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of the Holy Fucharist. By
 Prof. of Theo. in the Semi-
- Philadelphia: J. B. Lippin-

that it reqmres‘ffhé‘stlm-
“us through such' 2 book.

it.. W_' differ from him indeed, essen-
: et;.i, ot onIy as to the historical ques-
. Weare, however, on that
s gw& him credit for the dili-

collected ‘materials (though almost en-
) oper decision of the question. So

d by Dr. Nevin of the apostacy of the
g tone is so disparaging, if not
_of all the branches of that church,
Puritanism and Ratmnaltsm 15 80

_-ever, we shall give our rea-
s fenfold further from the doc-
n those whom he commisserates



Lord Jesus Christ. Whatever 0bscunty rests on that
must in a measure rest on this sacrament. That union, however
is declarcd to be a great mystery. It has always, on that a
count, been called the mystical union. We are, therefore,
manding too much when we require all obseurity to be b
from this subject. If the union between Christ and his peop
were merely moral, arising from agreement and sympathy, th
would be no mystery about it; and the Lord’s Supper,
symbol of that union, would be a perfectly intelligible ord
But the scriptures teach that our union with Christ is far
than this. It is a vital union, we are partakers of his life
isnot we that live, but Christ that liveth in us. It is sai
analogous to our union with Adam, to the union hetwe
head and members of the same body, and between the vine
its branches. There are some points in reference to this
ject, with regard to which almost all Christians are
They agree that this union includes a federal or represe
relation, arising from a divine constitution; and on the
Christ, a participation of our nature. He that sanctifie
they who are sanctified are all of one. On this account h
them brethren. Inasmuch as the children are partake:
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the ‘same.
1. 11-14). It isin virtue of hisassumption of our natur
stands to' us in the intimate relation here spoken o
agreed, further, that this union include on our part a’pa
tion of the Spmt of Christ. Tt is the indwelling of tﬁﬁ 1o
Spirit, who is the Spirit of Christ, and dwells without
in him as our head, who dwells also in his people,
become one body in Christ Jesus. They are one in
each other, and one in relation to him. Asthe huma
one by being animated and pervaded by one soul;
his people are one in virfue of the mdwallmg o
same Spirit, the Holy Ghost. 1t is further ag
union relates to, the bodies as well as the souls
Know you not, sayh the apostle, that your Bodies
bers of Christ ; know ye not, that your body is th
Holy Ghost, who dwellet u‘z 'y_ou?_ The We
chism, therefore, sa S ot_'* lievers after death,

besxdes all this, that we are partakers
f the real flesh and blood of Christ?
omn:sta and Lutherans answer in the affirma-
ch the actual reception and manducation of the real
§ is the whole Reformed church denied, in
'g_mm, and Germany, as well as in Switzerland.
Christ speaks of eating - his flesh and drinking his blood,
e said to have communion in them, the question is in
his is to be understood? All the Reformed an-
y receiving the body and blood of Christ, is meant
g their virtue or efficacy. Some of them said it was
irtue as broken and shed, i. e., their sacrificial virtue;
d, it was a mysterious, supernatural efficacy | flowing
0 glorified body of Christ in heaven; and that this last
efore, is to be taken into the aceount in determining
f the union between Christ and his people. Apart,
om the mysteriousness of the subject, the diversity
mong the Reformed themselves, is one reason of the
in determining the real doctrine of the church, on
- In some of the confessions we have the one, and
r of these modes of representation, brought to

urce of difficulty is found in the fact, that almost
confessions were framed for the express pur-
rise. One great object of Calvin’s life, was to
sm between the two branches of the Protestant
the other authors of these symbols, therefore,
_ ncle'v uring to frame a statement of this doc-
Lutheran, Zuinglian, and Calwmstlc,
on was at that time a matter of the last im-
y on religious and ecclesiastical grounds, but for
vith their political well-being and safety.

e Lord’s supper, was the only one which
rate. Here Luther was inflexible and
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be contemplated, for- the senses we have the sacrament of this
thing. . . . We never have denied that Christ is: sacra-
mentally and in mysterio present in the Lord’s supper; as well
on account of believing contemplahon, as the whole symho ical
service.”
The confessions Whmh most nearly conform to thm 'new*&r@?
the Confessio Tetrapolitana, The First Basel, and The F'
Helvetic Confession. All these are apologetic. - 'The last name
protests against the representation that the Reformed regard thi
sacraments as mere badges of profession, asserting that they ar
also signs and means of grace. In art. 22, the Lord’s supper i
called coena mystica, “in which Christus lruly offers his body:
blood, and hence himself, fo his people ; not as though the hody
and blood of Christi were, naturally united with the bread a.nﬁj%ﬁ
Wine, or locally included in them, or sensibly there present, but
in so far as the bread and wine are symbols, through- which:
have communion in his body and blood, not to the nourishm
of the body, but of the spiritual or aternal life.? 1 i 5954
The most concise and perspicuous statement of this form
the doctrme is to be found in “The Sincere Confessmn of th

supper; that to which the whole service is dmactad s the
membrance of the body of Christ devoted, and of his: hlood s

not take place without true faith. And although the things of
which the service is a memorial, are not visible or ‘present after
a corporal manner, nevertheless believing apprehension and th
assurance of faith renders them present in one sense, to the soul
the believer. He has truly eaten the bread of Christ. .
.believes on Christ, very God and very man, cmclﬁed for us,
whom to believe is to'eat, and to eat, to believe... & < Be
ers have in the Lord’s supper no other hfegwmg food than
which they receive elsewhere than in that ordinance.
liever therefore receives both; in and out of, the Lord’
in one and the same way, and by the same means of fai
and the same food, Christ, except that in the supper the
tion is connected with the actions and signs appointed b
and accompanied with a testifying, thanksgiving and 1
service. . . . Christ’s flesh has done its work on ear ha

4 On the Lord's Supper. 233

- heen offered for our salvation; now it no longer benefits on

arth and is no longer here.”* . /This i8 8 remarkably clear and

cise statement; and should be remembered; for we shall find

in and nthers'whose language is often so different, avowing
cancurrenca ‘with these ministers of Zurich, or at least
1 them in ther statement of this doctrine,

_.tkelConfesswns formed under his
Sty s anfluence. :

.iv. 17, 10. “We cconclude that our souls are fed by the
esh and blood ‘of ‘Christ, just as our corporal life is preserved
_a_ﬂdwn_ne <" For the analogy of the signs would not hold,

t, transcends all our senses, and what folly it must be even
think of reducing his immensity to our measure. Let faith
nbrace then what the understanding cannot grasp, namely, that
'hSant unites things which are totally separated. Now this
cred communication of his flesh and blood, by which Christ
sfuses his lifé into us, just as if he penetrated our bones and
; e testifies ‘and seals in the holy supper; not by the
a'vain'and empty sign, but by putting forth such
rgy of ‘his Spirit as fulfils what he promises. What is
 attested he offers to all who approach the spiritual banquet.
‘however fruitfully received by believers only, who accept
ch vast grace with inward gratitude and trust.”
In 1561 Calvin wrote, in answer to the Lutheran Hesshuss,
d with a“view' to unite the two parties, his Tract de vera
cipatione carnis et sanguinis Christi in sacra coena.  In an
endix {0 that T'ract, he says: “The same body then which
'God once offered in' sacrifice to the Father, he daily
us in the supper, that it may be our spiritual aliment.
st bé held which was intimated as to the mode,
1 that the essence of the flesh shOuld
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descend from heaven, in order that we may feed upon it; but
that the power of the Spirit is sufficient to penetrate through
all impediments and to surmount all local distance. At the same.
time we do not deny that the mode here is incomprehensible:
to human thought; for flesh naturally could neither be the life
of the soul, nor. exert its: power upon us from heaven; and not,
without reason is the communication, which makes us flesh of his
flesh, and bone of his bones, denominated by Paul a great mystery.
In the sacred supper we acknowledge it a miracle, transcending
both nature and our own understanding, that Christ’s life is made
common to us with himself, and his flesh given us as aliment.”
Again, “ these things being disposed of, a doubt still appears:
with respect to the word substance ; which is readily allayed, if

we, put away the gross imagination of a manducation of the

flesh, as though it were like corporal food, that being put into
the mouth, is received into the stomach. For if this absurdity
be removed, there is no reason why we should deny that we are
fed with Christ’s flesh substantially, since we truly coalesce with

him into one. body by faith, and are thus made one with him.
Whence it follows we are joined with him in substantial connex-

100, just as substantial vigour flows down from the head into the

members. The definition must then stand that we are made fo

partake of Christ’s flesh substantially ; not in the way of carnal

mixture, or as if the flesh of Christ drawn down from heaven

entered into us, or were swallowed by the mouth ; but because
the flesh of Churist, as to its power and efficacy, vivifies our souls;

not otherwise than the body is nourished by the substance of
bread wine.” iy

We prefer giviug. these extreme passages as selected by Dr

Nevin, instead of others of a different character, which could

eagily be gathered from Calvin’s works. 'Those of the latter

class, will turn up in their appropriate places. We proceed to
quote some of the confessions, which most manifestly bear the

impress of Calyin’s hand or spirit.

