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in outline of Rationmal Theology.

27 A Poreword.

——

Some 3391anation seens necessary for such a £itle as this. [%
{5 not intended by the use of the word "Rational! to imply that
othier works on Theology are not rational. Bui in this ocase the ap-
peal is made more directly to the Reason than is usual., The word
has been discredited by its use in connection witn the so-talled
"Rationalists", who will acespt mothing that does not acoord wiih
thelr own reason, meaning what they individually regard as reason-
able, at the same time seekinz to eliminate tha supernaf ural.
Wihile seeking to aveid this pit-fall, fhis brief puiline admits
that "Reason", as based on the Absplute Reagen, ard internretsd by
the Comnon lonsciocuaness of man, is thz sole arbiter of Truth, and
the attempt has been made fo test every statpmeni by this tounh-
stone, though the process of the fest 1a nat always written out.
This leads to a consideraple diverzence from the vaual forms in
the siatenent of many dootrines. ¥Yet it is hopedihat the Tormg of
statement will commend theumszelves to the reader. Tﬁe purpiose of the
work as & brief'outline”, does not admit of extended diaéussicn or
presentation of many differing views for oriticism, but it iz be-
lieved that the self-evidenoing power of truth will be mani[est,

The points of divergence of this aysfen from others are not

such as are usually rerarded as hereiical or un-evangellcal, as

toey are in the main in accord with the cardinal deetrines of the
Christian religion as generally held., Yet they apmear quite fm-
porzant for the elucidation of the frutha invelved.

. That feorm of doctrine wh}ch,has a wiler bearing on othier dos-
trines than any other 15§ that ooncerning the iripartite nature of
Al Thia_is not new,except inits form, which seeka ta avgid thoze
lformg of statement which have madel the theory so objeciiopmable.
This nouifies tne statemsnts of the dootrines of sin and salyaiien,
thie person of Chriat, His death and resurrectionm, ete. The "trinity
of uun'f spirit' also nas iis pearington the daotrines of khe -
aivine Trinity, and the "free-will af pan' and the "dqcree; of 3ol
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-{t is believed that the re-statement of the bslisf of the churgh
aloné these lines will pe foupnd fresh and helmful if aarafullw
studied, ahd will sufficiently justify the putiine ferth of another
work on Theology and approve the use of the title, This wyork is a
result.cf much prayerful study in connection with the feaching of
these sub ecis, both in the foreign field and in the home land, It
iy possicle that the necessity of mestinzg thege problems and de-
lending tl-'le iruth of Ghristianity in the face of the advocates of
other religions and of opponente of Christianity as it were in
the open field, without the consciousness of the presende of the
church around on-all aides, leads to a more independent and origin-
ai treatment of the thémes.

Yet it i5 not alaimed that arything here is original, althoush
credit is not given to any suthor, as such authors micht not ocare
to father the forms of statement here given. Tet T may say that

Dr. Laurens P. Hickok has influenced my thpuzhf more than ani othsr
writer. z

The position here taken on the Soriptures, while resembling
ine so-called "traditional" or conaservaiive pesition is not the
saue. oomg of the claimed *esults of the higher priticisn are
avcepted, obut, although studied carefully with an earnest desirs
to apree with the learned leaders of modern thought, the arguments
for wany of thelr positions which are not accepted here seem =zo0

inconolusive, that they are meglected in this brief treatise.
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Theology as a Scishae.

.'- Theology, a8 indicated by the etrmology of the word or nane,
15 the Sclence of God. A science, ag distinguished from knowledge,
{18 systematizel knowledpre. Enowledge is the knowing of facis and
truths, or ths possession of them by the mind. Facts, as the der-
ivation of the wurd indicates, are things done. (Latin, facium)
The word 1s usually applisd to deeds and events, but it is often
wate te inolude truths also.

Truth 18 that which is, and may be dealt with in the science
~of Onioclogy. Truth may also be defined as ihe expression of that
which is, or is possessed of reality. In theology we musti deal with

trutis guite as much as with facts., The attributss of Sod cannot be

called facts in any literal sense, because they are neither things
dBne nor events. But they may be classed as truths in the sense of
existing or possessing realiiv.

Thus as furnishing the materials for constructing theolowy or
the sclence 5f “od, we have the factz and truths perfaining ta God.
But a subject is only fully known when all its relations are lknown,
Therefore, im order te know God as fully as possible, we must seek.
to klnow all His relations, and also everything to which He is relat-

e, for only by knowing these latter can we know the relatiomns, and
50 swnow Him more Tullye. uod, as Ureator, has relations with the
whiole universe, therefore Pheclogy embraces the whols u.nivarse in
its soupe, and might be made to inolude the systematization of all

buowled e, But It is usual to linit Theology to the more relicious
aspegct of the facls and relations pesrtalnines {o dod, and to'exclude
the sciences that discuss the nutual relations of God's creaturas.
Thus Asirenony, Bielogy, Phyaica, Uhenistry, Hotany and such like
&U}enOss, though they may Bave an awilrenw bearing on Thaolosw

and reguire oecasional notice, ars ndt usnally dnoluded fn the

34 x . ]
discassion of Theolegyi. = 5 %
- .

Heligion, ay implied by the stymelegy of the word fre-ligpo- -7






2=
QP bipna bapgk) i8 a unien or attempted union with God,on. the part of
ré;ioﬁal beings, who alone are capable of such union. Theolegy is
souetimes called the science of relizion, Fut although all ifs
material has a religious aspeot or relatien, yet its facis and frutls
are not all strictly the facts and trushs nf teligion. Thus, a
knowledze of the attribuis of God may help fo the uniorn with Ged,
yet they are not truths of thati union. i
Theology méy be called the Scisnce of Sciences, not only he-
* pause it wigat inolude the whole universe and 30 smbrace all sol-
. BHues; cut it is taue most exalted of sciences and the mest import-
ant eof all, and at the sapme time does include a larze number of
other very lmporiant sciences. It 18 the mosi exalted because it

deals with the highest conceivable sub’ect, even God Hinself, and

the grandest thoughts and ideals of whieh the human mind iz capable
are founa in it.
koreover, since a science is systematized knowledge, the svs-—
tenatization must be done accordins to pliilosophical princiiiles,
_and ibe philosophy eupleoved in fheclogy nust be fthe most Tundament-
gl ang all-enbracing. Theolecy iz the most mportant scisnce, be-
cause it deals with our hizhest welfare, both in this 11fe and in
tie aupsosedly endlesgs life hereaffer. 14 iz soretimes said that we
ey nave religion ;nd spoure nan's best wellare without theolopy.
11 is true ibat a high degres of piwiy or good relizion may be at-
tained witaout uuch theolegical knowledge.
- But any relision, or atteupted union with lGod, musi have some
uqowiedge a3 the basis, and flat is theolopy; howeier inperfect or
errohesus it way be. And the more perfeot the knowledgs of 3 nerson,

.
the mure perfect can be the union with, that persen. So ilie more

w

-
perfect tue knowledye of bod Ly theol%gy, the mnore perfect can be
the union with God, whieh 1s the very #%mst thine nossible Thr nans
- ) . ;
Lhrist sald $hat Xnowing Gad and lesud Chriat, whon e . sent, is :
.
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life eternal, which is the highest state attainable by nan, or
ﬁar}euiion. or his best zoad,

S5till further, the more perfact our knowledegs of both fod and

uan, the more readily can we bring about the union of tod -ard man,

wanich is the best thing possiblefor Han.

&mbng the sciences which Theolopy more directly includes, we
may mention Onbtology or the science of being, Uosmoleozy, thz sef-
ence of ocrsation, Anthropelosy, the scisnce of man, Hamarfialogy,
tne science of ain, Soteriolowy, the science of =malvation, Christ-
ology, the sgisntific knowlsdze of Christ, Fenelegy, the sciance of

" Lunishaent, Fneulatology, the discussion of spirits, and “sehatnolegy
or the doutrime of the laat tuihgs, as well as wany other asubjectsz,
which are in itheir treatment raised into sciences.

The saterials of the sclence, i.e« its facts and truths, must
be pathered wherever they can Le found., In the physical sciences
the faots are secured by observatieon and experinment, aml when found
tuey nust be verified to prove thelr right to a place In the aysten.
In thilé science some of tihe materiml can be sscured by these nro-
cesses, and some cannot. Beason must furnish sore and revelation
otiiers. The facis pertaining to man and sin can to a considarable
extent be secursd by obssrvation and verifisd by exceriment, Tut
Reason nust furnisk o't‘:wr.a.

Ly Weason we nean the powers of rational baings. A ratiemal
veing is & being that uses reazons, or perceives and uses causes
ani relations. Simply he 1s a spirit. The term includes God, ancels,
the-spirits of men, and other such beings, in other worlds. Ged is
ﬂgsuiu;e Reason, that is, He is a rational being, abselved or freed
irom all limitations. Angels and men are finite Reason. Heason has

«+ the power of intuition, or of aeaiﬁg things or relations as they

are, i.e. of perceiving trutn. For esch man his indiridual reasen <

is his standard. He way be mistsken in his undersranﬁing ofs what .

it vells him, neverthsless, it is the standard for him.
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‘. The verdict of the reasons of all nen is practically infall-
iole. This we call the universal Reason, or the commen conscious-
neés of nunlcinds That which 18 sesn by all to existi, preiiy cer-
tainly does existi. The proof of this comes into the dorain pf On-
tology, but wlthqut entering that apy further we can easily see the
necessi%g of this conclusion, A1l have a capacity for nerceiving,
and:-what all see pust be in existance. I we cannot frust this we
cannot trust anything. We can know nothing, We have no conmen

+ pround te stand on for discussion, either to assert or teo dany.
Therefore, the verdict of Reason or of fhe common consciousness is
our foundation. i

Lut the verdiet eof the conmon eonsciousness, as scon as dis-
covered, must be wverified by the consciousness eof the individual,
eich for himsseif. Il it 18 not so verified it -has no value for hin.
The veice ol Heason is one, whether in the many or in itlie one, and

if the verdicis do not seem to agree, It must be either because 1
do not understand the verdici of the many, or because I mistake my

own: and both must Le re-investigated until harmony is secured. As
“ this is fundamental, the last appeal is alwavs to Hsaaon, and that

is the sole arbiier or gtandaré. Hevelation may give us nany facts
or truths whioh canol be otherwise obtained, but they also must
needs be verilised by ths saue touch-stone of truth, the Reason.
Eperience is not merely my own experiende.

