bearing.

* See summary of the Socinian doc- | ¢. viii., p. 168 i
- See summary - | e. viiL., p. ,and ¢. x., p. 206 ; c. i.
trinegiven in Grotius, De Satisfactione, | pp. 40—}1’4. Ed. 1661. P Pet
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It is fitted, and of course was intended, to afford us motives and
encouragements to repentance and holiness. This is true, but it
is very far from being the whole of the truth upon the subject.
It is likewise true that Scripture sanctions the general idea of
Christ—by suffering and dying for the sake of men—doing what
was pleasing and acceptable to God,—of His being in consequence
rewarded, and raised to a position of high power and dignity,—
and of His interceding with God, or using influence with Him,
to procure for men spiritual blessings. All this is true, and it is
held by those who maintain the commonly received doctrine of
the atonement. But neither is this the whole of the truth which
Scripture teaches upon the subject. And what in it is true, as
thus generally expressed, is not brought out so fully and explicitly,
as the Scripture affords us ample materials for doing, by connect-
ing it with the doctrine of the atonement.

Some men would fain persuade us that the substance of all
that Scripture teaches us concerning the way of salvation is this,
—that an exalted and glorious Being interposed on behalf of sin-
ners,—mediated between them and an offended God; and by this
interposition and influence procured for them the forgiveness of
their sins, and the enjoyment of God’s favour. Now, all this is
true. There is nothing in this general statement which contradicts
or opposes anything that is taught us in Scripture. But, just as
the Scripture affords us, as we have seen, abundant materials for
defining much more fully and explicitly the real nature, dignity,
and position of this exalted Being, and leaves us not to mere
vague generalities upon this point, but warrants and requires us
to believe and maintain that He was of the same nature and sub-
stance with the Father, and equal in power and glory ; so, in like
manner, in regard to what He did for men’s salvation, the Scrip-
ture does not leave us to the vague generalities of His mediating
or interposing, interceding or using influence, on our behalf, but
affords us abundant materials for explaining much more precisely
and definitely the nature or kind of His mediation or interposition,
—the foundation of His intercession,—the ground or source of
Hisinfluence. The commonly received doctrine of the satisfaction
or atonement of Christ just professes to bring out this more full
and specific information ; and the substance of it is this,—that the
way and manner in which He mediated or interposed in behalf of
sinners, and in order.to effect their deliverance or salvation, was
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by putting Himself in their place,—by substituting Himself in
their room and stead,—suffering, as their substitute or surety,
the penalty of the law which they had broken, the punishment
which they had deserved by their sins,—and thereby satisfying
the claims of divine justice, and thus reconciling them to God.
This great scriptural doctrine is thus expressed in our Confes-
sion of Faith:* «The Lord Jesus, by His perfect obedience and
sacrifice of Himself, which He through the eternal Spirit once
offered up unto God, hath fully satisfied the justice of His Father;
and purchased not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inherit-
ance in the kingdom of heaven, for all those whom the Father
hath given unto Him;” or, in the words of the Shorter Cate-
chism, ¢ Christ executeth the office of a Priest, in His once offer-
ing up of Himself asacrifice to satisfy divine justice, and reconcile
us to God; and in making continual intercession for us.”

Here I may remark, as illustrating some preceding observa-
tions,—though this is not a topic which I mean to dwell upon,—
that His intercessior succeeds, and is based upon, His sacrifice and
satisfaction ; and that thus distinctness and definiteness are given
to the idea which it expresses. When men’s deliverance, or their
possession of spiritual blessings, is ascribed, in general, to the
intercession of Christ, without being accompanied with an expo-
sition of His vicarious sacrifice and satisfaction, as the ground or
basis on which it rests, no more definite meaning can be attached
to it than merely that of using some influence, in order to procure
for men what they need from God. But when His vicarious
sacrifice and satisfaction are first asserted as the greaf leading
department of the work which He wrought for the salvation of
sinners, and His intercession is ¢hen introduced as following this,
and based upon it, we escape from this vague generality, and are
warranted and enabled to represent His intercession as implying
that He pleads with God, in behalf of men, and in order to
obtain for them the forgiveness of their sins, this most relevant
and weighty consideration,—viz., that He has suffered in their
room, that He has endured in their stead the whole penalty
which their sins had deserved.

The great doctrine, that Christ offered Himself as a vicarious
sacrifice,—that is, a sacrifice in the room and stead of sinners, as

* C. viii., 8. 5.
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their surety and substitute ; that He did so, in order to satisfy
divine justice and reconcile them to God ; and that, of course, by
doing so, He has satisfied divine justice and reconciled them to
God,—has been always held and maintained by the great body
of the Christian church. It was not, indeed, like the doctrines of
the Trinity and the person of Christ, subjected, at an early period
in the history of the church, to a thorough and searching con-
troversial discussion; and, in consequence of this, men’s views
in regard to it continued always to partake somewhat of the
character of vagueness and indistinctness. It can scarcely be said
to have been fully expounded and discussed, in such a way as to
bring out thoroughly its true nature and its scriptural grounds,
until after the publication of the works of Socinus ; for Anselm’s
contributions to the right exposition of this doctrine, important as
they are, scarcely come up to this description. It formed no part
of the controversy between the Reformers and the Romanists;
for the Church of Rome has always continued to profess the
substance of scriptural truth on this subject, as well as on that
of the Trinity, though, according to her usual practice, she has
grievously corrupted, and almost wholly neutralized, the truth
which she professedly holds. Socinus was the first who made
a full and elaborate effort to overturn the doctrine which the
church had always held upon this subject, and which, though
not very fully or explicitly developed as a topic of speculation,
had constituted the source at once of the hopes and the motives
of God’s people from the beginning. This he did chiefly in his
Treatise, “ De Jesu Christo Servatore,” and in his “ Przlectiones
Theologicz ;" and it certainly required no ordinary ingenuity for
one man, and without the benefit of much previous discussion
upon the point, to devise a whole system of plausible evasions
and perversions, for the purpose of showing that the doctrine
which the whole church had hitherto believed upon the subject
was not taught in Scriptare. Ever since that period the doctrine
of the atonement or satisfaction of Christ has been very fully dis-
cussed in all its bearings and aspects, affecting as it does, and
must do, the whole scheme of Christian truth and the result has
been, that the Socinian evasions and perversions of Scripture
have been trinmphantly exposed, and that the generally received
doctrine of the church has been conclusively established, and
placed upon an immovable basis, by the most exact and searching
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investigation, conducted upon the soundest and strictest critical
principles, into the meaning of the numerous and varied scriptural
statements that bear upon this subject.