The Gallican Confession was adopted by the Protestants of
France, in 1559.  In the 36th art. it is said: Quamvis (Chris~
tus) nunc sit in coelis, ibidem etiam remansurus donec veniat
mundum judicaturus, credimus. tamen, eum arcana et incompre-
hensibili Spiritus sui virtute nos nutire et vivificare sui corporis

1343} . On'the Lord's Supper. 935

“'gt,.sang:u‘i_pis_.substantia per fidlem apprehensa.* Dicimur autem .
hoc spiritualiter fieri, non ut efficaciee et veritatis loco imagina-
_E-____tlone:m_-?;au_t cogitationem supponamus, sed potius, quoniam hoc
_f.@_‘_!y_sﬁtg_l_'gug_l‘;;ll:ostrpe cum Christo coalitionis tam sublime est, ut
| OMwes nostros sensus totumque naturae ordinem superet, denique
* quoniam sit divinum ac coeleste, non nisi fide percipi at appre-
_-—=-h'andi poleatyen ikt -
iy eArt._.. 37 Credimus, sicut'antea dictum est, tam in coena
~ Quam m:'-:iolaptismo, Deum nobis reipsa, id est vere et efficaciter
 donare quicquid ibi sacramentaliter figurat, ac proinde cum signis
 Conjungimus veram possessionem ac fruitionem ejus rei, quae
ta nobis loffertur. ' Itaque affirmamus eos qui ad sacram men-
sam Domini puram fidem tanquam vas quoddam afferunt, vere
ecipere; quod ibi signa testificantur, mempe corpus et sanguinem
.!.esl'l Christi, non minus esse cibum ac potum anime, quam
Panis et vinum sunt corporis cibus.
‘T'his is perhaps the proper place to state, though not in chro-
ogical order, that at & meeting of the National Synod of
ance, in 1571, Beza being president, an application was made
“certain deputies to have the clause in Art. 37 altered, which
asserts that we ‘are nourished with the “substance of Christ's
+ body and blood.”  The synod refused to make the alteration,
and explained the expression by saying, they did not understand
¥ i, ¢ any confusion, commixiure, or conjunction . . . but
his only, that by his virtue, all that is in him that is needful for
ur salvation, is hereby most freely given and communicated to us.
r do we consent with them who say we do communicate in
s merits and gifts and spirit, without his being at all made
urs; but with the apostle (Eph. v. 23), admiring this superna-
tural, and to our reason incomprehensible mystery, we de be-
16ve we are partakers of his body delivered to death for us, and
f his blood shed forus, so that we are flesh of his flesh, and bone of
18 bones,and that we receive him together with his gifts, by faith
Tought in us by the incomprehensible virtiue and efficacy of
e Holy Spirit.”f' 'This decision was considered by the minis-
ers of Zurich as involving a condemnation of their doctrine, and

r. Nevin, in his translation of this passage, should refer apprek Bd
ad of substantia, we cannot tell. -
Quick’s Bynodicon, I. p. 92.
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they complained of it accordingly. The following year, 157
therefore the Synod decided, that though they chose to ret
the word substance in the sense explained, they did so ¢ wi
prejudicing those foreign churches, which for reasons best kn
to themselves do not use the word substance.” And ms’sea{l
saying as they had done the year before, “that we must trul
participate in the second Adam, that we wnay derive life r
him ;” they substitute for the last clause the words: “that
mystical and spiritual communication with him, we may derive
that true eternal life” ¢ And the Lord’s Supper,” they add, “I
principally instituted for the communication of it; though_ih
same Lord Jesus be offered to us both in his suhstanca and gi
in the ministry of the word and baptism, and received by faith”

In the articles adopted by the Synod of London, in 1552
and sanctioned by the authority of Edward VI, the article
the Lord’s Supper, gives in the first clause the scriptural ]
guage, “T'o those who receive it worthily and with faith, the bread
which we break is the communion of the body of Christ;
The second clause rejects transubstantiation. The third d
the Lutheran doctrine, and asserts that as Christ is heaven
debet guisquam fidelium carnis ejus et sanguinis realem et
poralem (ut loquantur) preesentiam in eucharistia vel l::reda |
vel profiteri.

In the Thirty-nine Articles of the church of England, adop
in 1562, the article on the Lord’s Supper corresponds in purpor
exactly in the first three clauses, with the article of Edward

. Then follows these words: Corpus Christi datur, accipit
manducatur in coena, tantum coeleste et aplrltuah ratio
Medium autem quo corpus Christi accipitur et manducatur
coena fides est. It is a remarkable fact that the Anglican ¢
fessions have decidedly a more Zuinglian tone than thos
other of the Reformed churches. 'This may in part be ac
for by the consideration that they were not 1remca.l dr
to conciliate Lutherans.

In the Scotch Con. of 1560, the language of Gal
great measure retained. The on]y sentence that ne
is the following : “ We confess that believers in the righ
the Lord’s supper thus eat the body and drmk the bloo

' * Quick’s Synoﬂwnn. Lop- 1'14
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'hrlst, and we .ﬁrm]y believe that he dwells in them, and they

1im, n nay, that they. thus become flesh of his flesh and bone of
bones. . Flor as the eternal deity gives life and mmmortality
he ﬂash of Chnst, 50 also his flesh and blood, when eaten and
nk by us, confer on us the same premgatives.”
the Belgic Conf. adoptad in 1563, the following words
ur, Art. 35.  Christus tastlﬁcatur, nos, quam vere hoc sacra-
tum manibus nostris accipimus et tenemus, illudque ore come-
us et. hl’mmus, (unde et postmodum vita nostra sustentatur) fam
tiam nos fide (quae animae et manus et os est) in animis
TS bclpere verum corpus et verum sanguinem Churisti, unici
s nostri ad vitam nostram spiritualem. Nequaquam er-
nmns dicentes, id quod comeditur esse proprium et naturale
yus Christi, idque quod bibitur proprium esse sanguinem. Al
ducandi modus talis est, ut non fiat ore corporis, sed spiritu
1,1t is not necessary to quote from other Confessions lan-
the same import with that already quoted. All the
b g.hove cited contain more or less distinctly the impress
alvin’s views, if we except perhaps those of the church of
d, which as before remarked, are more of a Zuinglian cast.
me now to

ose symbols in which both Zainglians and Calvinists agreed.
haps the most interesting and important document of this
-the Consensus Tlgurmus. Switzerland had long been
- gilstracted by the controversy on the sacraments. After
rsuasion on the part of his friends, Calvin was induced
urich and hold a conference with Bullinger in 1549.
ult of that _conference was the adoption of the articles
drawn up by Calyin himself,and afterwards published
le: “Consentio mutua in re sacramentaria Ministro-
rinae Kcclesiae, et D, Joannis Calvini Ministri Gene-
esiae, jam nunc ab ipsis authoribus edita.” We have,
, in this document the well considered and solemnly
a}greemept of the Zuinglian and Calvinistic portions
: hurch. This Consensus was soon made the *
tack bj' the Lutherans. Four years after
imself called upon to. publish an explana-
_his letter, prefixed to that defence,
he mlmsters of Zurich and other Swiss
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churches, he says: The Lutherans now see that those whe
they denounce as Sacramentarians agree, and then adds, Nec?
si superstites bodie essent optimi et eximii Christi servi Zuingli
et Oecolampadius, verbulum in ea sententia mutarent.*

This Consensus embraces twenty-six articles, all relatin
the sacraments, and especially to the Lord’s supper. In the,
articles there is not a word, which any of the evangelic:
churches of the present day would desire to alter. We "uiﬂ
like to print them all as the confession of our own faith on this.
whole subject. The first four are introductory. 'The'fifth de-
clares the necessity of our union with Christ, in order th
should partake of his life. The sixth declares that union
spiritual, arising from the indwelling of the Spirit. The se
enth sets forth the design of the sacraments. They ar
clared to be badges of profession and Christian communios
citements to thanksgiving and to the exercise of faith, an
holy life, and syngraphae binding us thereto. Their prmﬁi
end, however, is said to be that God therein may testif
grace to us, represent and seal it. For though they signify
thmg not announced in the word, still it is a great thin
that they present, as it were, hmg images before ‘our’eye
and which affect our senses and serve to lead us to the :
signified, while they recall to mind the death of Chnsﬁ an
his beneﬁts, that our faith may be called into exercise; an
sides this, what God had by his mouth declared, is' here
firmed and sealed. The eighth declares that God:‘-' W
works or communicates by his Spirit, the blessmgs signifie
the sacraments. They are therefore, as stated in’ the nin
ticle, not naked signs, but as it is there expressed, «T'h
distinguish, as is proper, between the sign and" ‘things sig :
we do not disjoin the truth (or realily) {from the signs;'s
who by faith embrace the promises there present.ed
Christ with his spiritual gifts” In the tenth article, it
fore said, we should look at the promise rather’ than
The signs 'mthout Chnst are declared in the ‘eleventh