The wardict of comnmon gonaclousness is discovered filrst and
chiafly in etynologiss. A word expresses ths shought of a man, or
his‘perception of truth. When it is adopfed by a whole seanls, the
)'nhpl; pecple has added its verdict to his, and =0 has exnrezssd the
verdict of .the somion consoiousness.

.
Seoondly, it is found in prove¥ba, When a proverb becomss cur-
-

rent, the whole people hag approved ahd adopted the sententious v
sentiuent first expressed by one man. - : X

.
Thirdly, the verdict is found in laws. Every governient ex-
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L
_ists elthier Uy the suffrapge or the sufferance of the veorle, and

i'l.s laws are the voice of the peeple to a larzs extant, and Judg—
uents which are found in the laws of all or most peoples may be
tahen a8 the verdlst of all those peoples.

Feourthly, when popular leaders, who nave the approval of the
masses; pXpress seqtimants they may be taken with soie degree of cor
fidence as the sentinents of the mass. Lut this source Is mare
liable to error than the previcus three, as plving more roem for
personal peculiarities.

In & somewhat sinilar manner we may rely upon a universal
verdict in matters of religien or of theclogy. Thls iz somstines
called the comuon consciousness of the Churph, or the Christian
gonsciocusness. The famous diotunm that what 1s believed by "Mall,
everywvhere and at all times" (ssgper, ubique ef ab mi’yﬁs‘ iz
true, 1s based upon the confidence that the Holy Spirit is in all
Lelievers, ami according to Chrisi's opromise, i1s leading them into
all truti, and that what all see to be the truth is true, The ver-
dict ol ithe Ghristian conscicusness is more difficult to identify
than that of the coumon consolcusneds, and like that 1t must he
personally verified.

I1 may perhaps be £irst found in hymnns of wide accepiance and
usage, and secondly in prayers. Some prayers are so artificfal as’
tu be no guide. Dut as a rule, when a man cpaes face 1o face with
aod, he drops all artificial, man-made oviniens, and speaks az the
Holy Epirit teaches. His vwision of fod and divine thinga 15 then
clearsr and more to be relied upon. Treeds are of value, but are
vel¥ apt to be artificlal, and reflect individual influsnce, and
56 are unreliable.

Hanj.writers make Reason, Scripture and Experlence to he fhres
Gu-ordinaie sources of material fdar Tﬁealogy. The latter is =somed e

Tiues desoribed as "the church" and agaln as "Christian gonscious-
. v

- .- rd o

il e el , 1 T 1 . ¥ oy
ness®, These are all helpful, wut can hardly be called co-ordipate’ -

= L]
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*=prediction. Astronomy, however, does not reamdily lend itself to

B

or of ejual importance. There are many things which we could not
k;l?h’ Goncerning Ged and His will and the nlan of wmalwatlan, sxcent
by Revelation; and yei as sal? hafore, whatever the source of an<
parent iruth or fact, ag material for construriing our Thsology,
it wusi be verilicd by Reasonywnish [& wliimats, and adnite no ap-
peal. hnd we gay sfdd that I% nust also be approved by the Dhristisn
cunsuiousness, Loth universal and individual, gr it Is not a iruth
for we. Verification by experimgni is ponzidered very important im
nest of ihe physical Boil;;nt;a-s, that is predicting what will iake
place under altered conditions and observing the fulfilment of the

such verificaticn, and yet il is one of the most exact of sciences.
Theology likewise does not furnizh much ocuportunity for such demon-
stration, yet it deals with positive truths which we can coniid-
entiy regard as proved as certainly as those of any science.

In developing our subsct it would at first sight seem mat-
ural to first discuss the being and nmature of Scod as the source
and foundation ef wll that 1s, and then discuss His works nf creat-
ion, preaservation and redewptlon; treating under each head the ton-
ics naturally cowing under it. Then under the last, discussing
wan ws ihe subiect o redenption, then s=in, as naking the need,
tuen Gnrist the Ged-man or the mgans, then dis work or the nethod
of redewpiion, and Tinally the completion of the work and the
OLf&r uepartuenis of eschatology. n

but anciner order will be found more feasible, Han's know-
ledge Bevins with himself. His knowledze of himself is the most
intikate and wost couplete, and he being in the imsye of fod he
u;n ugst khow gou by knowing himself. Thersiors, it js wiser to

.
Legit with dnthropology, and then fo advance fto Thesology in its
AU - . -

. 2, » » 9 - -
resirioled gsense, including God's plan, Ureation and Providence.

Then the congideration of God's attributes will lead us io <4he .
- & -
sup. ect of the Trinity, and this to the Ferson of (hrigt, and &nis’
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in turn tuv fAis Work, or Redemption, This I8 naturally Tallowed by
*ihe conalieration ol the work of the Spirit and then ihe last
nuang;.

Meanwhile as Hevelafion is a source of much of our material
11 ls dwportant inat we obtdin clear views as to ita position,
chiaracter and coentents, and for this reason this sub’ect must be
discussed ameng the firat.
4lso, as the scisnce of Efhilcs is fundamental for all gues-=
tiuns of Theolegy, it will be discussed with some fulness under
. the nead of Anthropelegy. This therefore will be the order follow-
e JBU=
develation, including The Scriptures and Inspiration,
Hiracles as prooil of HAevelation,
anturopology, or the Tripartite paturs of Man,
Frneumatology, or the Trimity of Spirit,
Ethics, Free-will,
Lod, Proof of His Existence, His Atiributes,
Ureation, Omnipresence, Frovidence, God's Planm,
The Chief Epd of Man,
The Triniiy, -'esus Chri=t, The Tnearnation,
5in- Origin, Nature, Pesults,
Zoterioleogy, Atonemsnt,
Christ's Offices,
Sundry chtrin#s—Elacfinn, Fredestination, Eifeptual Calline,
Jigtification,; Ferszeverance, Sanctification,
The Boly Spirit,
. The EKingdom of Ged,
’ Esuhutolou, Sheol. Hades,
Thu hllleq&um ~-Ghrist's Begond n0ﬂ1n¢.

L The Tiral ‘udzement, The &a#sdnectlon, .
Heaven and Hell, 1
L
Penology, § : ! :

The Consunination. o
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1I. Revelation.

s When we approach tue Soriptures, we ahotild not cone with precon—
ceived ideas and attepmt %o prove them. Nar should we aeven deter-
.mina 2 prigri what we think is necessary, and then endeavor-to est-
ablish that as a fact. ¥We may, in order fo refiove the presumpiion
against wiragles, and adunit tegtinony in their faver, wileh other-
wise would bDe insuffici;ut, ghow the probability of miraclea a5 4t-
testation of a revelation by showing the need. of 4 revelation. Zut
inla does not require us to take any position as to the manner or
aéthod of the revelaiion. *

e The proper way 13 to first ascertain what claim the Sorintures
uake for tnemselyes, and ithen exanine to see il the clain is subsfaNl«
tianteds Tne words "trevealand “"revelation” are not used ip the Hew
Testanent as applicable to any part of Soripture: excepi in the last
boow, walch I8 ewxlied the "Hevelation of Cesus Christ", Christ said
of Hiuself that He cawe to reveal the Father, Therefors, His teach-
ipgs, lile and works may bLe called a revelution. The dpostles alaim-
€l to have recelved revelullonhs, but do not apnly this term to their
'}ritings. Therefdre 43 Chrisi was the Revelation, and not only ihe
bbsyuls waich record His Iife but the other New Testament writines,
as well as the 0Old Testauent books, help us to undersiand Christ, we
may say that ihe Seripturss gontain a reyeldtion.

The words nost frequently used In ithe New Testament to refer
to the Olu Testament are "graphe" and “praphai”, sorresnonding very
closely to our Emglish werds "Scripture', and "Seriptures™, A1thourh
the wordg ueap "writing™ und "writinga", Just ad the Enslish wnrds
do, the New Tedtament writers apparently ussd them in a technical
senss, /ust ad We use the Enclish words, because these words, al-
ihough used oler £Ifty tines never refer to any other writings, An-

Otuer word ol wore general meaning 1s_used, "zraumata"-writlines) aa,
H

in 2 iws 3415, where it {s gqualified oy the word "sacred" to Jdia-

% ¢ s Y 'y .. .
timuisy is frum other "writings". Faui in one place (Ho, 1:3)
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2 I
apzlies the term "holy" to "e¢raphe" where the word is nlainlie yaad
in f¢5 vgual technical sense, which shaws Faul's opinion of the

| SGriptures.

In writing to Tisothy he says Mall Seripture is "theopnéustoa',
of vod-breathed or insyired of God. The revised version reads
"every soripture ingpired of God is also profitable” ato. Soue
understand #1ls to mean that Faul distinguishes "inssired Soripture”
from other Scripture, and peans to assert that dnly the former ia
"profitable" etc. But 1t should be reusnbered that the word is
e'f-eryﬂherﬂ used in the ieclinical sense, unless this case {s an ex-

wygrLlon. Morepver ihe word "insplred" is net a relative, but an ad-

Jectlive, and 4he statement does not read: "evefv Seripture that is
inapifed™, afd if Paul meant that, if is mest probaile that he
would have said that, ds he was very pareful fo sav just what he
seant. The semse seems to be that: “every Seripture, beins inenired,
1s also profitable” etc. The construcilon seems 1o regquire this in-
terpretation, and the connection confirma it, for Paul has jusi
spowen of ilie sacred writings being ablein nake wise unto salvai—
ion, and poes og.tq say thut every Scripture inspired of God is
profitavle, not enly for converaion, as [ust asserted, but alse for
periecting and fitting Tor every zood work. There appears no other
pessible interpretation when the connection is considered.