In considering this subject, I propose to advert, in the first
place, to the doctrine of the atonement or satisfaction of Christ in
general, as held by the universal church,—by Papists, Lutherans,
Calvinists, and Arminians,—in opposition to the Socinians and
other deniers of our Lord’s divinity; in the second place, to
the peculiarities of the Arminian doctrine upon this subject, as
affected and determined by its relation to the general system of
Arminian theology ; and in the third place, to the doctrine which
has been propounded, upon this subject, by those who profess
Calvinistic principles upon other points, but who, upon this, hold
views identical with, or closely resembling those of, the Armi-
nians, especially in regard to the extent of the atonement.

See. 11.—Necessity of the Atonement.

In considering the subject of the atonement, it may be proper
to advert, in the first place, to a topic which has given rise to a
good deal of discussion,—namely, the necessity of an atonement or
satisfaction, in order to the forgiveness of men’s sins. The Soci-
nians allege that a vicarious atonement or satisfaction for sin is
altogether unnecessary, and adduce this consideration as a proof,
or at least a presumption, against its truth or reality ; while the
advocates of an atonement have not been contented with showing
that its non-necessity could not be proved, but have, in general,
further averred positively that it was necessary,—have undertaken
to prove this,—and have made the evidence of its necessity at once
an argument in favour of its truth and reality, and a means of
illustrating its real nature and operation. The assertion, as well
as the denial, of the necessity of an atonement, must, from the
nature of the case, be based upon certain ideas of the attributes
and moral government of God, viewed in connection with the
actual state and condition of man as a transgressor of His law ; and
the subject thus leads to discussions in which there is a great
danger of indulging in presumptuous speculations on points of
which we can know nothing, except in so far as God has been
Pleased to convey to us information in His word. It can scarcely
be said that the Scripture gives us any direct or explicit informa-
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tion upon the precise question, whether or not the salvation of
sinners could possibly have been effected in any other way than
through an atonement or satisfaction ; and it is not indispensable
for any important purpose that this question should be determined.
The only point of vital importance is that of the truth or reality of
an atonement, and then the consideration of its true nature and
bearing. We have just to ascertain from Scripture what was the
true character and object of Christ’s death, and the way and
manner in which, in point of fact, it bears upon the forgiveness of
men’s sins, and their relation to God and to His law ; and when we
have ascertained this, it cannot be of fundamental importance that
we should investigate and determine the question, whether or not
it was possible for God to have forgiven men without satisfaction,
Had the materials for determining the question of the truth
and reality of an atonement been scanty or obscure, then the pre-
sumption arising from anything we might be able to know or
ascertain as to its necessity or non-necessity, might be of some
avail in turning the scale upon the question of its truth or reality.
Bui when we have in Scripture such explicit and abundant
materials for establishing the great doctrine that, in point of fact,
Christ did offer up Himself a sacrifice to satisfy divine justice, we
are entitled to feel, and we ought to feel, that, in stating and
arguing this question, we are wholly independent of the alleged
necessity or non-necessity of an atonement; and having ascer-
tained what God has done,—what provision He has made,—what
scheme He has adopted,—we need not be very anxious about
settling the question, whether or not He could have accomplished
the result in any other way or by any other means. But while it
is proper that we should understand that this question about the
necessity of an atonement is not one of vital importance in defend-
ing our cause against the Socinians, as we have full and abundant
evidence of its truth and reality; yet, since the subject has been
largely discussed among theologians,—since almost all who have
held the truth and reality of an atonement have also maintained
its necessity,—and since the consideration of the subject brings
out some views which, though not indispensable to the proof of its
truth or reality, are yet true and important in themselves, and very
useful in illustrating its nature and bearings,—it may be proper to
give a brief notice of the points that are usually introduced into
the discussion of this question.
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Let us first advert to the ground taken by the Socinians upon
this department of the subject. They deny the necessity of an
atonement or satisfaction for sin, upon the ground that the essen-
tial benevolence and compassion of God must have prompted, and
that His supreme dominion must have enabled, Him to fo;nive
men’s sins without any atonement or satisfaction; and that tﬁere
was nothing in His nature, government, or law, which threw
any .obstacle in the way of Iis-at once exercising His sovereign
dominion in accordance with the promptings of His compassion
and extending forgiveness to all upon the condition of repentance’
and reformation.

Now, in the first place, an allegation of this sort is sufficiently
met by the scriptural proof, that, in point of fact, an atonement
was offered,—that satisfaction was made, and that forgiveness and
salvation are held out to men, and bestowed upon them, only on
!;he footing of this atonement. And then, in the seco;d place
1f. we should, ex abundanti, examine the Socinian position more,:
directly, it is no difficult matter to show that they have not proved
and cannot prove, any one of the positions on which they rest th(;
alleged non-necessity of an atonement. As they commonly allege
that the doctrine of the Trinity is a denial of the divine unity ts;o
they usually maintain that the doctrine of the atonement invol’ves
a denial of the divine placability.* That placability is an attri-
bute or quality of God, is unquestionable. This general position
can l-)e fully established from revelation, however doubtful or un-
certain may be the proof of it derived from reason or nature.
Indep'endently altogether of general scriptural declarations, it is
estab.hshed by the facts, that, as all admit, God desired ar;d de-
termined to forgive and to save sinners who had broken His law
and made provision for carrying this gracious purpose into effect’.
Bl_xt t.here is no particular statement in Scripture, and no general

prmf:lple clearly sanctioned by it, which warrants us to assert that
qod s placability required of Him that He should forgive men’s
SIns without an atonement, and upon the mere condition of repent-
ance.  Placability is not the only attribute or quality of God.
There are other features of His character, established both by His
works and His word, which, viewed by themselves, are manifestly

* Pri R . e ..
vol. i ?esltit;y s History of the Corruptions of Christianity, P. ii., Introd.,

YVOL. II.
R
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fitted to lead us to draw an opposite conclusion as to the way in
which He would, in point of fact, deal with sin and sinners,—well
fitted to excite the apprehension that He will inflict upon them the
punishment which, by their sins, they have merited. In these
circumstances, it is utterly unwarrantable for us, without clear
authority from Scripture, to indulge in dogmatic assertions as
to what God certainly will, or will not, do in certain circum-
stances.