* Compare with this the la.nguage of Dr Nevin, who ende om:ﬁ
the doctrine of Calvin and Zuingle on this sub to be as mde a
He even says: “If Calvinism, the synhnm Geneva, fleceum:‘y—
Zuinglianism, we may, indeed, well r.of the. whole interest. Tor
ﬂur_;g.l_y no chureh.can stand, that i is fam}d to be mnsmunonally qu
P 2
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manss_lawae__ The arhcles from the twelfth to the sev-
eenth, bot! lncl\ _ed relate 1o the efficacy of the sacraments.
ed that they have any virtue in themselves, all their
y is referred to the attending power of God, which is ex-
he elec.t and therefore, it is a&ded the doc-
craments confer grace on all who do not oppose
sta.cle'of_mortal sin, falls to the ground. Inthe eighteenth
stated that the reason why the sacraments fail to benefit
ers is to be referred to their want of faith, and neither
sacraments which always retain their integrity, nor to
The nmeteeuth teaches that the blessings received in
Bacraments, are by believers received on other occasions.
moreover, as is said in the twentieth, the benefit received
 the sacraments, is not to be restricted to the time of adminis-
but may follow long afterwards. Those baptized in in-
@ often regenerated in youth or even old age. In the
rst art. all local presence of Christ in the Fucharist is
man he is in heaven, and is present only to the
aith. The twenty-second states that the words of insti-
This i 18 my, body, must be understood figuratively. In
-third, it is taught that manducation of Christ’s body
mixture or transfusion of substance, but the derivation
his body and blood as a sacrifice. The last three
irected -against transubstantiation, the Lutheran
local 1 presence, and the adoration of the host.
this document as an exhibition of the true doc-
eformed, church on this whole subject is greatly .
s mehgre outline. W shall, however, have occa-
_more explicit statements, in the progress of
next witness to be cited is the Heidle-
prepared at the command of Frederick
inate, by Caspar. Olevian, a disciple of
of Melancthon, and adopted by a
leberg in 1563. 'This catechism
5 both in the German and Dutch

stituted hy God, that through
nt and seal the promise of the
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gospel, viz. that he, for the sake of the one qﬂ'aring;-o
“accomplished on the cross, grants to us the forgiveness
eternal Life.™ i
In answer to the following question, it is stated, tha-‘!;;
sign both of the word and sacraments is to direct our faith
sacrifice of Christ on the cross as the only ground of our fai
Question 75.. “How art thou reminded and assurec
holy supper, that thon art a partaker of the one offe
Christ on the cross, and of all his beneﬁts?‘ Ans. Th
“Christ has commanded me to eat of this broken bread, a
“drink of this cup and has promised first, that as surely as
with my eyes the bread of the Lord broken for me, and the
handed to me, so surely was his body broken and offered
on the cross, and his blood shed for me. Second, that he hims
as certainly feeds and nourishes my soul to eternal life th
crucified body, and shed blood, as T receive from the.
the minister, and after a corporal manner partake of th
and wine, which are given as the symbols of the body
‘of Christ.” ad
Ques. 76. « What is it then to eal the crucified b
drink the shed blood of Christ? POt
“Ans. It is not only to embrace with a believing heart
sufferings and death of Christ, and thereby to obtalnl th
of sin and . eternal life; but also, besides that, to becom
and more united to his sacred body, by the Holy Gh
dwells both in Christ and in us; so that we, though Ch
heaven and we on earth, are notwithstanding, flesh of
and bone of his bones; and that we live and are gov:
ever by one Spirit, as the members of the same body
soul.” : § it
In the answer to the 78th, it is said thatasinb
water is not changed into the blood of Christ, nor i
ablution of sin, but the symbol and pledge of those
the Lord’s supper the bread is not the body of Chr
from the nature of a sacrament and usage of scriptu

* There is some slight variation as to phraseology, L
Latin eopies of this catechism. ~We unfortunately h
lish version at hand, and therefore are obliged to translate, ex
has given the English version, from the originals, -
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to Ques: 79th, it is said the bread is called Christ’s
only thereby to teach us that as bread and wine
emporal life, so his crucified body and shed blood
1eat and drink’ whereby our souls are fed unto
ut more especially, by these visible signs and
re us, that we are as really partakers of his true
od ' (by the operation of the Holy Ghost), as we re-
ths of our bodies these holy signs in remem-
d that all his sufferings and obedience are as
 if we had in our own persons suffered and made

he following question, What is the difference between the
supper, and ‘the Popish mass? the first clause of the
: “T'he supper of the Lord testifies to us that we have
mission of all our 'sing, on account of the one sacrifice
ist which he himself made once for all upon the cross;
o that we, by the “Holy Spirit, are united to Christ, who
ing to his human nature is only in heaven at the right
‘of the Father, and is there to be adored by us.’
re Is nothing in this account of the Lord’s supper to which
lon would even now be taken. There is something in the
1o the 75th question, which seems evidently intended to
Calvin’s peculiar ‘opinion of a miraculous influence from
Christ in heaven, but it is also as evidently intended
Bulllinger’s view on that subject. It is language to
Zuingle and (Ecolampadius, as Calvin says on another
1ld not object. This is the more remarkable when
storical circumstances under which this cate-
up, and its decidedly irenical object. No part
nore distracted by the sacramentarian contro-
ilatinate. Nowhere was greater exertion made
erans by framing expressions which they
chism, framed under these circum-
hich the ministers of Zurich would

bol which it is necessary to cite, is
ion. "This on some accounts is the
nfessions of the Reformed church.
1565, the Elector

med by the furious contentions
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in his dominions, and annoyed by the misrepresentations o _
Lutherans, wrote to Bullinger to send him :“'confessl:"“z‘_fhl_‘_!h
would if possible unite the parties, or at least silence the clar
of the Lutherans, and which the Elector might present.
approaching diet of the empire to refute the calumpmg direc
against the Reformed. - Bullinger sent this confession w
had prepared some years before. The Elector was pe
well satisfied. 'To give it weight it was then sanctioned |
Helvetic churches, and soon became one of the most gen
recognised standards of the Reformed in all parts

old have been abolished, and baptism and the Lord's sup
troduced in their place. 7. Then follows an exposition
constituent parts of a sacrament. First, the word, by whi
elements are constituted sacred signs. Water, bread.
are, in themselves, apart from divine appoinime
symbols. Tt is the ‘word of God added to them, consecrati
‘setting them apart, which' gives them their sacrame
ter. ' Secondly, the signs, being thus consecrated
names of the things signified. Water is called regene:

bread and wini, the body and blood of Christ,
or sacraments of his bod gt

their own nature. T
siguified, bécause the °

Rt it d

of [:Eﬁi%‘ d
What it teaches on the Lord’s supper is entitled to be r
asa fair exhibition of the real doctrine of the church. P
fact that it was writien by Bullinger, the successor of Zuingl
Zaurich, the great opponent of what was considered pec
Calyin’s views of this subject, would lead us to expect to finc
it nothing but what the Zurich ministers could cordla.l_lj' add
In the 19th ch. it is taught concerning the sacrame
general, 1. That they are mystic symbols, or holy rites,
actions, including the word, signs, and the things'signifie
2. That there were sacraments under the o ol as
the new economy. 3. That Ciod is their author, apd.sﬁ
rates through them. 4. That Christ is the great obje
sented in them, the substance and matter of t.hem,':___tl;
slain from the foundation of the world, the rock of which
fathers drank, &c. 6. Therefore as far as the substan
cerned, the sacramenits of the two dispensations are equal
have the same author, the same significancy and effect.

14 as well as unds

th
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united by mystical significance and divine appointment. 8. In
the ‘next paragraph the confession rejects, on the one hand, the
Romish doctrine of consecration; and, on the other, the opinion
hose who either make the sacraments mere common SIgns, or
ely useless. 9. The benefits signified are not so included
 bound to the sacraments, that all who receive the signs receive
things signified ; nor does the efficacy depend on the admin-
tor; nor their integrity, upon the receiver. As the word of
, continues his word, whether men believe or not, so it is
, the sacraments.
'he 21st chapter is devoted to the Lord’s supper. 'The fol-
ing passages, which we prefer giving in the original, will
10 exhibit the doctrine here taught:
autem rectius et perspicacius intelligatur, quomodo caro et
Christi sint cibus et potus fidelium, percipianturque a
libus ad vitam aeternam, paucula haec adjiciemus. Mandu-
tio non est unius generis. . Est enim manducatio corporalis, qua
0s percipitur ab homine, dentibus atteritur, et in ventrem
oz 13 Nothing of this kind, of course is admitted
egard to the Lord’s supper.
spiritualis manducatio corporis Christi, non ea quidern,
imemus cibum ipsum mutari in spiritum, sed qua, ma-
Sua essentia et proprietate corpore et sanguine Domini,
communicantuyr spiritualiter, utique non corporali modo,
I, per_ spiritum sanctum, qui videlicet ea, quae per
\guinem Domini pro nobis in mortem tradita, parata
im inguam  remissionem peccatorum, liberationem, et
,applicat et confert nobis, ita ut Christus in nobis
ipso vivamus, efficitque ut ipsum, quo talis sit,
piritualis noster, id est, vita nostra, vera fide per-
_Et sicut oportet cibum in nosmetipsos edendo
in nobis, suamque efficaciam exerat, cum
il nobis prosit; ita necesse est nos fide
noster fiat, vivatque in nobis, et nos in
omnibus claret nos, per spiritualem
aginarinm, nescio quem, cibum, sed
traditum, quod tamen percipiatur
spiritualiter per fidem. . .. .
ualis;‘etiam extra Domini
no in Christum crediderit.
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Quo fortassis illud Augustini pertinet, Quid paras dentem et
ventrem? crede, et manducasti. \ s Sraae

Praeter superiorem manducationem spiritualem, est e
mentalis manducatio corporis Domini, qua fidelis non tal

spiritualiter et interne participat vero corpore et_san
Domini, sed foris etiam accedendo ad mensam Domini, &
visibile corporis et sanguinis Domini sacramentum. _,

‘We haye thus furnished, as it appears to us, adequate

rials for a clear and decided judgment as to what, was_th

doctrine of the Reformed church as o the Lord’s Supper
propose now to review these materials and apply them
decision of the various questions agitated on this subject.