The Apostle Peter repeats the claim amd apnlies it to the New
Testauent, In 2 Fet. 1:20 he says that"no prophecy of Soripture is
of any priyate internreiation", evidently using the word "nrophecy™
as is ;p commonly the case, not in the sense of "foretellime" or
predfotion, tut of"forth-telling" or feaching, applying it %o all
?h! teachings of the 0ld Teatament, and he goes on to explain i by
saying that "Holy men of God spake ss_they were moved by the Holy .
Spirit". This he makes charaotaristioc of the whole dontents of the
Old Testament. v i

In 2 Peter 3:15,16, nfter speaking af the delay in Christ's

i iz .
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voning, he goes on to smy “our beloved brother Paul glsg, ‘scoording
tethe wisdon given to him, Wrote unte you, Wherelm are some. things
hard.tn-bc understood, which the ignorant and unsetedfast wrest, as
they do also the other Seriptures, unto their own destruction.”
Here he assertsihat Paul writes "according to the wisdem given'. nf
course it is éoq who gives the wisdoem, and so Paul wrote under the
inspiration of God, and his words are so autheritative that those
who prevert their meanisg do se to thelr own destruciion. This
could not be said unless they had the same authority as the direct
words of God, and he attributes this quality to the Soriptures, and
oy using the word "other" oalls Paul's writings Soriptures, the

% \iane as the 6ld Testament. Moreover by putting in the word "also",
he puts his own writings on the same level as thase of Paul, and =0
on & par with the Scriptures, which are so dangerous to nisuse,
even though difficult of understanding.

Some say that Paulinakes a distinotion between his own author-
1ty and that of Christ in 1 Oer. 7¢12 etc., but he 1s here speak-
ing ofuwhat Jesus had taught while on earth. In one place he quotes
what Jesus said; on snother point he says that -Jesus commanded noth-
ing on that, th;rafcte he himself gives directions, and he alainms
to speak by the Spirit (v,40), so the only difference of authority
is that between Jesus and the Hely Spirit speaking through Paul, In
Ve 25, he gives his "judgement as one that hgﬁ obteined meroy of
the Lord te be faithful", apparently fererring te his appointment as

| an apostle (1 Tiw. 1:12-16). He begins all his epiati=s with a

Teference to his position as an Apostle as if he intended by 1t to

f 1ndicaj§ that his letter should be received as a message from God.

! A1l the Naw Teatament writers seem ¢onscious of theit position
| a8 aﬁthuritat;va eXxpounders of truth..and ag writing what was on a
Par with the Old Testament Seriptures} and so called "the Word of

God'". - ity

The position of the 0ld Testament writers was not #xactly the

same, altheugh they do in many cases cli{m to speak the word of Ged,
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"Steipture cannot be Srexan'. The word "broken" might have a var-

1ity'af maanings, but the ponnection admits of but one here, Christ
is erguing that the Old Testament uses the word "God" as applied to
men, and s6 He {s not blaapheming in using it in reference t& him-
self, because Scriﬁturs cannot be mistaken. There 18 no paint to
the ergument unless the exﬁr3531on means this.

Some say that he meant that they thought Soripture could not
be mistaken, and so could not blame him. But if that was what he
méant why did he not say so. He was not sonuatomed to ssy what he
i1d not mean. On another ocoasion he said (dno.5:39) "Ve think that
in them ye have eternal life'. There would seem to be much more
occasion to say "ye think" here than there if that were what he
meant.

Again Jesus said that not éne smallest lgtter {yod) or one
cormer of a letter (tiiile, that distinguishes two similar lettera)
shall pass from the law (or Scripture) ti1l sil 1s fulfilled, a figu-
rstivg statement, but apparently meaning that the least detalls are
reliable. Moreover he quoted from the 0ld Testament, net as if its
only suthority were in the truth it embodied, as one might guste
a proverb, but a® if {t had the guthority of a cemmand of Zad.

There is still further testimony of the Apostle Paul bearing
on the sucject. He says (1Cor. 10:6-11) that the events recarded
were not only recorded for our bemefit (and this of oourse was not
in the intent of the writer, but of the Holy Spirit!, but that they
Dgupepned for omr géod. I that is true then they differad from ather
history, and how were the writers abla to select sush divinely
directed events unless themselves under special divine direction.

In recent times much has been malle of the human element in the

Soriptures. We may recegnize the humeh el-ment in every part, But °

eithough we say that "to err is human" we do not mean that a hunan

quality necasaitatsa errors, Jesus Chriqt was God become .man in
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such a way thet in every thought, word, faeling"and action, He was
tharoughly human, and yet We do not think that He erred in anything.
beigg linited in knowledge He might have erred, but having come as a
messenier irom God, and receiving the aid.or the Holy Spirit suffic-
lent to keep Him from error, we asccept His claim that He was free
from error. Likewise, it is easy to believe that although the Sorin-
ture writers giye evidence of their personal idiesyncrasiss in al-
most every linelso that thyy were thoroughly human, vet the Holy

Spirit was able to so control them as to keep them from expressing
;ny error, and justified their claim.

- & eareful study of the whole fails to reveal any error that
mey not easily be attributed to careless ocopyists. 1t is said by

some that if the writers were kept from error, the copylats alse

hnught to be so kept. But ® the writers were God- sent messengers,

authenticated by the miracle-working power which was given for that
purpuse (Hebs. 2:4 "God also oearing them witnsss with aigns" ete.)
We cannot prove that they wers such in every case, but we know that
many were, and the claims made by them or for Ehem Imply it rof all.
The work of the higher oritios in distinguishing the different
documents in the composite parts of the Soriptures may be gratefully
acknowledged and used profitably, and nany suggestions ma to dates
of composition may be accepted. But when they set agide the test-
imony of Soripture to itself, on very slight evidence, we may prefer
to take Scripture at its own valuation, and as honest and reldable.
The doctrine of Evolution cannot be applied to the history of
the gecloglc azes, except as we admit divine interference and con-
trol, and likewise it can only be aprlied to the religious histary
of mankind wizn the same limitation. The lenzth of time demanded by
biclogists is denied by the physical Sciehtiats. Ged's control aloné
sulves the difficulty. ¥e readily admit 8 progress of ddetrine, a

Hnited revelation adapted always to the stage of progress attained
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by man.
"+ The evidenoce seems to be conclusive that all the higher forms
or species of plants and animals have been derived from lower forms,
and these from other lower ones in an unbroken saries, This is

agreed to by every sclentlist, But they differ as to the forces that
have brought about the evolutien,

Those who admit only the forces of Nature as agents of the nro-
cess demand at least a thousand million years for the process. Put
authorities in other depariments of science asserfthat the tine
since the earth was too hot for 1ife has been puch less than fhat.
If* we sdmit that God has been using these forces in a sémdimgpmsnoDem
thrmer sinilar to that in which a gardener produces new varieties of
plants, and a breeder new varieties of animals, then one department
of science oan be harmonized with the other. Likewise we may admit

| that there has besn & progress in doetrine and in religious belief

in the history of nan.

But if we claim that the progress has been by the unalded ef-

forts of man, we shall come into ponflict with the Bible whioch can

. only be explained on the supposition that God's hand has been in

human history, and that He has heen gradually revealing himaelf as
ugn has become able, by receiving earlier revelations, to receive
later and fuller disclosures of God and his will, The "higher erit-
icism" discuszes the dates and origins of the various Sarinture
writings, and this is a legitimate and useful work. Fut we deny the
assumption on which many of them proceed, that the whole progreas
must be explained by an eveolution from withinm without any divine in-
terference from above. This being the case, the book whioh records
the progressive revelation, becomes to us, who have had no other dir-
ect revelation, in all its parts a boak of revelation, that {s, it-
self a revelation to us, like Christ Himsnlt. every word both human
anu di\lne.

We do not assert verbal insniratfow in the old meaning that

Scripture is alil practically diotated by God, but we assert that

what seems to be taught is that the Holy Spirit rested upon the

- : “
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writers, stirring them up to do the work,in a somewhat similar man-
ner'sto that in which he rested upon the builders of the tabermaole
and others who had s special work to perform, quickaning all their
natural powers, clarifying thelr spiritual vision and in some cases
telling them things they did not already know, and in other cases
testraining them when they were liabde to assert error. The ' style
of *a wiiter was Iin no case interfered with, so that 1t may always
be recognized. The writers held erronsous views in sone things, but
in a marveloué manner were kept from expressing them in their offic-
lal writings.

The questions as to the Canon are interesting. For the 0ld
Hbstament it is settled for us by Christ and the Apostles. We know
from Josephus and others what writings were included in the "Serip-
tures" in their times. The way in which they came to be included
tay be interesting, but 1t is not very important. We may presume tha
the process was similar to that of the formation of the New Teat-
anent Canon.

Those most competent to digscuss the matter gradually came to an
agreenent as to what books or writings belonged in the Canon, i.e.
not necessarily including all the writings of eertain individuals,
for it is quite supposable that Paul wrote o?her epistles, but in-

cluding only those that were written under the direct control of the

| Spirit., This would be determined in part by their authorship, in

part by the style, and in part by the contents. There oould be no
Infallicle standard that could be mpnlied to anv ona. Put the son-
sensus of the church settled ity illustrating the use of what we
have called the "Christian Consciousness". Their verdiot has on the
wWiole been confirmed by that of the churech in all ages, even though
s00e p§9minent Christians, like Lutner in relation to ths ‘spistle
of vames, have disagreed in reference *to sone portiens.

11 woula -be presumptilous to assert that this verdiot has at the

. 8ake time Leen a vsrdilet in favor of fhe inerranoy of the Soriptures,

although 1t would be rather presumptudus to deny it. ¥e may feel
safe in affirming at least this nmuch, that the verdiot of the Christ-
ian consciousness 18 to the effect that "the ocontents of the Serip-

3l
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i tures, whéther including some mingor errors or not, are different
frcw-ather writingg, and are in some specinl sense "sacred writings'l
Kany leading Christians and scholars take the position that the

. Spirit's control extended only to matters of religious instruction

or goctrine, but not to mere history or science. They say that the
Scriptures are an "infallible rule of faith and doctrine"”. But we
have seen that the hiastory at least is inseparable from the religious
teaching, being the basis of it, and inerrancy in the one would ssenm
. to involve inerrancy in the other.