Neither Scripture nor reason warrant the position that repent-
ance is, in its own nature, an adequate reason or ground, ordinarily
and in general, and still less in all cases, for pardoning those who
have transgressed a law to which they were subject. It is in
entire accordance with the dictates of reason, and with the ordi-
nary practice of men, to inflict the full penalty of the law upon
repentant criminals; and there is no ground on which we are
warranted to assert that God cannot, or certainly will not, follow
a similar course in regard to those who have transgressed His law.
The Socinians are accustomed, in discussing this point, to dwell
upon the scriptural statements with respect to repentance, its
necessity and importance, and the connection subsisting between
it and forgiveness. But there is nothing in these statements which
establishes the position they undertake to maintain upon this sub-
ject. Those statements prove, indeed, that sinners are under an
imperative obligation to repent; and they prove further, that, ac-
cording to the arrangements which God has actually made, an
invariable connection subsists between forgiveness and repentance,
8o that it is true that without repentance there is no forgiveness,
and that wherever there is real repentance, forgiveness is bestowed ;
and that thus men are commanded and bound to repent in order
to their being forgiven, and are warranted to infer their forgive-
ness from their repentance. The scriptural statements prove all
this, but they prove nothing more; and this is not enough to give
support to the Socinian argument. All this may be true, while it
may still be false that repentance is the sole cause or condition of
the forgiveness,—the sole, or even the principal, reason on account
of which it is bestowed ; and if so, then there is abundant room
left for the admission of the principle, that a vicarious atonement
or satisfaction was also necessary in order to the forgiveness of
sin, and was indeed the true ground on which the forgiveness was
conferred.
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But while it is thus shown that this may be true, in entire
consistency with all that Scripture says about forgiveness, and the
connection between it and repentance, and while this is amply
sufficient to refute the Socinian argument ; we undertake further
to prove from Scripture, that the atonement or satisfaction of
Christ is indeed the ground on which forgiveness rests, and that
this principle must be taken in, and must have its proper place
assigned to it, if we would receive and maintain the whole doctrine
which the word of God plainly teaches us in regard to this most
momentous subject. But, more than this, the advocates of the
generally received doctrine of the atonement not only deny and
disprove the Socinian allegation of its non-necessity,—not only
show that Socinians cannot prove that it was not necessary,—they
themselves, in general, positively aver that it was necessary, and
think they can produce satisfactory evidence of the truth of this
position. There is, at first view, something repulsive—as having the
appearance of unwarranted presumption—in asserting the necessity
of an atonement or satisfaction, as it really amounts in substance
to this, that God could not have pardoned men unless an atone-
ment had been made,—unless a satisfaction had been rendered for
their sins; and it may appear more suited to the modesty and
reverence with which we ought to speak on such a subject, to say,
that, for aught we know, God might have saved men in other ways,
or through other means, but that He has adopted that method or
scheme which was the wisest and.the best,—best fitted to promote
His own glory, and secure the great ends of His moral govern-
ment. We find, however, upon further consideration, that the case
is altogether so peculiar, and that the grounds of the assertion are
so clear and strong, as to warrant it, even though an ezplicit deli-
“verance upon this precise point is not given us in Scripture.

As to the general position, that an atonement or satisfaction was
necessary,—or rather, that God could not have made provision for
pardoning and saving sinners in any other way than that which
He has actually adopted,—this seems fully warranted, indepen-
dently of any other consideration, by the Scripture doctrine of the
proper divinity of the Saviour. The incarnation of the eternal
Son of God,—the assumption of human nature by One who was at
fhe same time possessor of the divine,—the fact that this Being, who
is God and man in one person, spent a life on earth of obscurity
and humiliation,—that He endured many sufferings and indigni—
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ties, and was at last subjected to a cruel and ignominious death ;
—all this, if it be true,—if it be an actual reality,—as Scripture
requires us to believe, is so peculiar and extraordinary in its whole
character and aspects, that whenever we are led to realize it, we
feel ourselves at once irresistibly constrained to say, that this would
not have taken place if it had been possible that the result to
which it was directed,—namely, the forgiveness and salvation of
sinners,—could have been effected in any other way, or by any
other means. We feel, and we cannot but feel, that there is no
unwarranted presumption in saying, that if it had been possible
that the salvation of guilty men could have been otherwise accom-
plished, the only-begotten Son of God would not have left the
glory which He had with His Father from eternity, assumed
human nature, and suffered and died on earth. This ground,
were there nothing more revealed regarding it, would warrant us
to make the general assertion, that the incarnation, suffering, and
death of Christ were necessary to the salvation of sinners,—that
this result could not have been effected without them. This con-
sideration, indeed, has no weight with Socinians, as they do not
admit the grand peculiarity on which it is based,—namely, the
divinity and the incarnation of Him who came to save sinners.
Still it is an ample warrant for our general assertion, as being
clearly implied in, and certainly deducible from, a doctrine which
we undertake to prove to be plainly revealed in Scripture.