In what sense is Christ present in the Lord’s Supper 2
‘The authorities above cited, and the private writings of
Reformed theologians, are abundant in teaching that Chri
present in the Lord’s supper. They represent it as a cal
when the Lutherans asserted that the Reformed regarde
bread and wine as representing the body and blood of Chr
10 other sense than a statute represents Hercules or Mer:
Zuingle says, we have never denied that the body of Cl
sacramentally and mystically present in the Lord’s g
They admitted not only that he is present as God and,
Spirit, but in an important sense as to his body and blood.,
whole controversy relates to this latter point, viz., to_th
in which the body and blood of Christ are present in il
supper. In deciding this point, the Reformed theolog
. are very accurate in determining the different sen's_es m whi
a thing may be said to be present. The word presenc
say, is a relative term, and cannot be understood withou
ence to the object said to be present, and the subject to W
is present. For presence is nothing but the applicatio
object to the faculty suited to the perception of
there is a two-fold presence, viz., of things sensible and
spiritual. The former are present, as the word import
they are prae sensibus, s0 a3 1o be perceived by the sens
latter, when they are presented to the intellige
apprehended and enjoyed. _Again, presence even
objects is not to be confounded with nearness. It stands oppe
not to distance, but; to absence. | The sun is as
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bsent at night, as when present by da i
y. A thing therefo

__.__btlaogﬁsant a3 to efficacy and virtue, which is atga great dit
ce locally. - In which-of these sensesare the body and blood
(;'j}h.rxst present in the Lord’s supper? All the Reformed
answer to this question, say that it is not in the sense of loéai
arness.  'The bread is neither transmuted into the body of

ist, as Romanists say, nor is his body locally present in, with
'- undgt.' the bread, according to the Lutheran docirine. : The
ce is to the mmd, the object is not presented to the senses
ut :pre_hg_nded by faith. It is a presence of virtue and eff-
ot of propinquity. All these statements, both negative
positive, are found in the authorities referred to in the pre-
ng pages. The Hely. Conf. chap. 21, says: “ The body of
ist is in heaven at the right hand of God. . . . Yet.};.he
_._&'ils-n_?t;_'__abseni:; from his church when celebrating his supper

: ___'_{3__?1’%9‘3_ from us in heaven, nevertheless it is eﬁica:

" present with us; how much more is Christ, the Sun of
teousness, though absent as to the body, presext with us, not
orally _mdeed, but spiritually, by his vivifying influence.”
in the Consensus Tigurinus, art. xxi. says: “Eve :
ion of local presence is to be entirely removed. Fg
igns are here on earth seen by the eyes and handled
.ds,_ C_hrlst,l so far as he is a man, is no where else than
n; :._1_,_1__1d is to be sought only by the mind and by faith. Tt is
orean irrational and impious superstition to include him in
thly elements.” In the 10th art. it is taught that he is
1%11113 promise, éin:-t in the signs.
the principal author of the Heidle i
position of that formulary, says: « Thebs?argtwcoattiih;?mli
:h.mg signified, are united together in this s;crameft,'
y. copulation, or corporal and local existence of one in
; much less by transubstantiation, or changing the one
other; but by signifying, sealing and exhibiting the one

her. "I‘hat 15, by a sacramental union, whose bond is

B 2 ed.__,tol_'.th brg_a,d?__ifequiring the faith of the re-
it i clear, that these things in their lawful
iibited and received, but not without
g ax__:‘t}};{-‘-ﬁl?préhentlihg the thing pro-
in rament ; yet not present or inclu-
§1In 2 vessel containing it ; but present in the
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promise, which is the better part, the life and soul of ‘the: sacm?%i
ment. For they want judgment who affirm that Christ's body
cannot be present in the sacrament, except it be in or under thi
bread; as if forsooth, the bread alone, without the promise, wer
oither the sacrament, or the principal part of the sacrament
"There is, therefore, a presence of Christ’s body in the Lord’
supper ; not local, but spiritual; not for the senses butfor
mind and to faith; not of nearness but of efficacy. ~Thisp
sence (as Zmngle said, “if they want words”), the Reformed
were willing to call real ; if by real was understood not essen ial |
or corporal, but true and efficacious, as opposed to 1maumarf"’
ineffective. So far as this point is concerned there 13 0 d'_
as to the doctrine of the Reformed church. R

What is meant by feeding on the body and blood of Ckhs
"This question does not relate to the thing received, but s

manducation ?  In reference to this point, all the Reform e
agreed as to the following particulars: 1. This eating was no
with the mouth, either after the manner of ordinary food, s
the Lutherans themselves denied, or in any other mann
mouth was not, in this case, the organ of reception.
only by the soul that the body and blood of Christ are
3. It 1s by faith, which is declared to be the hand and thi
of the soul. 4. Tt is by or through the power of the Holy (
Asto all these points there is a perfect agreement among the
bols of the Reformed church. Con. Tlg art. 23. “Tha
feeds our souls with his boéljr and blood, here set for
power of the Holy Ghost, is not to be understood as
any mixture or transfusion of substance, but that w
from his body once offered as a sacrifice, and from hi
as an_expiation.” Belgm Con. art. 35. God, i

tains the spiritual life of behevers, if it be ea.te:u th
applied and received by the Spirit through. fa.lth’
“There is then in the_Lord’s supper a_double meal
one external, visible and terrene, namely, bread :
another internal. There s also a double e
an external and s:gmfym which is the cnrp
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ad and wine; that is, that which is performed by the hands,
th and senses of the body; and an internal, invisible, and
ified, which is the fraition of Christ’s death, and a spiritual
afting into Christ’s body; that is, which is not performed by
hands and mouth, but by the spirit and faith.”
s to the question whether there is any difference between
g and believing, the authorities differ. 'The Zurich confes-
; and the Helv., quoted above distinctly say there isnot. The
rsays: ¢ Eatmg is believing, and believing is eating.” The
tier says: ¢ This eating takes place as often and whenever a
_believes in Christ.” So the Belgic confession, just quoted.
, however, makes a distinction between the two, eating,
says, is not fa1th but the effect of faith. “There are some,”
8, “who define in a word, that to eat the flesh of Chnst
rink his blood, is no other than fo believe on Christ
But I conceive that in that remarkable discourse, in
15t recommends us o feed upon his body, he intended
something more striking and sublime ; namely, that
uickened by a real participation of him, swhich he desig-
tha terms eating and drinking, that no person might
e hfa which we receive from him to consist in simple
dge. .. . At the same, we confess there is no eating
Ey faith, and it is impossible to 1mag1ne any other ; but the
tween me and those whose opinion I now oppose, is
~ they consider eating to be faith itself, but I ap-
‘be rather a consequence of faith”? We do mot see
f this' distinction. Tt all depends upon the latitude’
e idea of faith. If you restrict it to knowledge and’
re is room for the distinction between eating and be-"
Jut if faith includes the real appropriation of Christ,
all C‘alvm seems to mean by both terms, eating and
question is of no historical importance. It
ity of opinion, in the church. = g
whether eating the flesh of Christ, and dl‘mk—
nfined to the Lord’s supper; in other words,
: y'spemal benefit or communion with Christ
and w ‘elsewhers be obtained, the
er in the affirmative; the Re-
negative. 'They make indeed a dis:
‘and sacramental manducation. What
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is elsewhere received by faith, without the signs and sagmﬁcanh
actions, is in the sacraments recewed in connexion with them
.'This is clearly taught in the confession of Zurich, 1545, quot
“ahove; also in the second Helv. confession as has already be
shown. 'That confession vindicates this doctrine from the charg
of rendering the sacrament useless. For, as it says, though
receive Christ once, we need to receive him continually and
have our faith strengthened from day to day. Calvin teaches
same doctrine in the Con. Tig. art. 19, “The verity whic
ﬁgurad in the sacraments, believers receive extra eorum usu
Thus in baptism, Paul’s sins were washed away, which
already been blotted out. Baptism was to Cornelius the lave
regencration, though he had before received the Spirit. .
so in the Lord’s supper, Christ communicates himself to
though he had already imparted himself to us and dwells
us”  The office of the sacraments he teaches is to confirm an
increase our faith. In his defence of this Consensus, he
presses surprise that a doctrine so plainly proved by experi
and seripture, should be called into question. (Niemeyer’s Co
p- 212). In the decree of the French National Synod of 1572,
already quoted, it is said, “The same Lord Jesus both as to
substance and gifts, is offered to us in baptism and the mi
of the word, and received by believers.”
‘We find the same doctrine in the Book of Common Prajr
the ehurch of England. In the office for the communion o
sick, the minister is directed to instruct a parishioner who is
vented receiving the sacrament, “ that if he do truly repen
of his sins, and steadfastly believe that Jesus Christ hath suffe
death for him on the cross, and shed his blood for his rede:
earnestly remembering the benefits he hath thereby, and g
him hearty thanks therefor, he doth eat and drink the bod;
blood of our Saviour Christ profitably to his soul’s health, th
he do not receive the sacrament with his mouth” On
point there was no d:vemty of- opinion in any par.:t:q
formed church. There was no communion of Christ,
pation of his body and blood, not offered to believers:
by them, elsewhere than at the Lord's table and b:
This is exalting the grace of God w:thout de
va.lue ot‘ the sacraments. i

iE i : Syt o L b
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at is mezmt by the Imdy and blood of Christ as received in
Sk ‘the sacrament ?

h__ ]anguaga employed in answer to this question is very
us. Tt is said, we received Christ and his benefits, his flesh
his true body, his natural body, his substance, the sub-
f his flesh and blood. All these forms of expression
alyin says, we, receive the substance of Christ. The
Confession says, “ We are fed with the substance of his
dblood.” The Belgic Confessmn, That we received “his
‘nody ” . The question is, What does this mean? There
ngin whlch all parties agreed, viz., that our union with
was a real union, that we receive hxm and not his benefits
; that he dwells in his people by his Spirit, whose pre-

the _presence of Christ. Though all meant this, this is
that i Is intended by the expressions above cited. What is
)y saying we receive his flesh and blood, or the substance
m?  The nagatwe answer to this question given by the
i ux_nformﬂy i, thay do not mean that we partake of