. . &Brrors of fact have frequently been thought to have been dis-
coﬁereﬁ. But in many cases further discoveriss have proved the mocour-
éathr the Scriptures, and it is not certain that any histerical
errors have been surely pointed out. If they should be nroved, the
facts must be mccepted, for truth is sacred, and any deviation from
it can only work harm. Even if the Seriptures prove less perfect

than we thought them, the fact cannot be denied that they are a
message [rom God, and are the chief spency for the salvation of the

" world.

=

s

1f we admit errors, there 1s no reason why we ahnula open the
galcs 23 many do, and ooncaderin error anything which does not ex-
actiy harmonize with what we think It ought to be. :Just as we would
defend the character of a [riend so far as possivldé, even while ad-
mitting.sume defects, so we would defend the contents of Serinture

{ 8o far as Reason permits, not setting up our individual reason as

| the sole standard of judgement.,

i It is true that some defenders have done more harm than good by
their meihods, but this ought not to deter us from sfforts at de-
fence, though it should make us careful to be reasonabls, and to
make It manifest that we seek truth rather than the maintenance of
oir own opinions. X

As we proveed in the construction, of our svatem of "hanlogy, we
ghall find abundant materials in the SBripturea. but we must not ad-
nit énything apparently found there unlezs it 1s verified by Hpasnn:

4 guide 18 useful who leads me to hidden treaaura, even 1f | dg not

aceept his estimate as to its wvalue. ¥Yst- it 13 a satisfaction io me

p?raunally if I can have confidence in his wisdom as wellsas in his

integrity. s
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[11. Yiracles.
In foruer tines mirucles were rezaorded as the chief

prool of fue scriptures. In more recent times mirsmcles have
Cesh logkea upon a8 a burden ratner than a3 a help. Apparent-
ly tue truth lies between the two extreme opinions, The Hew
Testauent writers use three words to describe them which are
more o less synonomous, i.e. "wondera, mighty workts or now-
ers, anu signs'. The significance of the words implies that
they mre such events as cause persons to marvel at their
strangensss, give evidence of being wrought by a powzrful
being, and are evidenpe fo muthenticate a nessenger.

¥hen we exeuine these thres qualities of miracles. as
indicetled by thelr nabes, more carefully,we ses their strance-
ness is such thaet they manifestly cannot be accounted for hy
the ordinary forces of hature or of man's powers, and there-
fore wust have been wrought by the Author of Haturs.

Then the power which is required to pErform them indic-
ates tue sale thing, that they ecan be wrought only by the
ohindputent Author of haiure. E

dnd thirdly they are manifesily wrought tu authenticate
& ulvine wessenger and so ars "signs." Nicodenus evidently
understood tuis when he said "We know ihat thou =zrt = teacher
sent frow God, for no nan can do the sipns that thou doest
except God be witu him." i.es they are works 3o manifesily
‘wrought by God thai the one who does them has evidently the
approvel of Gou, &nd these signs nark hin and his nessase as

-appruved by God. Peter in his pentecostal sethen suoke of
Chyisl as Mapprovea of God to }ou by powers, wonders and
aigne; whioh God wrought throwgsh him in your uwidset". Amd the
au{nur of the Eplstle to tlhe Eebrewa aays of the Apostles

tuat "wou bors wituess with aud to then by signs and wonders
.

sl divers powers ang gifts of Lh.. Holy &pirit", If a.n',y HET -

is ubi:% divine powet In any special wanner it mugt be that %

] 7
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Goa appreves of his usssupe, and has In sone sense seni hin, so that
bitmuessd e 8 authentleated, 1t baunot be that all that such persons
do aygd say was approved of God., The nen thelselves distinguished
what they said or did under divine guidance fronm thelr othar acts

aul wuies, a8 1n ithe lucident related in 1 Kings 13:17,20 and in
waiy other cvaseds

A pitacle may-be dafilied as an event in Naturs, manifestly not
gC-oulted for by the ordinary forces of Nemture or the powers of man,
‘and authenticafing a nessenger. The words "in Nature" are naeded to
eiclude the case of conversion or the new birth, which altheuch
ﬂanifustly supernatural is not properly evalled a miracle. Moreover
*puyer over Naturs must be manifested so ms to show the presence of
the Author of Nature.

Hume's famous argunent against miracles was that a niracle
beging against nature, and experience having proved the unifermity of
nature, and the unreliability of teatimony, a niracle cannot be

i proved by testimony. Taken by itself the argument is wvalid. Dur con-
l fidence in the uniformity of nature is greater than that in the re-
liability of testimony. We are sure of the uniformity of nature, not
enty through experience, although experience confirms 1t. Reason

asserts it, and tuls very uniforuity gives to mirmcles much of their
valugs but when we assert uniformity, we cannot claim it to be ab-

solute, only reletive compared with testimony.
No auount of testimony would prove to us a bars miramcle at the
present time. We need to sea first the reason for a miracle. The

state of mankind is such as to make us to sse that a loving Crestor
Would be moyed to do somethinz to help him out of his niserv. We
nced first tle proof of the beingand mature of fod who is a lovine
Fath@r; and the probabllity of His telling Yi=z ohildren how to at-
tain yood. li-He ssnds a nessapge He nyst in some way wrove that it
is frum Hine The only adequate proof would be to accompany the mes-
sa e with evidence of the approval of ths Author of Hature, Havine
showh that & messaze from God i to be expected, the nrbéof of .the

eilstguce of such a Lessage may be easily socepted. It is lik; 3, e
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5ipg'5 proolamation with his seal attached. A proclamation without.
a s.éal nust be recelved as spurious, A senl without a proclamation
nust also be spurious. But if the two sesn to come together, we =x-
anine each carsfully to ses if by itself 1t seems suthentic, and if
both are iound satisfasotory we say that they prove each other.
Sp it i3 with-the niraoles. & miracle csnnot be proved by it-
self by any amount of testimony.But havimg shown the need of a Tev-
‘elation and the importance of having it authenticated when recieved,

we have 4 presumption in faver of miracles, such that the same test-

'Thony 45 would poove any ordinary event would be suifiocient to prove

'%uey. Then when anything is presented to us as a miracle we look
POTHENXEKEORFAnyI NEARESSAgRG rand xwEs s Tut Inte BN th R NN E S ER T BR N AN N AXRKE
to see 1T it has an acocmpanying nessage, and we scrutinize the mes-
sage to sge if it has internal evidemce of gehulnensss and suthent-
ivity, and is worthy of God, as we know Him from other sourcss, and
is self-evicenoing and in acoorgance with Reasom. A1l this nroof
having been found satlsfactory, ws next sorutinize the evidence lor
the miracle, not only in the weizht of'teatinnﬂy. surch as would pon-
clusively eatablish any other event, but alsp as to its harmony with
the teaching and all the oircumstances. All these uutual reiations
peing found satisfactory we accept the miracle, not only as a gen-
uing work ol God, but alse a8 & valid proof of the revelution which
it secoupalie 8. y

Unrist mimself meus this claim. He ssid that the works which
He uia bore witness of him that the Father han sent Him. (John 5:36;

10:25;38; 14:11), He sald that He did amorg the people works thut no
one else ever aid, and because of this they were 1o blame for un-
belief (John. 15:24). ¥hen John the Baptist asked proof of Christ's

“being God's messenger, Christ cited the miracles as the sufficiant
! proof (Hatt. 11:5). 2

Miracles were not as common in Bible times as is often surbosed.

Most of itpewm were grouped in three peripda of about seventy Years -

each. e
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i Ist. Those in conuection with the establighment of the theo--
oz;E} frou the tiwe of Moses and onward.
" 2ni. The time of the dealine of the theooracy, and the WAT -
ings of Elijah and Elisha,
3rd. The time of Christ and the Apostles.
‘The JAposties nll had the power of working rirscles {Matt. 10 1Yy
and they had the power of bestewing the gift on others (Aots «5: 14-17;
18t 61, but these others could not in turn pass it on, When the Sanm-
aritans believed and were bapitised by Philip, two apostles were gent
ta lay tuelr hands on the velievers and bestow on them the power of
s Wurwlig wiracles, This was the gift of the Holy Spirit enabling its
recipients to be mouth-pieces for God and deolare His will,
The power of working miracles ceased wiih the last of the assoc-
fates of the aposiles, for there wis no cne to transmit the zift. So
there was afterwards no one competent to write Soriptures. We can-

not assert positively thai all the Saripture writers were workers of
wiracles, but we know that all the New Testament writers were aposi-

| les or associates of spostles. Thz authors of all the bpoks are

| known ekcept of the Lsistle to the Hebrews, and scholars are agreed
thiat ‘if Paul did mot d&ite that. most brobably Barnabas or Anollcs
did, and these both had the miracle ~working nowe'T.

The writers of the Old Testament are many of them unknown, but
Moses, Samuel, Pavid, Solomon, Isalan, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniasl,
Esra, aud otuers, who were probauly among the writers, seem to have
hao w spevial endowmsnt of the Holy Spirit, which manifested itseltf

oucasionaily by the working of miracles, Others who perhups did not
writé, were able to work mirscles, as Ell‘ah and Elisha, but they
hau'aimessage f#r the people which ig alsg a message for us.

Some mgsert thal a miracle i3 not against Nature, but is in
itself ndtural, only & higher law oéhiné in and contravening lower

laws. BUt we need to define carefully what we uean by Neture. = =
Kature from Latin pasepr, matus, that which is born, means that

which is eo involved in the chaln of recessary causs and eff:rar‘t' thajt.:
the event is wrapoed up in the antecedent, and is born from it,
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veing practioally ii exisience in gern befure it comes out in fact,
Tiie auparnatural ls that which has fres-will and the ability to act
without the consiraint of necessity. The word "mature" is sometimes
used in & loose sense of human nature, God's nature, ete., but this
is inexact. The very essence of a miracle is that it is manifastly
not wrought by the [orces of Nature, and although in Yature is from
the Aduthor of Natute. Therefore although we do not say a niracle is
“against Nature", we say that it is what Naturs oannot accomnlish,
411 the furces .f Nature are the motivities of God, but they are
fixed metiiods of actinz, which are so uniform that thev seem as ff
selfi-goting. Their uniformity is wha® brin:s them into the plass
_oalled "Nature".