It ought, however, to be noticed, that the precise position
which this general consideration warrants us to assert, is mot
directly and immediately the necessity of an atonement or satis-
faction, but only the necessity of the sufferings and death of
Christ, whatever may have been the character attaching to them, or
the precise effect immediately resulting from them, in connection
with the salvation of sinners; and that, accordingly, it was only
the warrantableness of introdacing the idea, and the expression of
necessity, as applicable to the subject in general, that we had in
view in bringing it forward; and we have now to advert to the
indications supposed to be given us in Scripture, of the grounds
or reasons of this necessity. Scripture fully warrants us in say-
ing that there are things which God cannotdo. It says expressly
that He cannot deny Himself; that He cannot lie; that He
cannot repent (though there is an improper sense in which re-
pentance is ascribed to Him); and He cannot do these things,

Sec. 11.] NECESSITY OF THE ATONEMENT. 255

just because He is God, and not man,—because He is possessed
of divine and infinite perfection. And if it be in any sense true
that an atonement or satisfaction was necessary,—or, what is in
substance the same thing, that God could not have pardoned
ginpers without it,—this must be because the attributes of His
pature, or the principles of His government,—in other words, His
excellence or perfection,—prevented or opposed it, or threw ob-
stacles in the way, which could not otherwise be removed. Ac-
cordingly, this is the general position which the advocates of the
necessity of an atonement maintain.

The most obvious and palpable consideration usually adduced
in support of the necessity of an atonement, is that derived from
the law of God, especially the threatenings which, in the law, He
has denounced against transgressors. The law which God has
promulgated is this, ““ The soul which sinneth shall die.” If God
has indeed said this,—if He has uttered this threatening,—this
would seem to render it certain and necessary, that wherever sin
has been committed, death, with all that it includes or implies,
should be inflicted, unless Giod were to repent, or to deny Him-
self, or to lie,—all which the Scripture assures us He cannot do,
because of the perfection of His nature. And it is a remarkable
coincidence, that the only cases in which Scripture says explicitly
that God cannot do certain things, all bear upon and confirm the
position, that He cannot pardon sin without an atonement ; inas-
much as to say, that He could pardon sin without an atonement,
would, in the circumstances, amount to a virtual declaration that
He could lie, that He could repent, that He could deny Himself.
Upon this ground, the possibility of men who had sinned escaping
death,—that is, everlasting misery,—would seem to be precluded.
If such a being as God is has threatened sin with the punishment
of death, there must be a serious difficulty in the way of siriners
escaping. His veracity seems to prevent this, and to present an
1nsuperable obstacle. In pardoning sinners, or in exempting them
from the death which they have incurred, it would seem that He
must trample upon His own law, and disregard His own threaten-
Ing; and this the very perfection of His nature manifestly
forbids.

Socinians, indeed, have been accustomed to allege, that though
God is obliged by His veracity to perform His promises,—because
by promising He has conferred upon His creatures a right to the
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fulfilment of the promise,—yet that His veracity does not oblige
Him to fulfil His threatenings, because the party to whose case
they apply has no right, and puts forth no claim, to their inflic-
tion. But this is a mere evasion of the difficulty. God is a law
unto Himself. His own inherent perfection obliges Him always
to do what is right and just, and that irrespective of any rights
which His creatures may have acquired, or any claims which they
may prefer. On this ground, His veracity seems equally to re-
quire that He should execute threatenings, as that He should
fulfil promises. If He does not owe this to sinners, He owes it
to Himself. When He threatened sin with the punishment of
death, He was not merely giving an abstract declaration as to
what sin merited, and might justly bring upon those who com-
mitted it; He was declaring the way and manner in which He
would, in fact, treat it when it occurred. The law denouncing
death as the punishment of sin was thus a virtual prediction of
what God would do in certain circumstances; and when these
circumstances occurred, His veracity required that He should
act as He had foretold.

We can conceive of no way in which it is possible that the
honour and integrity of the divine law could be maintained, or
the divine veracity be preserved pure and unstained, if sinners
were not subjected to death, ezcept by an adequate atonement or
satisfaction being rendered in their room and stead. No depth of
reflection, no extent of experience, could suggest anything but this,
which could render the sinner’s exemption from death possible.
There is much in the history of the world to suggest this, but
nothing whatever to suggest anything else. We are not entitled,
indeed, apart from the discoveries of revelation, to assert that
even this would render the pardon of the sinner possible, consist-
ently with the full exercise of the divine veracity, and full main-
tenance of the honour of the divine law; and still less are we
entitled to assert that, even if an adequate atonement or satisfac-
tion might render the escape of the sinner possible, it was further
possible that such an atonement or satisfaction could in fact be
rendered. We are not warranted to assert these things inde-
pendently of revelation ; but we have strong grounds for assert-
ing that, if God did threaten death as the punishment of sin, no-
thing could have prevented the infliction of the threatening, and
rendered the escape of the sinner possible, except an adequate
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atonement or satisfaction,—that this at least was indispensable, if
even this could have been of any avail.

But those who hold the necessity of an atonement or satis-
faction in order to the pardon of the sin, and the escape of the
sinner, usnally rest it, not merely upon the law of God as revealed,
and upon His veracity as concerned in the execution of the
threatenings which He has publicly denounced, but also upon the
inherent perfection of His nature, independently of any declara-
tion He may have made, or any prediction He may have uttered,
—and more especially upon His justice. The discussion of this
point leads us into some more abstruse and difficult inquiries than
the former ; and it must be confessed that here we have not such
clear and certain materials for our conclusions, and that we should
feel deeply the necessity of following closely the guidance and
direction of Scripture. The representations given us in Scripture
of the justice of Grod, are fitted to impress upon us the conviction
that it requires Him to give to every one his due,—what he has
merited by his conduct,—and, of course, to give to the sinner the
punishment which he has deserved. What God has threatened,
His veracity requires Him to inflict, because He has threatened it.
But the threatening itself must have originated in the inherent
perfection of His own nature prompting Him to punish sin as it
deserves ; and to threaten to punish, because it is already and ante-
cedently right to do so. God'’s law, or His revealed will, declaring
what His creatures should do, and what He Himself will do, is the
transcript or expression of the inherent perfections of His own
nature. The acts of the divine government, and the obligations
of intelligent creatures, result from, and are determined by, the
divine law, as their immediate or approximate cause and standard ;
b}lt they all, as well as the divine law itself, are traceable to the
divine nature,—to the essential perfections of God,—as their ulti-
mate source or foundation. When, then, God issued the law de-
nouncing death as the punishment of transgression, and thereby
became pledged to inflict death on account of sin, because He had
ﬂn.‘eatened to do so, He was merely indicating or expressing a
principle or purpose which was founded on, and resulted from,
th?t inherent perfection which, in a sense, makes it necessary for
Him,—although, at the same time, He acts most freely,—to give to
all their due, and of course to inflict merited punishment upon sin.




www.reformedontheweb.c

258 DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT. [Crar. XXIV,

This is the substance of what is taught by orthodox divines when
they lay down the position that punitive justice—or, as they usually
call it, justitia vindicatriz—is essential to God. It is a real perfec-
tion of His nature, of which He cannot denude Himself, and which
must necessarily regulate or determine the free acts of His will.