'r’!:ue of Christ’s body and blood as flesh and blood, but
tue as a body broken and of blood as shed, that i, the.u'
oning efficacay. Others, however, insisted that be-
was a vivifying efficacy imparted to the body of
union with the divine nature, and that by the power
oly Ghost, the believer in the Lord’s supper and else-
to his soul and by faith this mysterious and
nce. 'This was clearly Calvin’s idea, though
ted himself with the expression of the former of
is doctrine is fully expressed in the followmg.

i 'ng, not only. becausa once in it our 3
ecause now, we bemg umteél to him_



250 Doctrineof the Reformed Church

fountain of divinity life is, in a wonderfully way, infused into ’Lh@
flesh of Christ, and thence flows out to us” Again: ¢ Christis
absent from us as to the body, by his Spirit, however;: dwelling
in us, he so lifts us to himself in heaven, that he transfuses ik
life-giving vigour of his flesh into us, as we grow by the
heat of the sun.” From these and many similar passages,
plain, Calyin meant by receiving the substance of Christ’s bi
receiving its virtue or vigour, not merely as a sacrifice, but.
the power inherent in it from its union with the divi:ne b
and flowing from it as heat from the sun.
The other explanation of this matter is that by recewmg

* substance of Christ’s body, or by receiving his flesh and bl
was infended receiving their life-giving efficacy as a sa
once offered on the cross for us. This view is clearly expre:
in the Zurich Confession of 1545. o eat the bread of Ch
is to believe on him as crucified. - His flesh once beneﬁ"_
us on earth, now it ‘benefits here no longer, and is no lon
‘here.” The same view is expressed by Calvin himself’
Con. Tig. 1549. In the 19th article we are said to e
flesh of Christ, “because we derive our life from that
once offered in sacrifice for us, and from his blood shed as |
piation” With equal clearness the same idea is present
the Heidleberg Catechism, 1560. In question 79, it is his cruck

- fied body and shed blood which are declared to be the food of th
soul. 'The same thing is still more plainly asserted in the H
Confession 1666, ¢. 21. In the first paragraph, it is said, “
ag delivered unto death for us and as a Saviour is the sum ¢
sacrament.” In the third paragraph this eating is expl
the application, by the Spirit, of the benefits of Christ’s
And lower down, the food of the soul is declared to be
Christi tradita pro nobis, et sanguis ejus effusus pronobis
deed as this confession was written by Bullinger, minis
Ziurich, the great opponent of Calvin’s peculiar view,:
not be expected to teach any other doctrine. In what:

. the Anglican Confession, drawn up by Bishop Jewell 156!
same view is presented. ' Ttis there said: “ We maint:
Christ exhibits himself truly present. . . that in the :
feed upon him by faith and in the spirit (fide et ﬁpmtu)
we have eternal hfe from hls cross and blood “To
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he cross is here the same as to draw it from his blood, and
urse must refer to the sacrificial efficacy of his death.

'he: question now: arises which of the two views above stated
ntitled to be regarded as the real doctrine of the Reformed ?
he whole church united in saying believers receive the body
00d.of Christ. - They agreed in explaining this to mean
ey received the wvirtue, efficacy or vi gour of his body and
| But some. understood, thereby, the virtue of his body as
n and of his blood as shed, that is, their sacrificial efficacy-
g said that besides. this, there was a mysterious virtue in
dy of Christ due to its union with the divine nature, which
.was by the Holy Spirit conveyed to the believer. Which
hese views is truly symbolical? The fairest answer to this
- probably is, neither to the exclusion of the other.
who-held to the one, expressed their fellowship with
-who held the other. Calyin and Bullinger united in the
nsus Tigurinus from which the latter view is excluded.
views are expressed in the public confessions. Some have
1¢; some the other. .. .
if a decision must be made between them, the higher au-
\is certainly due to the doctrine of sacrificial eﬂicacy first
oned 1. Tt has high symbolical authority in its favour.
ing. clear]y expressed in the Con. Tig. the common plat-
of the: church, on this whole subject, and in the Second.
. Con. the most authoritative of all the symbols of the Re-
urch; and even in the Heidleberg Catechism, outweighs
authority of Calvin or the dubious expression of the
can, Belgic, and some minor Confessions. 2. What is per-
ore real consequence, the sacrificial view, is the only
armonizes with the other doctrines of the church., The
ncongenial foreign element derived partly from the
f previous modes of. thought, partly from the dominant
e Lutherans and the desire of getting as near to
d. partly, no.doubt, from a too literal inter:
in assages of .scripture, especially. John, vi.
- Itisdifficult to reconcile the idea that
anates from the glorified body of Christ,
ed doctrine of the Reformed Church,
nHy through the ministry of the word
Towever strongly some of the Reformed
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asserted that we partake of the true or natural body of: Chr
and are fed by the substance of his flesh and blood, they all main
tained that this was done whenever faith in him was exercise
Not to urge this point however. All the Reformed taught, G
-vin perhaps more earnestly than most others, that. our: union
with Christ since the incarnation is the same in nature asih
enjoyed by the saints under the old dispensation. This is pe
fectly intelligible if the virtue of his flesh and bloqd,-whxch--,
receive in the Lord’s supper, is its virtue as a sacrifice, becau
he was the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.
sacrifice was as effectual for the salvation of_Abraham asof P
and could be appropriated as fully by .the fa.xtl'z of the oneas
that of the other. But if the virtue in question is & m.ys,ten_o__
imwer due to the hypostatical union, flowing from Christ’s f1,:,);1
in heaven, it must be a benefit peculiar to believers living
the incarnation. It is impossible that those living before
advent could partake of Christ’s body, in this sense, becaus
did not then exist; it had not as yet been assumed. into
with the divine nature. We find therei'?ro? thz_tt Roman_;_.
nominal Protestants, make the greatest distinction as tq-_t_h.
tion of the ancient saints to God and that of behevfars since
advent, between the sacraments of the one dispensation gndithobe
of the other. All thisisconsistent and necessary on theirth:
of the incarnation, of the church and of the sacraments, b
all in the plainest contradiction to the doctrine of the Refor
Church* Here then is an element which does not accord:
the other doctrines of that church; and this incongruity:
.good reason for not regarding it asa genuine portion 'of:.;tg;\
Another. good reason for. this conclusion is, that the docfd'
almost immediately died out of the church. It had no root
system and could not live. We hear nothing from the imm
successors of Calvin and Beza, of this mysterious, ora;
sometimes called, miraculous influence of Christ’s --hee!venl
Turrettin, Beza’s contemporary, expressly discards it.
Pictet, who followed ‘I'urrettin, and so do.thp_,;Reforme
gians as a body.} As a single indication of this fact we re

* If any one doubts this aﬂ!iel:tl.r.u:!d let him Téu.li Ca}vin’s
§ 90—35. - This subec) howes WL come ap 19 a8

-We had transcribed varions authorities as to this p
cll;.rde' them for the want of space. " We refer the reader onl
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'raig’s catechism, written under an order of the General Assom-
of the church of Scotland, of 1590, and sanctioned by that
7in'1592. ‘Tt will be remembered that the Scotch confes-
of 1560, before quoted, follows the very language of Calvin
this' particular point. 'In Craig’s catechism however, we
e the following exhibition of the subject. “Ques. What
h the action of the supper? Ans. That our souls are
spiritually by the body and blood of Jesus Christ. John vi. 54.
es. 71. 'When is this done? A. When we feel the efficacy
his death'in our conscience by the spirit of faith. John
g Ques. 75. Is Christ’s body in the elements?
No, but it is'in heaven. ‘Acts i. 11. Ques. 76. Why then is
ement called his body ?  A. Because it isa sure seal of his
given to our souls?” In the “Confession of Faith used in
nglish congregation of Geneva,” the very first in date of
ymbols of the Scotch church, it is said: “So the supper
eth that God, a provident Father, doth not only feed our
f also nourishes our souls with the graces and benefits
8 Christ, which the scriptures calleth eating of his flesh
iking of his blood.” =
f course admitted that a particular doctrine’s dying out
e faith of a church, is, of itself, no sufficient evidence that
ot a genuine part of its original belief. This is too obyi-
eed remark. There is, however, a great difference be-
octrine’s being lost by a process of decay and by the
owth.“ It'is very possible that a particular opinion
rafied ‘info a system, without having any logical or
with it, and is the more certain to be ejected, the
ot the growth and healthful the life of that sysem.
mental principles of Protestantism are the exclusive
ority of scripture, and justification by faith alone.
m lives and grows it must throw off every thing in-
ith those principles. Tt is the fact of this peculiar

ysterious influence of the glorified body of Christ,
d to Live, taken in connection with its obyious incom-_
ther articles of the Reformed faith, that we urge
nst its being a genuine portion of

eform Bd ;md Lntherﬁﬁs, where hewﬂls.ee this
that master] 67 ly discrimination for which Turrettin is
G :
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that system of doctrine. According to the most auth
standards of the Reformed church, we receive the body and’
of Christ, as a sacrifice, just as Abraham and David
them, who ate of the same spmtual meat and drank of th_
spiritual drink. The church is one, its life is one, its |
one, from Adam to the last of the redeemed.