« Thus ws have reason to believe, both because of ths clalna
they wade, and because of what is sald of then, fhat the Soripture
writers mil recisved the gifi of the Holy Spirit to fit them for
thetr task, anu ail were authenticatsd by the niravle-working power,
both as competent to the task, and as using the power in a manner
auteptanle to wods This puts the Soripturss in a class by themgely -
€3, entirely distinet from all other writinzs, and puta God"s d1s-
tinct stanmp of approval upon their writings, as His special messa-e.
Ihis does not necessarily prove that there ars po errors in then hut

tuat oonclusion follows very nmaturally from this pesitien,

kany persons decry the value of miracles as testifony, becausze
the psople of that time were not competent to discrinins e betwaesn
tie natural and the supernatural, ‘ust as those Indians wera nade to
bglieve that. an eolipse was a warninz from God. Bub thiz 1 not f
valid oblection. For example, at the erossing of the Ted Sea the
drying of the sea was shown by the account to have taken nilsce by
naturael forces, and the supermatural element was in the ounortine-
Less anua dpusual ald to adoonplish what was claimed to oe dod's
purpudes. Any personhs woula have beeu-competsnt witnessea to the
BULUELITy 1 tiie svent. dgain 1n the ralsing of Lazarus evan the
muul leprned soientist ol the sresent lday might have been incowpet-
ent to deteruine between actual death. or @ trance-like awoon. But
it it was not actual desth, Jesus was a deceiver, If he was too good

1o deceive and too wise fto be mistalen, ae we are oonyinecad, we muat*

L Ednit that the event was a ganulne miracle, and sufficient to
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atiest « wessen.er fromw God, Tha comnps tenos of tha observers does
nolain tue leuwst alfecl e guestions In the case of Joshua's vib-
L6V, ii.muy be vonceded that the people of the time could not cer-
tainly veteruine A prolonsation of the day, a3 they wers not

using clocks, but the miracle lay in the viotory over the foe being

agoonpiishzd with God's aid before ths sun set, and thare 18 no as-

sertion of &nything that impliss the stopping of the earth on its
axid.

When a miracle is claimed its reality doss not depsnd on the
capacity of the witness to disoriminate betwsen the matural and ths
éuparnatural. When Christ walled on the water, or stilled the waves,
-amyone was compefent to testify as io the fact. If he cast out evil
spirmts. it was he himsslf who claimed to do it and app=aled fo it
as authenticating his mission. We acoept the claim,but not of itself,
as we have showna = g

The differsnce beiwesn the views hers prassnted and that oom-
wondy valled "verbal inspiration” may be perhaps mors clearly indio-
atdd oy ah iilustration. A business mah has several stenographers
working fur him. He calls one and_dictatésla letter which i3 taken
down wore fur word. He calls another and directa that #letter be
written detailing a certain transaction familiar to the stanogranher,
Fhen the letter has besen written the emplover looks it over and per-
haps makes sone corrections, and then signs it and it 1s sent to its
destination. The former is "werbal inapiration”.

In the latter case the writer's style is manifest 30 that the
rcipient may be able to recoznise the individuality of the steno-
grapher, while yet every word is vouched for by the btusihess man
w0 sends it, and his purpose fs also behind it, and 13 the sourne
of it. God does not revise his writings after their complation, but
supervises them in the propess of writing, and the miracle-working
puw:r.-autaentiuating the writer, is_his slgnature. This view is not
taken vecaiise it 18 thought to be népessary or desirable, but be-
cause tie Soriptures seem to clainm it for themselves, and because
the facts sesu to justify the olaim. @
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IV. Man. \

"~ The word "man" 18 from the same root as the word "mind", which
wiloh indicates that the essential characteristic of man is mind,
But mine is usually defined a3 that which knows, feels and wills,
asnu these three activities are*found in aninals’as well az in men.
¥e nust therefore either define nind differently, or say that those
activities are more perfect in nan, 80 as to espscially characterize
him in distinction from animals. Many evolutionary biolegists have
helped to confuse the subject by imsisting that there is no differ-
ence ol kind between man and aninal, but enly of degree. Howsver,
it we admit etymology tp be reliable, we must take mind as that which
-digtinguishes man Zrom animal in scme senze. The stody of animals
will not thersfore be necessarily excluded from nental seienge, for

‘man is certalnly in part animal, and the study of animal powers nav
help us to understand some of man's higher vowers, at least by waw
of contrast as well as comparison. .

On any theory man is et presant at the head of creation or of
the visivie werld, in the sense that he dominates all the rest, and
lighes all subserviemt to himself., He is In some sense the product
ol ail else, in that all else finds its putrpose or object of exist-
chuve in hiw, and he has in part -at least been produced by all else.
The inorganic werld contributes to man's materisl or earthly frane,
woich, when man is thmough witn it, returns to its nrimitive ele-
uents. 80 that it is literally true that thia earthly body "returns
to the sarth as it was", not only at dsatd, but from monent to mom-

ent, ami 1t 1s true also that this frane was nade by sone process

ur other "of the dust of the ground”.

Crganized matter is also found in man, in fapt nearly all the
natter connsoted with him is organi=zad, Organization implies an or-
ganizér, Mattsr ocannot organlze itself. in orzanism 1s that whinh
has organs, eagh of which has its functions or office to perform for
tle Whole organism, which is not uump}ete without all its organs.

No one has ever ssen or touched an organizer, but the work it doss

pIuyes ils existence,.
- -

4n orpanizer s not perceived by ‘the senses, as it does not

Gunsist ol uwatter, but ls a user of matipgr, Its presence is proved .

| by what it does. It lias Taws according to whioch it selecis the s .
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kinds of matter guitad to 1ts nzeds, and bullds it up in forms
gogoraing to these laws. While it ig using ratter that iz called
1ivihg matters When 1t has no further use for what i% has taken, it
rejects it, but this is sti1l called organic matter, besause it has
besh conbined by the orzanism, usually in nore apnplex comnounds
tie n otherwise combinsu. [ty presence 1s also nanifested in other
Wurds by tiving growtﬁ. which is different from the srowth of &
stulie ©F a'cryatal. which has mere accretion, sometimes in forms
ceautiful, but wathematical, The growth of an organism is addition
ol parts helpful to thuse.élreaﬂy existing. The organizgr extends
through the space ovcupied by th: matter which it nuses, and where it
ig active., Orzaniz@rs are found in plants, animals ard nen.
& Life is tne state of being able to perform normal funotinna.
Wheli-the uateriul fern or a part of v#t, 18 so infured that the
organise cannot use it, it withdraws from it snd that portion s
culled "dead". While a part or the whole is able to nerform its
funoticna, even imperfectly it 13 called "aliva", Then an orpani=er
has censed to wanifest its presence we have no proal of ifs contime
ued existence, but, on the other hand, thers i3 no nroaf af itz
ceasing 1o exist. We can only say that the circumsiances favorable
for its manlfestation have cezased to exist and therefors it has aeas-
&d to manifest itself, Sg we vall it "dead".

Plants and aniuals are organisns, thersfore each has an orzan-
1aer, wnich is suuetines called a "1ife power", but may better be

&

Ualied the "ilmmaterial body" which seizes upon material partioles

aud buiids thel ug into the earthly body, constantly renewinz them

50 thut the material part is never ths saue in any two successive
instants. The matter, therefore, 1s but the clothing of the true

body ur its outer manifsstation, or agent, or means for exsressing "
itself.

This organizer is evidently divisible, for a branch may he tdkm
frow a hree and planted so as to form_ z separate individual tree
with sthe sane powers as the original tree, and the sarme laws and
standard fur dttainment, The same thiqg takes place in all new
ﬁlanla. for a seed 13 but a modifisd portion of & atem. Life Hawers
may alsc be conbined aa in grafting, or -in the case of the pollen
of one pla nt fertilizing the ovaries of anothwr plant. These am

r

related fac4s indicate that vhen we ssew to divide a 1ife DOWeTr We 3
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do n:t really do so, but that it 1s not dependent uponr snace in.the
salie way as watter, and that what we call dividing is only indiv-
ualizing by providing favorable opvorfunitiss for the separate
nanifsstation of the activity of the life power. Then a nlant dies,
notning ceases fto exiat so far as ws know, but the ciroumatances
favoraole for manifestation having come ta an end, the activity is
no longer manifested in tha! connection. 4nimals have & similar
organizatTon to that of wiants, though 1% 15 usually more canplek
and of & higher grade.

Soul, anduals nave, howsver, in addition something of an al-
Topktner aifferent nature, sonething which 1s ¢apabie of sensation,
Jh;uu iuvolves whiat 1s calied consoiousness. Animals are by some
JpeTsvns characterized by tue incapacity to use insmanio matier or
iu'bhangc it into organic, that is , they are dependent on organio
matter for food. Bul sensation sesws a better characteristic, This
eicludes spongss, which are included by the other definition. This
jupaterial sonething is closely associated with the Jife power, ‘and
tnere 15 no decisive prooi of its separate existence btut only prob-
abie pruof, It appears to be divisible and unitable at the zane
tige, and by the sate means as the ofher or life-mower. This diy-
igdins and uniting is sesn in the facts of haredity and gsnera{{on.
Uifspring possess many mental as well as physical pharacteriatics
of both parents, This is only exylainablqhn the sumnpsitinn of the
transmission of the higher animal nature, called the "aninal seul"™,
Wallaue, one of the leading evolutionists, has unequivocally de-
vlared that in the process of evelution there have besn thres noints
at which outside forces have come in. These oucasiens were, first,

when life power first apLeared, and second, when sensation or an-
iwal soul intervened, and third, when rational nature came upon
the stene. He and others give the verdict of the latest and most
advanced science in favor of the radical diffsrence betwpen theae
ihres z_ntltles.