All this is in accordance with the statements of Scripture and

the dictates of right reason; and these various considerations
combined, fully warrant the general conclusion, that, since death
has been denounced as the punishment of sin, there must be
formidable obstacles in the way of sinners being pardoned and
‘escaping from death,—that, if God should pardon sinners, some
provision would be necessary for vindicating His justice and
veracity, and maintaining the honour of His law ;—and that the
only conceivable way in which these objects could be secured, is
by an adequate atonement or satisfaction rendered in the room
and stead of those who had incurred the penalty of the law.
Socinians have very inadequate and erroneous views of the guilt
or demerit of sin, and are thus led to look upon the pardon or
remission of it as a light or easy matter. But it is our duty to
form our conceptions of this subject from what God has made
known to us, and especially from what He has revealed to us as
to the way and manner in which He must and will treat it, or deal
with it. And all that God’s word tells us upon this point, viewed
by itself, and apart from the revelation made of an actual provi-
sion for pardoning sin and saving sinners, is fitted to impress upon
us the conviction that sin fully merits, and will certainly receive,
everlasting destruction from God’s presence and from the glory
of His power.

Another topic intimately connected with this one of the neces-
sity of an atonement or satisfaction,—or rather, forming a part of
it,—has been largely discussed in the course of this controversy,
—that, namely, of the character or aspect in which God is to be
regarded in dealing with sinners, with the view either of punishing
them for their sins, or saving them from the punishment they have
merited. Socinians, in order to show that there is no difficulty in
the way of God’s pardoning sin, and no necessity for an atonement
or satisfaction for sin, usually represent God as acting, in this
matter, either as a creditor to whom men have become debtors by
sinning, or as a party who has been injured and offended by their
transgressions ; and then infer that, as a creditor may remit a
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debt if he chooses, without exacting payment, and as an injured
party may forgive an injury if he chooses, without requiring any
satisfaction, so, in like manner, there is no reason why God may
not forgive men’s sins by a mere act of His good pleasure, with-
out any payment or compensation, either personal or vicarious.
There certainly is a foundation in scriptural statements for repre-
senting sins as debts incurred to God and to His law, and also as
injuries inflicted upon Him. These representations, though figura-
tive, are, of course, intended to convey to us some ideas concerning
the true state of the case; and they suggest considerations which,
in some other departments of the controversy in regard to the
great doctrine of the atonement, afford strong arguments against
the Socinian views. But the application they make of them to
disprove the necessity of an atonement, is utterly unwarranted.
It is manifestly absurd to press far the resemblance or analogy
between sins on the one hand, and debts or injuries on the other ;
or to draw inferences merely from this resemblance. These are
not the only or the principal aspects in which sins are represented
in Scripture.

The primary or fundamental idea of sin is, that it is a trans
gression of God’s law,—a violation of a rule which He has com-
manded us to observe; and this, therefore, should be the leading
aspect in which it should be contemplated, when we are.con-
sidering how God will deal with it. We exclude none of the
scriptural representations of sin, and none of the scriptural repre-
sentations of God in His dealing with it ; but, while we take them
fxll in, we must give prominence in our conceptions to the most
important and fundamental. And as the essential idea of sin is
not, that it is merely a debt or an injury, but that it is a violation
of God’s law, the leading character or aspect in which God
?ught to be contemplated when we regard Him as dealing with it,
is not that of a creditor, or an injured party, who may remit the
debt, or forgive the injury, as he chooses, but that of a lawgiver
ar.ld a judge who has promulgated a just and righteous law, pro-
hibiting sin under pain of death, and who is bound, by a regard
to His own perfections, and the interests of holiness throughout
the universe, to take care that His own character be fully vindi-
cated, that the honour of His law be maintained, and that His
moral government be firmly established; and who, therefore,
cannot pardon sin, unless, in some way or other, full and adequate
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provision be made for securing all these objects. The pardon of
sin, the forgiveness of men who have broken the law and incurred
its penalty, who have done that against which God has denounced
death, seems to have a strong and manifest tendency to frustrate
or counteract all these objects, to stain the glory of the divine
perfections, to bring dishonour upon the divine law, to shake the
stability of God’s moral government, and to endanger the interests
of righteousness and holiness throughout the universe. And when,
therefore, we contemplate God not merely as a creditor or as an
injured party, but as the Supreme Lawgiver and Judge, dealing
with the deliberate violation, by His intelligent and responsible
creatures, of a just, and holy, and good law which He had pre-
scribed to them, and which He had sanctioned with the threatened
penalty of death, we cannot conceive it to be possible that He
should pardon them without an adequate atonement or satisfac-
tion ; and we are constrained to conclude, that, if forgiveness be
possible at all, it can be only on the footing of the threatened
penalty being endured by another party acting in their room and
stead, and of this vicarious atonement being accepted by God as
satisfying His justice, and answering the claims of His law.*
Whatever evidence there is for the necessity of an atonement
or satisfaction, in order to the pardon of sin, of course confirms
the proof of its truth or reality. It is admitted on all hands, that
Grod does pardon sinners,—that He exempts them from punish-
ment, receives them into His favour, and admits them to the
enjoyment of eternal blessedness, notwithstanding that they have
sinned and broken His law. If all that we know concerning
God, His government, and law, would lead us to conclude that
He could not do this without an adequate atonement or satisfac-
tion, then we may confidently expect to find that such an atone-
ment has been made,—that such a satisfaction has been rendered.
And, on the other hand, if we have sufficient evidence of the
truth and reality of an atonement as a matter of fact,—and find,
moreover, that this atonement consisted of a provision so very
peculiar and extraordinary as the sufferings and death, in human
nature, of One who was God over all, blessed for evermore,—we are
fully warranted in arguing back from such a fact to its indispens-

* On the necessity of the Atone- | Grotius, De Satisfactione, ¢. xxviii,
ment, see G. J. Vossius' Defence of | xxix., xxx.
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able and absolute necessity, in order to the production of the in-
tended result ; and then, from an examination of the grounds and
reasons of this established necessity, we may learn much as to the
true nature of this wonderful provision, and the way and manner
in which it is fitted, and was designed, to accomplish its intended
object.