What is the effect of veceiving the body and blood o, Ckf

"This questmn is nearly allied to the preceding.. In g
terms it is answered by saying, that union with Christ, a
consequent reception of his benefits, is the effeci of the be];a
reception of the Lord's supper. In the Basel confessio ,
said, “So that we, as members of his body, as our true head,
in him and he in us.” The Geneva catechism sajrs th

is “ That we coalesce with him in the same life.” 'Th
Confession says, “ We surely believe that he abides in the;
lievers) and they in him, so that they become flesh of his
and bone of his bones.” The Heidleberg catechism hag
the same words, adding, ¢ and ever live and are goy rerned |
Spirit, as the members of our body by one soul.” . The S
Helv. Confession says, the. effect of the Lord’s supper is,
application of the purchase of Christ’s death, by the Holy
“that he lives in us and we in him.” So the Ang. Co
and others.

In explaining the nature of this union between Ghr:st a
people, the Reformed standards reject entirely, as we
already seen, every thing like corporeal contact, or the
or transfusion of substance. The proof of this point has
been saﬁicnently presented. We add only the language o
vin. He says in opposition to the Lutherans: ¢If
that the substance of Christ’s flesh is mingled wi
man, in how many absurdities do they involye thems
See also his Inst. iv. 17, 32. In this negative state
the nature of this union, all the Reformed agreed.
also in the affirmative statement that we rec
self and not merely his benefits. 'The union w
real, and not an 1man-1nary or merely moral on
expressed by saymg we recawe 1he substauce

5 See his ’I)efanm ‘of the Ch

nes, i}mmum, quae in se resnient, bonornm
' in which this subject is represented in

ed standards, is, that when the Holy
oEJls chosen with saving power, the soul

sti"b-n 15' wheiher besides this union effected by
there is on our part any participation of Christ’s

his human nature as such. This takes us back
n already considered, relating to the mode of recep-
ing réceived, when it is said in seripture, that we
sh and drink the h_Iood of the Son of Man. ' As to these
it will be remembered the Reformed agreed as to the
points: 1. That this reception is by the soul. 2.
aith, not through the mouth. 3. By the power of the
st. " 4 That this receiving Christ’s body is not con-
he Lord’s supper, but takes place whenever faith in
cised. 5. That it was common to believers before
ning of the Son of God in the flesh. We have
P stoppel of the claim of the authouty of the
c.]imch it behalf of the doctrine that our union with
:artmlpatmn of his human body, nature, or life.
'ﬁed owever, in what sense that church teaches that
' Christ’s flesh, and bone of hiz bones? the answer
in which Paul says the same thing. And
ssions, iflustrated and interchanged as they are in the
early Reformed theologians. Thus Turrettin says :
and us is never in scripture spoken of as bodily, bul
ich ca nly be by the Spirit and faith.” Tom. I p.
on . . on the part of Christ the efficacious opera-
rt, faith, and thence love.” p. 578. This union he
in reference to its verity. He asserts that
+ Becanse Christ is inseparable from his
the Old Testament are. correctly said o bave been

0 of hisbody and blood, which were present
ofthatxwk,_whicbma Christ."
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his meaning is very plain. He iells us that a husband shq;nld
love his wife as his own body. He that loveth his wife lo eflb
. himself. His wife is himself, for the Seriptures. say, 1 the
one flesh. All this he adds, is true of Christ and his p
He loves the church as. h1mself She is his bride; flesh
his flesh and bone of his bones. If the intimate relatmnshlp,
identification of feelings, affections and interests, between a
and his w;fe, if their spiritual union, justifies the assertm
that they are one flesh, far more may the same thmg be sai
the Spiritual relation between Christ and his peopla, whl
much more intimate, sublime and mysterious, arising, a
from the mhab:tatxon of one and the same Spirit, and pro
not only a union of feeling and affection, but of life.  The
apostle tells us that believers are one body and memhers
another, not in virtue of their common human pature, nor b
they all partake of the humanity of Christ, but because th
haye one Spirit. Such as we understand it is the ﬂoci.rm
the Réformed church and of the Bible as to the mjrsucal

W?mt efficacy belongs to the Lord’s Supper as a Sacmm

_On this point the Reformed, in the first place, rej
Rﬂmlsh doctrine that the sacraments contain the gr
mgmfy, and that they convey that grace, by the mere ad
tion, to all who do not_oppose an_ obstacle. Secondly,
theran dactrme, wh;c.h attributes to the sa.cramcnts an.in
supernatural power, due indeed not to the signs, but
* God connected with them, but which is neverthele_qs W
rative, provided there be faith in the receiver.. 'I:hu'dlyi
ﬂactrme of the, Socmmns and Gthers, that the mcra___ents
mare badges of professmn, or empty signs of Christ and
fits. They are_declared to be efficacious means of gr.
thelr eﬂicacy, as such ::s refex red ne;ther to any -_*mtue

dens, to whwh all thelr supernatural or savmg- eﬂi'
red. They have, indeed, the moral objectiv
cant emblems an

J the power is in no way tied to the sacra-
’el_'ted without them. It does not always
-'11_5 Ctmﬁned to the time, place or service.

.' ' owad out‘to a]l who apphed to him in faith, so there
h sacraments. '[‘he Reformed doctrine is illustrated by

gee, the sﬁ'ectwas due to the attending power of Christ.
rationalists smile at all these distinctions and say it
; same thing. ' These three views however are
y different in’ !themselves, and have produced radically
effects, where they have severally prevailed.
oints, both negative and positive, included in the
ment of the Reformed doctrine, above given, are clearly
| with perfect unamm:ty in their symbolical books. In
nf., art. 34, it is said, * We acknowledge, that these
are such, that through them God operates by the
[oly Spirit.” ' Hely. Conf. ii. ¢. 19, “ We do not
octrine that grace'and the things mgmﬁed are so
ns or included in them, that those who” receive
also the blessings they represent. ‘When this
indeed in the receiver, just as in the case of the
both offers his grace. - His word does not cease 10
e, nor do t.he sacraments lose their integrity,

d. "The Consensus Tlgurmus teaches, as
‘that the sacraments have no virtue in
grace : i quid boni 'nobw per sacramen-
propria eorum virtute. . . Deus enim

eceive elsewhere the same
n follows long after the admmw-
21, teaches that the whole benefit
7 Christ, who alone’ renders the

--------

Art 12.: In the fﬂllﬂwmg ar- '_
benefit only believers, that grace is

Tn the Geneva Cat. the question is asked:

R PR R o
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“Do you believe that the power and efficacy of the sac
instead of being included in the element, flow entirely from the
Spirit of God ?.. Ans.. . So I believe, that is, should it please;the
Lord to exercise his power through his own instruments i
end to which he has appointed them.” It is not worth wh
multiply quotations, for. as to this point, there was no di
of opinion.. ., We would only refer the reader to Calvin’
14, passage, which though directed against the Rom
a much wider scope. He there declares it to be 3 pure
bolical error, to teach men to expect justification from. the
ments, instead of from faith ; and insists principally on two
fixst, that nothing is conferred through the sacraments .
what is offered in the word; and, secondly, that they are
cessary fo salvation,"the blessings may be had without the
confirms his own doctrine by the saying of Augustin : In
sanctificationem sine yisibili signo esse posse, et visibile

' signum sine vera sanctificatione.
-.Such then, as we understand it, is the true doctrine o
formed church on the Lord’s supper. By the Reforme:
we mean. the Protestant churches of Switzerland, the Pala
France, Belgium, England, Scotland and elsewhere. - A
to the public standards of these churches: The Lord’
a holy ordinance instituted by Christ, as a memorial of his
wherein, under the symbols of bread and wine, his hody as |
for us and his blood as shed for the remission of sins, are
and, by the power of the Holy Ghost, sealed and_appli
lievers; whereby their union with Christ and their m
lowship are set forth and confirmed, their. faith stre:

and their souls nourished unto eternal life, ;
+ Christ 1s really present to his people, in this ordin
bodily, but by his Spirit; not in the sense of local near
of efficacious operation. . They receive him, not, with th
but. by faith; they receive his flesh, not as flesh,
particles, nor its human Jife, but his body as hro
as shed. ‘The union. thus signified and effected, betwe
and them is not a corporeal union, nor a mixture of su
but spiritual and mystical, arising from the ind
Spirit. The efficacy of this sacramen
not in the signs, nor in the service, nor in ¢
- the word, but solely in the attending infliier

fe0 Onthe Lord's Sugper. s

& o' fuir statement. of the doctrine of the

he readable limits of a review, we
* our notice of Dr. Nevin’s 'hook,
jssible state his doctrine and assign our rea-
» radical rejection of the doctrine and
 church. ~ It is'no easy thing to give a
“theory confessedly mystical, and

& most ‘abstruse points both of afnthro-'
have nothing to do however with any
ook, “We'do not ‘assume to know how all
Dr. Novin’s mind ; how he reduces them' to
o5 them with other doctrines of the Bible. Ou.r
with that part of the system which has here
How the strata lie underneath, we cannot tell. ~Dr.
Il “Gonsciotisness of the true nature of his own
o difficulties under which Calvin’s theory of the
~“Tabours, are’ “all connected with psychology, ap-
 the person of Christ or the persons of his people”
{ffererica then lies in the region of psychology.
od a new form, Tt has made great pro-
tion. “Its determinations,” he says, “have
¢d in any inquiry which has this subject for
ch inquiry éin deserve to be called smentﬁc;
hem into view,” p. 162. There may be truth
Tt ‘is, however, none the less’ significant as in-
& of the system here taught. “It is a peculiar
‘%o the illustration and determination of
> 1t is founded on certain views of “organie
alify, and of genric and individual life. - If these
foterminations ate incorrect, the doctrine of this book,
has 10 exi art from those determinations,or
Our first object is to state;as
r. Nevin's ve do not mean to
Dr. Nev&:;;?:;;;mmm o
Schleiermacher, #o far as Dr. Ne-
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There is an organic law of life which gives unity where
exists, and to all the individuals through which 1f manifes
itself. The identity of the human body resides not in the n
of which it is composed, but in its organic law. The same is
true of any animal or, plant. The same law may comprehend or
reveal itself in many individuals, and continually propagate and
extend itself. Hence there is a generic as well as an indiy
life. An acorn developed into an oak, in one view is.
existence ; but it includes a life which may produce a thous:
oaks. .. 'The life of the forest isstill the life of the original acorn,
as traly one, inwardly and organically, asin any single oak. '
inthe ,case of Adam; asto his individual Life, he was ¢ ma
to his generic life, he wa3 the whole race. The life of all
ig at.last one and the same. Adam lives in his posterity
as he ever lived in his own person. They participate
whole nature, soul and body, and are truly bone of his bon
flesh of his flesh. . Not a particle of his body indeed has