.The distinotion petween animals’and plants is so marked that
it is hardly -supposaole that the intelligence of animals is merely
“the addition of certaln powsrs to the;organizer of plants. Althouzh

in soue animals there is yery little differsnce noticearle from some

plants, yet the possession of nerves and-through them of euns%tiun A

 is & very marked distinction and we oannot repard this as npvplnnJ F
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from anything any planis possess. If this were developed from plants

we would expect to find that it caue through the highest grades of
plants, wiereas the lowest grades of aninals seem more clearly re-

luted to the lowest grades of plants, as if the power of sensation

were bestowed by givipg & new immateriel substance as the sclentists
say a ooming ih from without of a new power rather than the develon-
ment of something already existing., This is confirmed by the Sorin-

ture usage which attributss "souls" to animals. (Gen.1:20, Lev.lT:11els)

- When we study amimals, we find in them such activities as know-
ifg, fesling and willing, memory and judgement, etc., but the will=
‘fng-ia sinply the carrying into effeoct of Impulses,- the strongest
controlling without any alternative in reason. They may learn by ex-
perisnce, but their standard is sver either self-seeking or the zZrat-
ifying of appetite, and the latter may be restrained by the former,
but there is no good evidence of consclence-centrol, Sdne have
thought that they had discovered in animals a trace of consecience,
ot it Is ;:uuagla that what looked like 1t was only ihe effect of
wlieption with and for wen. L

Spirit, the tuird and highest power répcrted by these seisnt-
ists is found in man, and differentiatesz him from all mere animal=s.

This is called "spirit" or "ratiopal nature" becauss it uses reasons

a8 anluals cannot. In man we find all the lower grades of belinz to-

gether with this., He has ingrganic matter. He has an nrﬁanizer; or

an immsterial body, similar to that in plants or animala, althouczh

of & higher grade than either, He has al so all that the apimal has,
and so has "animal soul", Also, accordine to these sclentists, he

hes racional nature or spirit. This 1§ manifestly different from an- t
imal,.soul, as we shall sese. Thus man'is tripartite, ratter being no
integral part of man,tul only tehporarily asseociated with him in
pacssing. The permapent elements, being all immaterial, ars body,

soul anu splrit, fa i

The last, i.e. spizit, beiny ihe essential characte ristic of

mal, la the mest iwportant, and so wUrth§ of careful study and diaﬂ_:. =
| uTimination. Han 18 possessed of personallty. This word means L %
I
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"sounding through' (& wesk) per-sopus, and refers to the ditferent

Ghniabters in i play, and so comes to wean that whioh gives charac-
ver, And usually it is understood to imply the possession of self-
consgiousness ana free-will, both of which are essential te the for-
mation of character, -

Gonaciousﬁesa neans the knowledge within the self of varine
sthtess suth as result from outside stimulant, and are the essantiagl
elerent of sensation. Animals have thls, but not sglf-oonsciousness
in which the abiding self is disoriminated from the passing states
and sensations.

& ;_Self_cgnsqiousnesa ia a direct knowledee of the self. In order
to this there st be a self which is the knowlnz subliect, and =
sequaurficicnﬁﬁ distinet fron the other to be the obisct krown.

The sell uwust ovjectilly itself, i.e. it Dust logk at itself as 1f 1%
were soue other thau Itselr. Not only so, tut when the mind thinks,
oI Uses wurds, ii is putiing inWte the foru of words, or derffmite
Euuu;ui. what 1s in itself, 11 is'exzpressing itself.This expressing
activity is the object of the percelving ﬁstivity, and the two ac-
tivities of the one person are ap differsnt that they seem 11ke
separate selves, or distinct individuals within the one person. T4
15 & gistinction of activity.

This obiectifying of the sslf io be the ‘object of the self-
knowlng 1s an act of every day experlence. It 1a the Nognl attivity
ol spirit., This proves at least a duality in the very maturs of
spirit, but we oan easily see that it is t¥inality rather than a
duglity.

The faot of free-will invelves a knowledge of duty, snirit
knowing 1tself, knows or perceives duly, as we shall s=es hereafter.
This pereception of duty is legislative action. No good lezislatures
Ul the community regquires, and then they Jeolare tha! to be law so
taatl lecislative avtion 18 perceivéng 1a%.

Spirit not only perceives duty. It oomnares the nerepeived law .
- 2. - " - . f
.

With its own acilon and thatb. PEnoind thus Mdeea,s "hia . |
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Judzing activity Is the same as we befaore noted as tha self-erpress.
ing sotivity. A fudge's cugi:r duty'is expounding the law by apply-
ing it ana so Judging is expressing or hringinz out the inner con-
tent. /

But the spirit does mors, when the self has judged the act of
the seli to be or not to be in scoorcance with the law, a third selr
or form of activity inflicts punishment or rewards obecdience. This
is the exeoutive cepartment, These three activities of spirit in the
presence of law together make up what 1s called the conscience. And
as these three activities, legislative, judicial and exscutiwe are
the functions of all good government, the conscience is found to be
“tne ruler of the spirit. The executive faoulty not only réwards and
punisnes, but by this very fact furnishes an incentive to right act-
fon. This departiment in another aspect is that which experisnces.

This threefold activity af spirit may be noted in other relat-
ions. Rational being naturally spproves of rational beinz, and this
approval 1s a seeking of union witn it. When rational being seeks
union with rational being, it finds rational being first in ltaself,
looked upon as another self, or in other words, rational being ex-
presses itself as another self in urderhto be an obfect of the zo-
ing forth of the first self in search of other rational beinz.

The going forth of a self toward another is Love. Love is
"lief", or leaving of self for another, as shown by etvmology.

Thus the first self loves the other self, as if other than itselr,
and this other or second self expresses itself to be an objiect of
love, just as we saw that it doss this expressing fo be the oblect
of self-knowing. These two selves are the legisiative and Judioial
aaivaé.

_But there is a third self as the-bond of union of these two.
The going forth or the sesking, or perceiving, aotivity finds a hond
of union with the expressing activity in.the experiencing aotivityz
This is the executive activity nhich'wa'aaw te e the same as the

experiencing faculty.

Joyeend peace, Thia "lave" is

The cniel experiences are.love,

oo
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perfecied love, though the simple going forth is the first and
esdential element of rational love, but the mutual restinz 1s per-
fect*love as an experi=nce.

These three activities may be illustrated by the eleciric bat-

tery. A metal i3 insérted in a 11quid whioh sots upon it and elec-

tricity is generatad.

Another metal is put in near the first, and

the tension is inoreased, but there is stfil no flew. A4 third metal
or a wire jolns the two, and the ourrent flows through the thrae,

The metal acted upon the most is called ths genarating metal, and
_the current seems to flow from it, yet it really flows both wars

th¥cugh all three.

The three activities of spirit may be betier desoribed as

follows:-

1+« Reason going forth to meet remsocn, or spirit perceiving.

2. Reason espressing reason, or spirit judging.

3. Reason resting in reason, 'or spirit experiencins.

The names given by the Grseks to these three were resnectivelr,

¥ous. Logos and Ppeypa. The mctivities of these three so-called

selves within the ons

guished by the names,
The pous 18 that

person or individual, are clearly distin-

which perceives fngeo) intuitively, the logos

is that which forms ideas or thoughts, (logizomgl) expressing what
is in the mind, and the ppeupa or "spirit in partioular", 1= the
rost s#lritunl activity of "spirit in gensral’”, or its highest form
of activity. Thus cdmmon consolouaness by etymolegy proves this
tareefold classiiication, and any man may verify it in his own ex-

Perience.

1t is customary to clessiiy mental mctivities as knowing, feel-

ing and willing. Thils
tature, which is alse
man. In animal nature

whiech in turn becomes

claasification,ls dpplicable to the animal
in man, but is not satisfactory igr the whole
knowledge is folloved by emotion or fselins,

an impulse to aotien. But thinkinz, which i&

.
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perhaps the most charadteristic action of a rational beine hardly
cotes under the hemd of knowing, Willing can Hardly be olassed by
itseif cecause it is involved in svery activity of self-conscious
being, and yet there is & form of willimg which cemes under the

head of “reascn going out to meet reason” or choioe. The experiznoeS
of spirit_(lnve. ‘oy and peacs, eto' are not sc much direst motives
to action as emotions are, as they ars results of action.

The Gre;k philpsophers regarded "the Good, the Reautiful, the
True" ns the only worthy chfecte of effort. These threes may be de-

riﬁed as reason in action, reason in form, and reason in princinie,
‘beinz the aotivitiss of the pous, the logpg, and tha nppuma res--
peotively. Beauty is not {n oelor or shape of themselves. byt when a
rational being by hias lgzpos has expressed rationmal ideas. by means
of coler, or form, or sound, amother rational bailng perceives it by
his ppus as beauty, and in so perceiving experiennes in his ppeuma

a4 gatisfaction called "foy", for "a thing of beauty is a ‘oy forever’,
¥e said before that truth is an expression of that which is or
posscsses reallty. We may now further define Truth as the abstraot
rational principles or archetypes, the standard of all that is rat-
ifonal in God or man or the universe, and see that harmony with 1t
resulis in the experisnce of "peace', These standards underlie all
that has form, and they alone possess ablding reality. Christ is
called "thy Truth" becausze theses are in Him, he helng'tha exXpress
irage of God,“aad for thias reason He gives "peace",

The science of mind i3 commonly oalled Psvehology, or the
Sci:nce of the Soul., We see from the above that this is a misnomer
unless we take "soul" in the sense of the whole s=elf, and this 1s
alloweble by ussge. The "mind" also ntst mean the whole Immaterial

part of man, dncluding body, soul and.spirit, and not merely that
iwhich knows, feels and wills. Syl o
| We should keep in mind that the "body" 1s the immaterial organ-
izer of the material frame. The "soul" 18 the animal pature wﬁich D e
resides in and uses the bedy, and hag sslf-interest as its rule of” i
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lifei The "spirit" is the companion and rival of the soiil, is the
frage of God in {ts trilnity and has tha oonsoisnce as {ts stand-
ard, These three are often in conflict wit: each other, and vet the
action of the man, involves ell thrse, although the resnonsihility
is with the spirit alone, for it alone has freedor.

The word, "sc:1.1_l"r often appears in common usage as equivalent to
"gpj;ij”: The Scriptures themselvas do not seem to discriminate al-
ways between the two werds. But sometimes they do distinzuish most
decidedly, is in 1 Thess, 5:23 where the three substances which

make up the whole man are mentioned. In Heb. 4:12 the motives of the
. .two are contrasted, as elsewhere explained. In 1 Cor. 2:16 "the

nalhral" is literally the psychic or "soul-man", or th & one who 1=

selfish, or ruled by the animal soul. Ses the same again in Jas.