Sec. I11.—The Necessity and Nature of the Atonement.

The subject of the necessity of an atonement, in order to the
pardon of sin, needs to be stated and discussed with considerable
care and caution, as it is one on which there is danger of men
being tempted to indulge in presumptuous speculations, and of
their landing, when they follow out their speculations, in conclu-
sions of too absolute and unqualified a kind. Some of its advo-
cates have adopted a line of argument of which the natural result
would seem to be, absolutely and universally, that sin cannot be
forgiven, and, of course, that sinners cannot be saved. A mode
of representation and argument about the divine justice, the prin-
ciples of the divine moral government, and the divine law and
veracity, which fairly leads to this conclusion, must, of course, be
erroneous, since it is admitted on all hands, as a matter of fact,
that sin 4s forgiven, that sinners are pardoned and saved. This,
therefore, is an extreme to be avoided,—this is a danger to be
guarded against. The considerations on which the advocates of
the necessity of an atonement usually found, derived from the
scriptural representations of the divine justice, law, and veracity,
manifestly, and beyond all question, warrant this position, that
there are very serious and formidable obstacles to the pardon of
men who have broken the law, and incurred its penalty ; and thus,
likewise, point out what is the nature and ground of these obstacles.
The difficulty lies here, that God’s justice and veracity seem to
impose upon Him an obligation to punish sin, and to execute His
threatenings; and if this position can really be established,—and
it is the foundation of the alleged necessity of an atonement or
satisfaction,—the practical result would seem to be, that the law
must take its course, and that the penalty must be inflicted. The
argument would thus seem to prove too much, and, of course,
prove nothing ; a consideration well fitted to impress upon us the
necessity of care and caution in stating and arguing the question,
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though certainly not sufficient to warrant the conclusion which
some® have deduced from it,—namely, that the whole argument
commonly brought forward in support of the necessity of an atone-
ment is unsatisfactory.

I have no doubt that there is truth and soundness in the argu-
ment, when rightly stated and applied. The law which God has
promulgated, threatening death as the punishment of sin, mani-
festly throws a very serious obstacle in the way of sin being
pardoned, both because it seems to indicate that God’s perfections
require that it be punished, and because the non-infliction of the
penalty threatened seems plainly fitted to lead men to regard the
law and its threatenings with indifference and contempt,—or at
least to foster the conviction, that some imperfection attached to
it as originally promulgated, since it had been found necessary,
in the long run, to change or abrogate it, or at least to abstain
from following it out, and thereby virtually to set it aside. Had
God made no further revelation to men than that of the original
moral law, demanding perfect obedience, with the threatened
penalty of death in the event of transgression ; and were the only
conjecture they could form about their future destiny derived from
the knowledge that they had been placed under this law, and had
exposed themselves to its penalty by sinning, the conclusion which
alone it would be reasonable for them to adopt, would be, that
they must and would suffer the full penalty they had incurred by
transgression. This is an important position, and runs directly
counter to the whole substance and spirit of the Socinian views
upon this subject. If, in these circumstances,—and with this
position impressed upon their minds, as the only practical result
of all that they then knew upon the subject,—they were further
informed, upon unquestionable authority, that many sinners,—
many men who had incurred the penalty of the law,—would, in
point of fact, be pardoned and saved ; then the conclusion which,
in right reason, must be deducible from this information would
be, not that the law had been abrogated or thrown aside, as imper-
fect or defective, but that some very peculiar and extraordinary
provision had been found out and carried into effect, by which the
law might be satisfied and its honour maintained, while yet those
who had incurred its penalty were forgiven. And if, assuming

* Vide Gilbert on the Christian Atonement, Lecture v.
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this to be true or probable, the question were asked, What this pro-
vision could be ? it would either appear to be an insoluble problem ;
or the only thing that could commend itself to men’s reason,
although reason might not itself suggest it, would be something
of the nature of an atonement or satisfaction, by the substitution
of another party in the room of those who had transgressed. The
Principles of human jurisprudence, and various incidents in the
history of the world, might justify this as not unreasonable in
itself, and fitted to serve some such purposes as the exigencies of
the case seemed to require.

In this way, a certain train of thought, if once suggested,
might be followed out, and shown to be reasonable,—to be in-
vested, at least, with a high degree of probability ; and this is just,
in substance, what is commonly advocated by theologians under
the head of the necessity of an atonement. There 1s, first, the
necessity of maintaining the honour of the law, by the execution
of its threatenings against transgressors ; then there is the necessity
of some provision for maintaining the honour of the law, if these
threatenings are not, in fact, to be executed upon those who have
incurred them ; and then, lastly, there is the investigation of the
question,—of what nature should this provision be ; and what are
the principles by which it must be regulated ? And it is here that
the investigation of the subject of the necessity of an atonement
comes in, to throw some light upon its true nature and bearings.