.down to us, the identity resolves itself into an invisi
But this is an identity far more real than mere sameness
sticles. . So.also in the case of Christ. He was not only a1
but the man,, He had not only an individual but a generic.
The Word in becoming flesh, did not receive into personal
~with himself the nature of an individual man, but he took uf
himself our common nature. The divinity was joined in p
-sonal union with humanity, But wherever there is person
there is unity. A person has but one life. Adam had
life of the soul and ancther of the body. . Thereis no
ism in our nature. .Soul and body are but one life, the se -

. organic law. . The. soulto be complete, to develop itself
soul, must externalize itself, and this externalizati T
body.* Tt is all one process, the action of one and the san
organic principle. The same is true as regards Christ.

one person, he has onelife, . He has not one life of the body
ther of the soul, and another of his divinity. It isone un
life. - We cannat . partake of the one without partakin
others. We cannot be united to him as to his |
.being united also with his soul and divinity. Hislife is

e

_ #To be sure tha'be'pu:r;:a exist ul after death,
body, 18 sn ugly fact, - But weknow o0 litle of the infermedin
- ‘a.pity to give up a theory, for so obscure a fact. .

ion with the divine nature, but remains, in all
tion of these psychological principles to the whole
_ ctrine is obvious and controlling. In the
11 of Adam was the fall of the race. Not simply
ented the race, but because the race was com-
. n in him was sin in humanity and
ble law in the progressof its development.
n; the ruin of our nature; not simply be-
nners, but as making all men sinners. Men
ture, their nature makes them. The
t a sand heap; it is the power of a single life.
therefore our sin, It is imputed to us, indeed, but
it is ours. We are born with his nature, anfi for
only orn also into his guilt. “ A fallen 4ife in
st place, and on the ground of this only, imputed guilt and
emnation” p. 164, 191, &c., &e. Yo 03
second place, in order to our salyation it was requisite
ik 'of restoration should not so much be wrought for
s, Our nature, humanity, must be healed, the
rporated in that nature must be destroyed. For
the Logos, the diyine Word, took our humanity into
ith himself. It was our fallen humanity he
, the necessity of suffering. He triumphed
s passion was the passion of humanity. This
_ The principle of health came to its last
rinciple of disease, and gained the victory.
restored and elevated, and it is by our re-
ated nature, that we are saved.  Christ’s merits
-om his nature, they cannot be imputed to us,
sy are immanent in us. Asin the case
( nature, and therefore his sin; so we have
irist and therefore his righteousncss. The na-
; from Christ is a theanthropic nature. ~For, as
person, his life is one. ~ “His divine
man, in the fullest sense.” p. 174.
son, divinity, soul,and body,
ot the life: the Logos separately
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takon, but the life of the Word made flesh, the divinity joine
in personal union with our humanity ; which is thus exalted o
an imperishable divine life.. It is a divine human life. ' In'the -
person of Christ, thus constituted, the true ideal of humanity is :
brought to view. Christ is the archetypal, ideal man.  The'in-
carnation is the proper completion of humanity. “Onr nature
reaches after a true and real union with the nature of God;
the necessary complement and consummation of its own li
The idea which it embodies can never be fully actnalized und
any other form.” p. 201. | ity 588
In the third place, Divine human pature as it exists in
person of Christ, passes over into the church. He is the sourc
and organic principle of a new life introduced into the:ce
tre of humanity itself, | A new starting point is found in Chris
Our nature as it existed in Adam unfolded itself organical
-ly, in his posterity; in like manner, as it exists in ‘Christ -
united with the divine nature, it passes over to his people, ¢o
stituting the church. 'This processis not mechanical but arganic;
It takes place in the way of history, growth, regular living de~
velopment.* By uniting our nature with the divine, he became
the root of a new life for the race. “The word becamefl
not a s}ngle man only, as one among many ; but flesh, or huma
1y 1n ifs universal conception. How else could he be the pri
ciple of a general life, the origin of a new order of existence i
the human world as such ®  p.210. % The supernatural agth
made permanent and historical in the chureh, must, in the natu
of the case, correspond with the form of the supernatural, a5
appeared in Christ himself. For it is all one and the ‘same
or constitution. The church must have a true theanthropic
character throughout. The union of the divine and hum:
her constitution, must be inward and real, a continuous revelation
of God in the flesh, exalting this last continuously into’ the!
sphere of the Spirit.” p.247. The incarnation ‘is, therefore,

* Schleiermacher says, in his second Sendschreiben to Liicke « Wo
tiirliches bei mir vorkommt, da ist es immer ein Erstés ; es wird aber hern
Natiirliches als Zweites. . So ist die Schupfung iibernatiivlich ; ‘aber sia
nach Naturzusammenhang i so ist Christus iibemnatiidlich geimem Anfang
aber er wird natiirlich als rein mensehliche Person, and ebenso ist &
heiligen Geiste und der christlichen Kirche. " Somewhat o the ‘sa
Nevin somewhere says, The supernatural has become natural,

65

1hd progressive, in the way of actual, human devel-
it i S 29
m owever, tobe here made. First, ac-
system, the mystical union implies a participation
imanity of Christ, for if we are joined in real life-
“wo should be ‘exalted to the level of the
ith his soul alone, or his body alone,
: son, for the life of Christ is one. Second,
£ Christ and his people, implies no ubiquity of his
) f his proper personality with theirs. We
ween the simple man and the universal man
in the same person, much asin the case of Adam.
once an ‘individual and the whole race. So we dis-
on Christ’s iniversal humanity in the church, and
i a particular man, whom the heavens must receive
y the restitution of all things. 'p. 173.
The incarnation being thus progressive, the church is in very
i ‘depository’ and ‘continuation of the Saviour’s thean-
life itselfyin which powers and resources are continually’
pvolving a real intercommunion and interpenetration of
o and divine. p. 248; Tt follows also from this yiew
{hat'the sacraments of the church, have a real ohjec- -
‘“The of ‘the sacrament is in the sacrament
faith 35 'needed only to make yoom for it in our
83.+ «'The things signified are bound to the signs by
divine appointment ;' so that the grace goes insep-
ong with the signs,'and is truly present for all who are
to make 1t their own.”  p. 62. N
lace, a8 to the mode of union with Christ, it is
ut this ‘regeneration is by the church. "1
epository of the theanthropic life of Christ, if
& chutcli ‘takes place in the way of history,
lopment; it would seem as unreasonable that
irist and made partaker of his nature,
his external, historical church, as
ate creation,
s 6tf'_tiﬁ’fﬁliifé
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dividuals. *'The life of the;single Christian can'be real ‘onlyas.
born and sustained to the end by the life of the church, which is
the living and life-giving body of Christ. The. effect of ' the
" sacraments, therefore, is thus to convey and sustain the life. of
Christ, his whole divine-human life. = We partake not. of his
divinity only, but also of his 1rue and proper humanity ; not:of
his humanity in a separate form, nor of his flesh and blood alone;
but of his whole life, as a single undivided form of existence. wdn
the Lord’s supper consequently Christ is present in a peculiar-
and mysterious way ; present as to his body, soul and divinity,
not locally as included under the elements, but really ; the sign
and thing signified, the inward and outward, the visible and in-
visible, constitute one inseparable presence. Unbelieversindeed
receive only the outward, because they lack the organ of ‘recep-
tion for the inward grace. Still the latter is there, and the be-
liever receives both, the outward sign and the one undivided.
theanthropic life of Christ, his body, soul and divinity. .The
Eucharist has therefore “a peculiar and altogether extraordinar
power.” It is, as Maurice is quoted as asserting; the bond of an
universal life and the means whereby men become partakers of it,
Such, as we understand it, is the theory unfolded in this hook,
It isin all its essential  features Schleiormacher’s theory. ;W
almost venture to hope that Dr. Nevin will consider it a fair ex-
hibition, not so satisfactory of course, as he himself could mak
but as good as could well be expected from the uninitiated:
is at least honestly done, and to the best of our ability. .
« It is not the truth of this system that we propose to exam
but simply its relation to the theology of the Reformed: chure
Dr. Nevin is loud, frequent, often, apparently at least, contem
uous, in his reproaches of his brethren for their -apostacy: fic
-the doctrines of the Reformation.  We propose very briefl
assign our reasons for: regarding -his system, as unfolded in this
book, as an'entire rejection not only of the peculiar doctri
the Reformed church, on the points concerned, but: of
the leading principles of Protestant; and even Catholi

in-general.- P a5 e (s T
First, in reference to the person of Christ. Dr. Ne
any dualism in the constitution of man. - Soul and bod
ground, are but one life. Soin the case of Christ, in
the hypostatical union, his life is .one.... The divine and
are so united in him as to constitute one indivisible life.