3:15 and Jude 19. This distinotion alsc makes plain the refsrence

in Rev. 6:9 & 20:4, also in 1 Cor. 15:44, etc.

The apparent confounding of the two words is due to 0ld Mast-
anent usage., When the animal soul rules it makes the man selfish,
s0 the word "soul" is naturally used for the s8lf, and so may in-
clude the whole self, or inner man, as Ps. 103:1, and then it is
used for the individual as in Erel. 18:4,20, & 1 Pe, 3:20, In mnany
places the word "soul" is used for the life, as in the animals, see
nargs Lev. 17:11, etc. Ths expression "dead soul" is also naturally
used for a dead body, 88 in Mum., B:6, 9:6,7,10 ete, As a patural
consequence they talk of killinz souls, Num. 31:19, 31:35, atpo.
Then for individuald in general in ¥um. 31:46. In other nlaces the

word "soul" is used for self, in Math. 16:25, 1 Jno. 3:-16, etc,

These usages of the word "soul" do npt conflict with the disorimin-

ation bstween the two.
| Many writers attempt to show that animals have "reason”, by in-
- stancing éases where animals have used ;éaaoning or deduced con- « .
. clusions, but as we have shown "Reason" is only nroperly apnlied to
| self- nunaoiousnexa and fres-will, or the possszsion of Ponsciﬂnﬁe.

-

&nd there 1s no good evidence of animals posseasing thease,






114 V. Tthlos,

“* This is the solence of diuty, and comes un Hatirally for con-
sideration under the topic of Man, and baing fundamental in Thaol-
ogy must be studied before we proceed further. "Duty" is that which
is "due" Jjust as wha? one U'eught" is what he"owes". A man owes when
he possssses sumethiﬂg which belongs to another, or which another
rigntfully claims. We have thus the witness of common consciousness
to these two words and their meanings, and so to cur fundamental pos~
ition. ¥ho_owes? and to whom? The man possesses a ocapacity for be-
coning perfect, therefore the self that bemomes, owes perfection to
.tﬁp other self that holds the ideal. Pe’ﬂection is thus dus by the
pous to the logos.

Thus the consoisnce claims autherity over tha anirit. This ean-
not be svaded or set aside or denied. There 18 no other spurce of
authority over the spirht. ¥e may say that 1t is the demand of
reason, but i1t is not becsuse 1t 4s reason, but from the nature of
the oase, 6r we might ask where reason got its suthoritv. It is the
demand of reason because the spirit 1s reason, God is the Absolute
Reason, and Reason makes the sare demand of Him. In other words Sod
has a conscience which is his guide in mction, and this conacience-
of 3od and our conscience necesserily harmonize with each other when
acting normallf. Perfection ia that which we ars capablq of normally,

The pous, knowing self, perceives ﬁhat we aracmﬁa*‘ﬁ ofy and so
lays down the law,- we are s law unto oursslvea. or ﬁave Tﬂe law
within curselves. Goodness i# perfection or sche annroach *n 1t. So
1t 18 our duty to choose that which is zood, veit not hescauss it is
good, but because it 1s duty or »x due, and the loegs demands it.
Let us repzat. Law is tha  standard of action, Tha standard of action
is that of whioh we are capabls normally. "Normally" means acoord-
ing to nofm, or law. This ssems like talking in a oirole, but it 1a
not. We are capable of sim. But ain 1s-=action against the standard® °
or law. So when we say that the siandard_ig that af which wa, are
capable notmally, we mean that a certafn methed of acting is 4mher—x -
ent in us, or fit to our Hatursicerworthy of us, so that when we 20
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act we are perfsct. There 1s an ideal which wa are capable of attain-
idg, and it 18 our duty to attain it, i.e. the salf which has ths
capacity of atiaining owes it to the i1deal self 4o attain it,- the
nous which wills, or chooses, and which therefnre has the pananity

of attaining, owes 13 to the ideal expresser or legos, to soms up to
it, This is a-constiraint of duty, a binding to the standard, or a
pressure to come ﬁp to the atandard, There 1z no asutherity which ocan
conflict with this constraint which we call conscience, In fact it

is the sourcé of all muthority.

The State has autheriiy when its officers are eslected by the

'paaple. 80 that they represent the combined voice of the consclences
ﬁr“tha people, so far as it is possible to corbine them. When ita
officers are not formal]y elected, they #ti11 represent the peeople
ty suffrance. 1f they did ndt, the people woull rise and overthrow
their rule. In cases where the people would so rise 1if they ware
able, but do not, because they are not able, we mayvy say that the
authority exercised 13 not rightful,

A szeering exception te this is whare the unrilling lv-accented
rule is really for the good of the peonle,- the hest possible under
the circumstances. We may say thatf such rulers heve the suffrages of
all the consciences acting normdlly, or rationally, and as have
rightful authoritys for abnormal conscisnces really have no auther-
ity rightfully. .

Likewise in church government the source of au{ha}ity is the =
volce of the individuml consclences collectively expressed so far
as possible.

| It 1s sometimes objected that consciences vary in their verdict,

_and so cannot furnish an absolute standard. Te have shown that the

law 1s based on the sub'ect's capacit;, it aims at his perfaction.

The cnusoignée iz the only 1nterprete; ef that standard to the sub-

Ject, and thersfore the enly ruler. The.vizion may be dim or diastort= *

ad ,-that does not alter the fact, da with physical visisn, dis-

torted or iwperfect vision ray cause lows to the one who sseas.but
he has to endure it., Vet it iawell.to remember that cur vision,
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noral ad well a3 physical may make use of helps. Our conscisnces
ahiould be compared with thess of others in their verdicts, part-
foularly with those who are spesially fittsd to be leaders, Also
with the common consciousness of mankind, and with the revesled will
of God. If difference is found the cause must be souzht, and the
difference adiusted. The oonsolsnoe should be trained +o olear vis-
ifon by every teans avallable, espsecially shanld sensitiveness be
secured by careful and prompt obsdience to its beheata,

The applicatien of moral principles to concrete cases naed
not ve difficults "Spiritual worthiness" is another rather vague
way of expressing the standard, meaning that which is worthy of a
iratihnil beinz, or that by doing which a rational being attains to

perfections This {s the sane position as we have taken. The smmsRiem

consgience perceives more or lesa clearly this "worthiness", and
this iz always duty. The obligation liea in the "ought" of the cap-
acity., 1t may be perceivad by thas man's own consclence, or hy that
of others, or it may be discovered in Sod's revealsd Word,

Christ and Paul both said, "Love {= the fulfilling of the Law™j
How dogs this agree with the abeve? Love is salf devotfon. Self-
devetion is a supreme choioa, It iz a cholce of goedy this includes
God, the good One. If it 1s a cholce of God, it 15 a qnqlce of all
good, and will inoclude all worthy obiects. So Love saf 4ties the
law of obligation in its finner comstraint, Moreover this comnlate
gself-devotion leads to keeping the rules of the law in all overt
action: so0 it fulfills the law. ¥e sald before "good is reason in
wction', It 18 the choice of perfection, which is the standard of
reason or for rational beings, and right choice 18 the action which
_arf;ots. Some ob’ect, saying that pe{?eciion itself beinz a choice,
e cannot take a chofpe , which does not sxist until the choine is
sade, as the obiget of choice; for 1f is the absurdity of choos-

ng itself while itself {s as yet non-existant. But this is not a it |

alid ob/ection. We obiectily in the wind the perfection which we
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can ﬁexueive before it exists, and we, choose that which stands as
an ideal,not yet actualized, but sufficiently real in idea to be
perceived and to be an obleot of oholce.

"Others say that duty lies in the obligation to choose a creat-
er good in preferance to'a lssser one. Put how can we determine
which is the greater“gcod.-my perfection , or yours: the greater
perfection of a Lawer grade of heing, or the lesser perfasction of =
hizher being. There is no sure means for determining duty thus.

Some say the essence of good is pleasure, besoauss pleasure or
gratification is the only motive that moves us, tut how do we lknow
that present gratification will not give greater enioyment than

‘some future pleasure, and if it does it is duty on this rule, whioh
really can give no standard for action and this is not the only mot-
ive. Common consciousngss teaches that duty does not get its auth-
ority or binding force from pleasure, although it may be accom-
panied by pieasure.

But others object that we have duties to God and our fellow
men, which contradiocts the idea that all duty is to self. It is
true that weiowe God reverence, love, worship and obedience, but
vhy do we owe them to Him? Because our relations to Him are sush
that we would Me imperfsot if we did not render thsse. Fe owe thess

to Him because we owe it to ourselves to render them to him,
Likewisze, we owe our neighbor love, respect, truthfulness ete.
. ¥hy do we owe them? Because wa would he imoerfect if we did not ren-
. dér  them to him. S0 we owe it to ourselves to Tender these, Our
duties to God and to our neiphbor are firast duties to ourselvas,

and spring from our capacities and 'our relations te them. iy con-
solence demands 1t of ne.

. butsome say it 1s selfishness t0, nake one's own perfection
tue standard-of duty. [t i3 not so. Selfishness 1s see:zing some
seeuing .cod for one's self to the neglect or detriment of the good
of others. My own perfection includes 8 regard for the good of

others, and will not permit me to put my own good or advantage h
before that of others. Moreover, 1 cannot evade the demand of riutfr,
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as noted before, due by pous to logos. Chriat recognizes this stand-
ard saying, "Be va perfect," giving at the sama time a pattern, "as

your 'Father!.