The examination of the topics usually discussed under the head
of the necessity of an atonement, viewed in connection with the
undoubted truth, that many sinners are, in point of fact, pardoned
and saved, leads us to expect to find some extraordinary provision
made for effecting this restlt, and thereby gives a certain measure
of antecedent probability to the allegation that such a provision
has been made, and thus tends to confirm somewhat the actual
evidence we may have of its truth and reality ; while the same
considerations which lead us to the conclusion that some such pro-
Yision was necessary, guide us also to some inferences as to what
it must consist in, and what immediate purposes it must be fitted
to serve. The general substance of what is thus indicated as ne-
cessary, or as to be expected, in the nature and bearings of the
provision, is this,—it must consist with, and must fully manifest
all the perfections of God, and especially His justice and His
hatred of sin; and it must be fitted to impress right conceptions
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of the perfection and unchangeableness of the divine law, and of
the danger of transgressing it. God, of course, cannot do, or even
permit, anything which is fitted, in its own nature, or has an in-
herent tendency, to convey erroncous conceptions of 1lis character
or law, of His moral government, or of the principles which regu-
late His dealings with His intelligent creatures; and assuredly no
sinner will ever be saved, except in a way, and through a provi-
sion, in which God’s justice, His hatred of sin, and Ilis determi-
nation to maintain the honour of His law, are as fully exercised
and manifested, as they would have been by the actual infliction
of the full penalty which He had threatened. These perfections
and qualities of God must be exercised as well as manifested, and
they must be manifested as well as exercised. God must always
act or regulate His volitions and procedure in accordance with the
perfections and attributes of Ilis nature, independently of any
regard to Ilis creatures, or to the impressions which they may, in
point of fact, entertain with respect to Him ; while it is also true
that He must ever act in a way which accurately manifests His
perfections, or is fitted, in its own nature, to convey to Iis crea-
tures correct conceptions of what He is, and of what are the prin-
ciples which regulate His dealings with them. In accordance
with these principles, Ile must, in any provision for pardoning
and saving sinners, both exercise and manifest His justice and Ilis
hatred of sin,—that is, Ile must act in the way which these
qualities naturally and necessarily lead Him to adopt ; and He
must follow a course which is fitted to manifest Him to His
creatures as really dving all this.

The practical result of these considerations is this, that if a
provision is to be made for removing the obstacles to the pardon
of sinners,—for accomplishing the objects just described, while
yet sinners are saved,—there is no way in which we can conceive
this to be done, except by some other suitable party taking their
place, and suffering in their room and stead, the penalty they had
merited. Could any such party be found, were he able and will-
ing to do this, and were he actually to do it, then we can conceive
that in this way God’s justice might be satisfied, and the honour
of His law maintained, because in this way the same views of the
divine character, law, and government, and of the danger and
demerit of sin, would be presented, as if sinners themselves had
suffered the penalty in their own persons. All this, of course,

i
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implies, that the party interposing in behalf of sinners should
occupy their place, and act in their room and stead, and that he
should bear the penalty which they had incurred; because in this
way, but in no other, so far as we can form any conception upon
the subject, could the obstacles be removed, and the necessary
objects be effected. And thus the general considerations on which
the necessity of an atonement is maintained, are fitted to impress
upon us the conviction, that there must be a true and real substi-
tution of the party interposing to save sinners, in the room and
stead of those whom he purposes to save, and the actual endur-
ance by him of the penalty which they had incurred, and which
they must, but for this interposition, have suffered. ’

{& party qualified to interpose in behalf of sinners, in order to
obtain or effect their forgiveness, by suffering in their room and
stea,t?. the penalty they had deserved, must possess very peculiar
qualifications indeed. The sinners to be saved were an innume-
rable company ; the penalty which each of them had incurred was
fearful and infinite, even everlasting misery; and men, of course
without revelation, are utterly incompetent to form a ’conceptior:
of any being who might be qualified for this. But the word of
God brings before us One so peculiarly constituted and qualified
as at once to suggest the idea, that He might be able to accom:
ph.sh this,—One who was Gop and man in one person ; One who
being from eternity God, did in time assume human nature int(;
personal union with the divine,—who assumed human nature for
the purpose of saving sinners,—who was thus qualified to act as
the. substitute of sinners, and to endure suffering in their room ;
W.hlole at the same time He was qualified, by His possession of the:,
divine nature, to give to all that He did and suffered a value and
:ﬁ’lcacy truly infinite, and fully adequate to impart to all He did

power or virtue fitted to i i g i
eh o et iond to eff::(::f)mphsh anything, or everything,
We formerly had ocqasion to show, that in regard to a subject
30 peculiar and extraordinary as the incarnation, sufferings, and
d?;t:eoxf; ::,ui. es_‘fw()f God,—of One: who Was a possessor of.the
really ot ,l - et;:re warranted. in saying .that, if these things
s in ot pla dz, hey were, strictly speaking, necessary; that
; l’) s words, that they (Eould not have taken place, if the
eﬁ‘J o which they were directed could possibly have been
ected in any other way, or by any other means. And the
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mere contemplation of the fact of the sufferings and death of
such a Being, independent of the full and specific information
given us in Scripture as to the causes, objects, and consequences
of His death, goes far to establish the truth and reality of His
vicarious atoning sacrifice. When we view Him merely as a
man,—but as a man, of course, perfectly free from sin, immacu-
lately pure and holy,—we find it to be impossible to account for
His sufferings upon the Socinian theory, or upon any theory but
that of His suffering in the room and stead of others, and endur-
ing the penalty which they had merited.

It is not disputed that sin is, in the case of intelligent and
rational beings, the cause of suffering ; and we cannot conceive
that, under the government of a God of infinite power, and
wisdom, and justice, and goodness, any such Being should be
subjected to suffering except for sin. The suffering,—the severe
and protracted suffering,—and, finally, the cruel and ignominious
death of Christ, viewing Him merely as a perfectly holy and just
man, are facts, the reality of which is universally admitted, and of
which, therefore, all equally are called upon to give some explana-
tion. The Socinians have no explanation to give of them. Itis
repugnant to all right conceptions of the principles of God’s
moral government, that He should inflict upon an intelligent and
responsible being suffering which is not warranted or sanctioned
by sin as the cause or ground of it, as that which truly justifies
and explains it,—that He should inflict suffering upon a holy
and innocent Being, merely in order that others may be, in
some way or other, benefited by His sufferings. It is, indeed,
very common, in the administration of God’s moral government,
that the sin of one being should be the means or occasion of
bringing suffering upon others; but then it holds true, either
that these others are also themselves sinners, or that they are
legally liable to all the suffering that has ever been inflicted
upon them, or permitted to befall them. The peculiarity in
Christ's case is, that while perfectly free from sin, original as well
as actual, He was yet subjected to severe suffering and to 2 cruel
death ; and this not merely by the permission, but by the special
agency and appointment of God. And this was done, according
to the Socinian hypothesis, merely in order that others might, It

some way or other, derive benefit from the suffering and death
inflicted upon Him. There is here no explanation of the admitted
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facts of the case, that is at all consistent with the principles of
God’s moral government. The doctrine of a vicarious atoncment
alone affords anything like an explanation of these facts ; because
by. means of it, we can account for them in consistency with thé
principle, that sin,—that is, either personal or imputed,—is the
cause, the warrant, and the explanation of suffering. Tl,le Seri
ture assures us that Christ suffered for sin,—that ﬁe died for sil:
And. even viewing this statement apart from the fuller and more;
specific information given us in other parts of Scripture, with
?espect to the connection between the sin of men and the ;uﬂ'er-
ings of the'a S?.viour, and regarding it only in its relation to the
general pr.mmples of God’s moral government, we are warranted
m_conclu(!mg that sin was the impulsive and meritorious cause of
His suffering ; an.d from this we are entitled to draw the inference
that, as .He had no sin of His own, He must in some way have:
become. involved in, and responsible for, the sin of others, and
that this was the cause or reason why He was subjected to ;l,eath
On all these various grounds we have a great deal of gencrai
nrgument upon the subject of the atonement, independent of a
:rvlllx}u}:e and exact examination of particular scriptural statements,
naltlsre ;e:(;li) et:ri :;flﬁrm its truth, and to illustrate its general
thinV\s’e‘::vE seen that some of the attributes of God, and some
. gest e nov}v1 as to 'H.ls moral government and law, plainly
thgg,; to us the c?nvxctlonsz thflt there are serious obstacles to
e orgwenes's.of sin,—that if sin is to be forgiven, some extra-
:ilt‘imafry }E)I‘O\fls.lon .mus.t be made for the exercise and manifesta-
nor (; the lel:)le justice and holiness, so that He shall still be,
admitgsear. to be, just and }wly, even wh.ile pardoning sin and
oy creagt ::::(:1; mtodtl;e e]en]oyment of His favour; for making
the e rares o ;nwmzﬁ ,t}t]hat,h t}:loggh they are dehYered ft.'om
standing, of absolute perfecti - ? o b law'ls, I}Ot“'lth'
entitledbéo L olte ;;ndec ion, o 1¥1changeablF obligation, and
beon somacirag e tredspect. he only thing th.at has ever
that ateneeiree I:.g%es? at all fitted to accomplish this, is,
of fhe memont o s}:: 1s1 action should be made by the endurance
chould Ee ydo the law in the room and stead of those who
. therebpa: oned. This seems adapted to effect the object,
We oo Y to remove the ol?stacles, while in no other way can
nceive it possible that this end can be attained.
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And while the holiness, justice, and veracity of God seem
to require this, there is nothing in His benevolence or placability
that precludes it. The benevolence or placability of. God could
produce merely a readiness to forgive and to save sinners, pro-
vided this could be effected in full consistency W.lth all the other
attributes of His nature, all the principles of.Hls moral govern-
ment, and all the objects He was bound to aim at, as the Law-
giver and Governor of the universe; and thes.e, as we have seen,
throw obstacles in the way of the result be.mg effected. The
actings of God,—His actual dealings with His creatures,—must
be the result of the combined exercise of.all His Perfectlons;
and He cannot, in any instance, act inconsxs.ten.tly .Wl.th any one
of them. His benevolence cannot be a mere 1nd1§cnmmate deter-
mination to confer happiness, and His placability cannot be a
mere indiscriminate determination to forgive those who have

ssed against Him. .
tmn’i‘%: Scrip%ures reveal to us a fact of the deepest interest,
and one that ought never to be forgotten or lost mgh’t of avlvihen
we are contemplating the principles that regulate God’s dealings
with His creatures—namely, that some of the angels kept. not
their first estate, but fell by transgression ; and that no provision
has been made for pardoning and saving them,——l.lo atonement or
satisfaction provided for their sin,—no opportunity o,f esca.pe o(xi
recovery afforded them. They sinned, or broke God’s law ,ﬁ a:d
their doom, in consequence, was unchangeably and eterm:llly xed.
This is a fact,—this was the way in which God dealt w1th.a p;)ll:-
tion of His intelligent creatures. Of course, He.acted in t x(si
case in full accordance with the perfections of His nature a}l:.
the principles of His government. We are bound to er'nIl)loy }:icl;
fact, which God has revealed to us, as one of .the materials ]:v e
He has given us for enabling us to know Him. We‘ are otab.
to believe, in regard to Him, whatever thls.fact unph.es or es >
lishes, and to refuse to believe whatever it c?ntradufts orlp t
cludes. And it manifestly requires us to bt.alleve this at ;as l;
that there is nothing in the essential perfections of God i;;' lcr-
affords any sufficient ground for .the conclusion that he w i:ieo -
tainly pardon transgressors of His laws,.(‘)r make any procves o
for saving them from the just and legitimate consequen e
their sins. This is abundantly manifest. And this const o
tion affords good ground to suspect that it was the flat con
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diction which the scriptural history of the fall and fate of angels

resents to the views of the Socinians, with regard to the prin-
ciples of God’s moral government, that has generally led them,
like the Sadducees of old, to maintain that there is neither angel
nor spirit, though there is evidently not the slightest appearance
of unreasonablencss in the general doctrine of the existence of
superior spiritual beings, employed by God in accomplishing His
purposes.

As, then, there is nothing in God’s benevolence or placability
which affords any certain ground for the conclusion that e must
and will pardon sinners, so there can be nothing in these qualities
inconsistent with His requiring atonement or satisfaction in order
to their forgiveness, while other attributes of His nature scem
plainly to demand this. God’s benevolence and placability arc
fully manifested in a readine