This brings us to the question bf ‘G¢d's authority. The P\Et of
creation does not zive authority: it creates responsibility. Sihac

pose an svil oeiﬂg'abla to oreate, he would not have ths right to

rule, so creatisn does not of itself give authority. Fod having
brought inta:baing. is under oblisation to sscure the besat zood of
hHis craaturedso far aa possible, and if he 12 not sure to be able
,tb,bring about their best good on the whole, He hasa no right to
brfﬁg into beinz. T
Put God'a conscience being Absolute Reason will azres with the
consciences of all Finite rational belngs, acting rationally,thare-
fore He repressnts the volces of the consoiences of all, and as a
conseguence He has the authority of all these consciences. This npom-
munity of rational beings requires a ruler for its best good, He
cannot evade the responsibility because He created, and,as nract-
icully elecied, He has the authority of i the consciences of all.
Mo veine can say | did not agree to Hls rule and so He has no auth-
ority over we, any more than a citizen of this country can say 1
aid not voete for this Presiéent. and so he is not my ruler., Thus
it is truethat all true government of the people, 18 for the people,
and by the people, and God is our righteous ruler, and we are bound
to render Him obedience for conscience' sake.
¥e said that choice of good 1s goodness, and tha t not only is
perfection goodness, but approach to perfection is also such. This
depends on the fact, discovered and verifiad by exparience, that
there are many degrees of goodness. Nothing has a moral guality un-
less 1t involves an elewment of cholcs. Cholces are of many kinds,
4 cholce may be all-ccntrulling'nf minor cholcea, or it map
only partially conirol, Moreover, thers are abiding or permanant

tholces and temporary or transient choices. - 3
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‘The choice of an end of 1ife, either of the good end or the had
end, 18 the mogt abiding. In fact this choice is what determines
chargcter, and will never be reverssd by the man of himself, be-
cause 1t sets ths standard for all cholces, either the ram haz made
evil his good, or true gzood i3 to him good. Minor cholces may lie
directly against this supreme cholce, which, howsver, tends to conm-
trol all I&%ss pe;ﬁénent choices. The dezree of its contro{ depends
on the intensity with which it is nade, or to which it attains.

The auprhme choice fur evil is rarely made in one act, but is
wsually the result of many minor choices for evil which bring about
.g‘ﬁixed habit, though it may not be known at what time the habit be-
coggs fixed and the character determined. 1t 13 possible that a =ood
habit forming a supreme choice for zood may be fixed in a similsr
way resulting from numerous minor choices for good, if the evil
cnoice has not already been made. The degree of gzoodness of a peraon,
who has made the supreme cholce for good, devends on the dezree of
intensity of that choice, and its power to control minor choices.

ErgB-will meanz that, circumstances being as they are, s man ma
choose in either of two ways, 1.e. he has a free aliernative to his
cholice. The animal's cholce or act is determined absolutely by its
neredity and environment. Man ia in part animal, so his heredity
and environwent influence him, and he may aot as they impel him, or
ne may refuse to so act and take the alternative., The conscienca,
when it perceivea duty, furnishes an i{mpulse to actisnm in accord
with it. These differing motives do noi determine the action, their
relative strength cannot be compared. IF a man is asked why he chose
as he did, he may mention the motive in accordance with which he
chose, or he may say simply "1 chose to do so, and that iz all
there i3 to Ee said about it." If he chose the right, he may state
the motive and say "that {a the reaabni,-meaning the reasonableness -
of the choice. The law of cause and effect which obtaina in the nat-

ural world.does not hold here, because man is in thls above Hature. ..






That law 1s that with & piven dause, including the eircumstances,
a certaln result will follew and no other.

.The law of cause applicable t5 man's free-will is that "the
cause must be competent to the effect". It is also competent to
some other effsct. Thus wan is in this respect a real creator,
bringing 1Jﬂexi£~ﬂme somethine, not'"out of nothinz", but "not
out of anything ﬁizeady gxisting". Man is author of his cholce.

When & man has made the permanent choice he 1s no longer free
to change tﬁgt choice. e has used his freedom, but he sti1ll has a
degzres of freedom in minor choices so that in them he can choose

_glluer according to his lowsr mature or according to 1is consclunce.
A ;dud wan may do bad things, and a bad san may do good things. Yet
they are not perfectly free im this, as the supreme cholce tends to
control minor choices, and in turn these minor choices tend to mod-
ify the intensity of the supreme chtice, making it either mors or

less intense, and so modifying the character.

The soul and body are inherited from the parents, and are apt
to have abnormal strengith of impulse. They do not necessarily zo
against the spirit with its conscience, but they are verv ant to do
so. ¥hen the bodily appetites rule in a man, he may be called
sensual. Although the body in plants has no sensation, in animals
and man the senses seenm naturally to go with the body in the matter
of impulses, while the impulse to aotion from the soul seems rather
i0 be to care for self, and so tend to selfishness.

If the spirit rules apainat the impulses of the lower nature,

the man i3 spiritual. But when the lower natures have ruled for a
time and the fixed cholce of the man‘for evil has been developed,

thefl by mssociation with evil spirits, either human or other, ‘the

numan spiit may gain ascendency with a streng cheoloce for evil, so
that the wan chooses evil because it 1% evil. Then he may be palled

"devilish". This is the most hopeless atate of a man, ahd comnargt-
ively rares we may hope. A -






: o

The stade from whibh a man 14" most eagily recovered, a.l:thaugh
the most degraded, is when his appetites rule. Bui the nost coumon
statg of evil is selfishness, where the soul rulea.‘called in the
SCIiptufa-psugnjgggtlaa. 3:15), The spirit of man is God-1like in its
powers, and is the image of ﬁod in man. ¥We can therefore easily
believe that it is g.hgift of God". (Eee.12: 7

i The Will.

The wiil is-'h"c’ne actisn of the whole man, spirit, soul and body.
Gholce {s~twe action of the individual going out towards an object
s alternative to some other object. Of &he three, the spirit is the

_uhly truly free agent but 1t cannot“att entirely by itself. Choice
and will are the same thing. We use the former word with reference

to an alternative, expressed or implied. The other word we use to
indicate the going forth of the beinz toward the obiect, with no

suggesiion of an alternative., The term "free—will" is used hy con-
trasi with the will of animals, which is determined from ths outside
and therefore i8 not rreé.

The body presents an impulse from an apnetite, the soul nerhans
anpdher impulse toward self-seeiing. These two irpulses come from
the inherited nature, or from circumstances, and are such as the an-
imal has, and necessarily control in it. At the same time the spirit
wgy presept another impulse from the consclence, whioh is very
lisely the opposite or negative of these two, thus making an alter.
miive, Wpen the man acts, it is the spirit that chooses, anonz the
three impulses, but 1t may be in accord with any one of the three.

Whichever impulse is followed, the act i3 of the whole man, all
three are involved. The sirenmzth of the three cannot be compared
with each otner, if the man is truly™ree. If any impulse is abnor-
mally strong .there i3 a proportionate,probability of the man's aot-
ion being in accordance with it. If any impulse 1s decisively strong
through previous habit, or ocontrollinx thoice, the man is not meta-
vhyaically free in making his choice, the man 1s the kond servant of,

sin or of fighteousness,whichever the case may be. (Rom. 6:16T. =8

Though thus metaphysiceally bound, if his surrender was to right- -
tino. B:36) 2

gousnfss he is in a highercsense






These c;onaidrzra.tiona make plain Paul's disougaion in Rem. 7.
The "I which "hatss" is the spirit, the "inner nan" as Paul calls
it, the "I" which "dogs" is tha whole man. The "nmembers" ara the soi
and body, or inharifhmture. in which ain regidesys by these having
acguired controley habil, which gives the "law of sin", "the law’
of ihe mind" or of the pous is the law perceived by the consclence,
which may &t mas*"a-;t prevail in the final act, both in the converted
and in the uncon;'?fted. for the strugzle wmay continue in either.

T
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' - T QUESTIONS FOR RIVIZW  Introduotory

What is e Scienca? .
Whet are its matoriels?
Compere "fscts" mnd "trothe®.,
Thet does i‘mnlngy inolude?
Whet ie fQeldpsion?
How i sologdy .superier to other Sciencea?
M%hﬂ included Beiences, 8
de Reason?

What Us ids office? ’

How is tha veriiot of Common-gsonsSciousnass aaeuna‘r
P " Christian-consciousnces kg
Compare the sources of Materlal for Theology.
What is the netural ut'der of suhéeezs; ' S

N T-8 1-7,

II: QUzOPIoRS PO TIViEw (REVEDATION)

Whet is Hevelation? t 3
What words pare usad for.the SCIIPTURESYT
What elaims 4o the Smgtnrsa moka by Peter?

" n " L} ’Bﬂl?

" i 8 i » Christy
Compare the Written Word with {the Incarnsie WORD,
What 6f the "Higher Critios"?

What besring doe® Zvolution have on the Soripturss?
What may we SuppoSe %o be the method of Inspirstion?
How wag the Canon settled?
Give other views, *

J-g, B-15,

.

III QUESTIONS FOR REVIEW. (MIRACLES).

The Bible names of lMirasles,

The mesning of mirscles.

A TDefinition vf a miracle, SN

Jumoe's Argument.

Compare mirsoles with a king's Baai

State Christ's olaim for mirscles.®

Give the Times of miracles,

Show that Bible-writeérs wore mirnalﬂ-wurkore.
What 18 the meaning of "Nature"?

Compare this theory with '"Verbal Imcpiration.'
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IV . QUESTIONS Fon REVIZW (1AW},

What is men sogoriing o Itymology?
Reletion to other beingzs.
What is en organigm? ¥
I)iatin;_miah plants- and animals,
body, and soul, v
e animil and men, ’ .
What arscm]._t;w ’ v
Give ajemente of sslf-gonssiousnoes,
Deserilic throe-fold actilvity of spirit,
" conscionca, 4
— paileot love, -~ f
. Prove three sotivities of Reason, o
“Whet did the Greek philosophors soele? .
* Khat is Truth? ’
What is Psychology?

vp 16-22, . .

Y QUESIIONS FOX NEVIEW (mTRIes),

Give foundastiom principle from eftymology.
Whet ia perfectiont
" sao&neaa?
LI 7T
" " obligation®
Eow doas Bta’aa gat authority?
ch "

What of vsrying onnseianaaﬁ?

" 4B remedy for:
How spply these prinoiploa.
How does love fulfil the law,
Can we ohooie & gholee?
whg nut thn gmnter good,

pleasure,”

Is not this selfishneust
Whence God's aunthority,
Conmpare varylng choices,
How is gharsoter defermined?
What is Free-will
Cqmpare three lkdnds of morel aharno: ner
Compare will snd choloce

g the strength of impulses,
Expound=lev. 7 Chap.

ﬁp 25—2?.
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