c‘?ﬁf‘ﬁﬁl‘o‘“ﬂwwssw"k 1265

«in all respects a true human' life.” p. 167, H;s -.dllv;z‘e pature
;&@t the, same time fwman, in the fullesi sense.” p. 17: G
y hat, this is & departure, not only from the docirine of th
ormed church, but of.the-churchhpmzersil., ?eﬂz :E :z ;;g
plain. - .In one view it is the Eutychian doctrine, _
5 m:éi:'\iln-idr_:e::_-._--Eutyches-.a.nd afterwards the %\?Ionotl_lt}h;ei
i ht, that after the hypostatical union, there was in Christ bu
; aicure féﬁd-o}ﬂ_ﬁtidm ., Substitute the word life, for u‘s E_E]_‘l:_l—
alénfi_'ﬁai:ﬁi‘e,{énd we have the precise statement of Er.é\?l‘:: hf- .
.He warns us against the error of Nestorius, just as the 1{1} {ﬂst
; lled all who held to the existence of two natures in. hrih
Bies Eﬁtyches___,_admitted that 1;]113’ one nature or life mn
was theanthropic... He was constituted of two natéur;s;
aﬂ;er&their union, had but one. ‘Opohoyw, he sa%:,:szr % :u
yegjkw_nc_r-&ag oV POV FAWY. TPO TG Ew.fcrsms' pera o8 qi:]v 1\; 1\:; tﬁe_
sponoyws -And, therefore, there was 1n Christ, :}st e ];:,I:,wgén
tég.sgy,}bn‘i e Seavdpoen gvepysio. . What 1s }.he chﬁe{'enge v
theanthropic life; and one theanthropic operation : Py o4
med in the correctness of this view of the matter, from h :
} t,Ji'hat Schleiermacher, the father of -thls _system > strenuo:io E‘F
jects to the use of the word. nature in this whole mnn]ec g ;
'é(':ia’l'iy.éiﬁ;its__ application to the dm.mty, and opposes a sio A
o n of the terms which the council of ?ha_]cedorl emp o_yea
/ j.l _condemnation, of Eutychianism* 'This, how_'eveil’,f. ls_It
all ma ﬁer. Dr. Nevin has a right to speak_ for himse s.
s h.nguage,._ which, as it seems to us, dliatmct.l;?r con:ey
Jutychian. doctrine, that after the hypostatical union t (Ia;e
ut one ¢ .ukﬁ'is,-_'m: as he expresses it, one life, in Chnsta.}:l :n?
Calvin a.wrong psychology in reference to Chri sf
"hat ig that but. to. attribute to ‘him wrong views o
2 . And what is that, but saying his own views differ
vin on the person of Christ? - No one, however,
ded alyin:had any peculiar views on that .
If that he held all the decisions, as to
six oecumenical munc:ilsr . In differing
herefore, Dr. Nevin differs from the

{1

this matter. - What was this one
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life (or nature) of Christ? * Dr. Nevin'says: It wasin all.
respects a true human life.” p.167. ¢ Christ is the archetypal
man, in whom the true idea of humanity is brought to view.”
He “is the true ideal man.” Our nature is complete only in
him. p. 201.  But is a perfect, or ideal man, any thing more than
a mere man after all? If all that wasin Christ pertains to the
perfection of our nature, he was at best, but a perfect man. The
only way to escape Socinianism, on this theory, is by deifying.
man, identifying the divine and human, and making all the glory,
wisdom and power, which belong to Christ the proper attributes
of humanity. ~ Christ is a perfect man? But what is a perfect
man? - We may give a pantheistic, or a Socinian answer to that
question, and not really help the matter—for the real and infi-
nite hiatus between us and Christ, is in either case closed.
Thus 1t is that mysticism falls back on rationalism. They are
but different phases of the same spirit. In Germany, it has long
been a matter of dispute, to which elass Schleiermacher helongs.
He was accustomed to smile at the controversy as a mere logo-
machy. Steudel objects to Schleiermacher’s christology, that
according to him ¢ Christ is a finished man” Albert Knapp
says: “He deifies the human and renders human the diyine/*
-We, therefore, do not stand alone in thinking that to represent -
Christ’s life as in all respects human, to say he was the ideal
man, that human nature found its completion in him, admi
naturally only of a pantheistic or a Socinian interpretation. .
of course do not attribute to Dr. Nevin either of these forms.of
doctrine. 'We do not believe that he adopts either. B
object both to his language and doctrine that one or the othe
those heresies, is their legitimate consequence. i
_In the second place, we think the system under considerat

Reformed: church and the church universal as to the natur
our union with Christ. According to the Refqr’med___.t:hu;cﬁe%
union is not merely moral, nor is it merely legal or federal,
does it arise simply from Christ having assumed our nature, i
at the same time real a"nd}_._gr‘ital._;; But the bond o
however intimate or extensive, is the indwelling

i B §

Spirit, the third ‘person of the Godhead, in C

2. Fo W. Gess: Uebersicht iber Schleier, Sy

B

Lord's Supper. . GG

 belie loctrine of the Reformed church on this
5 be added, as some of the Reformed taught,
th ower emanating from the glorified body
‘it 'fulls very far short, or rather is something

doctrine of this book. Dr. Nevin's
‘union is of course determined by his view

‘of Christ’s person. If divinity and humanity
as one life; if that life is in all respects human,
ne human life, humanity raised to the power
mmunicated to his people. It is communica-
n the form of a new organic principle, working in the
istory and growth.  “The supernatural has become
”p.246. A new divine element has been introduced
nature by the incarnation. “Humanity itself has been
d into full correspondence with the vivific principle if
made to enshrine” Believers, therefore, receive, or
ire humanity of Christ. From Adam they
umanity as ho had 'it, after the fall; from Christ, they
1¢ theanthropic life, humanity with deity enshrined in

¢ rather made one with it, one undivided life.

1at this is not the old view of the mystical union between
d his people; can hardly be a matter of dispute. Dr.
says Calvin was wrong not only in the psychology of Christ,
his people.  Ullmann, in the essay prefixed to this volume,
iermacher introduced an epoch by teaching this

ed to be the doctrine of the Church of
It is denied to be that of the Church of the Past.
ideration, if there were no other, which deter-
appeal. It follows of necessity from
t the relation of believers to God and
erent, since the incarnation, from that
ivent. The union between (he divine
d from him this theanthropic
urch. - "There neither was nor could be
This he admits. . He therefore. teaches
: o the mystical union, in a very
* thesaints now. Hear what he.
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says on that subject. In arguing against the doctrine that the:
indwelling of Christ, is by the Spirit, he says: “ Let the church'
know that she is no nearer God now in fact in the way of actual
life, than she was under the Old Testament ; that the indwei]ing-:
of Christ in believers, is only parallel with the divine presence’
enjoyed by the Jewish saints, who all died in the faith ¢ not hav-:
ing received the promises’; that the mystical union in the case:
of Paul and John was nothing more intimate and vital and real’
than the relation sustained to God by Abraham, or Daniel; or

Isaiah”? p. 195. “In the religion of the Old Testament,-'éo&.:z'
descends towards man, and holds out to his view in this way the:
promise of a real union of the divine nature with the human. as:
the.end of the gracious economy thus introduced. To such! a

real union it is true, the dispensation itself never came. w3l

The wall of partition that separated the divine from the human:

was never fully broken down.” p. 203. Tt was, he says, “a reves;
lation of God to man, and not a revelation of God in’ man?

Again, “ That which forms the full reality of religion, the union' -

of the divine nature with the human, the revelation of Godin
man, and not simply to him, was wanting in the Old Testament
altogether.” Let us now hear what Calvin, who is quoted: by
Dr. Nevin as the great representative of the Reformed chiirch.:
says on this subject... He devotes the whole of chapters 10.and *
11 of the Second Book of his Institutes; to the refutation of the
doctrine that the Old Testament economy. in its promises; bless:
ings and effects; differed essentially from:-that of the New.
The: difference he declares to be merely circumstantial, rélating
to.the mode, the clearness,and extent of its instructions, and the
number embraced under.its influence.; He  tells us he was le
to the discussion of this subject by what that « prodigiosus nebulo
Servetus, et fariosi nonnulli ex 'Anabaptistarum secta,” (rathe
bad company), taught. on this point ; who thought of the Jews
better, quam de aliquo porcorum grege.: In opposition to: th
and all like them, Calvin undertakes to prove, that the old:
nant, “differed in substance and reality. ﬁothing-ﬁoﬁ: ur
was entirely one and the same;: the administration alon
different.” 10: 2. “ What more ':absui‘ﬁ;’.,’;,-he-asks=’-§i0
Abraham should be. the father of :all ‘the faithful
have a corner among them?  But he can' be cast
from the number, nor from his high rank among be evers, wi

On the Lord's Supper: 269

‘out destroying ihie whole church.” He reminds Christians that
Christ has promised: them no higher heaven than to sit down
‘with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. Dr. Nevin ought surely to stop
‘quoting Calvin as in any way abetling the monstrous doctrine,
he 'old’ dispensation, God was only revealed Zo his
& under the new, the divine nature is united in them®
the human nature, as in Christ, (“ the same life or consti-
 in the way of a progressive incarnation.
t however still more clearly shows the radical difference
een Dr. Nevin’s theory and that of the Reformed church,
this point, is what he says in reference to the sacraments
wo dispensations. Romanists teach that the sacraments
: Old Testament merely prefigure grace, those of the New
- actually confer it. 'This doctrine Calvin, as we have already
en, strenuously denies, and calls its advocates miserable so-
s. .He asserts that “ whatever is exhibited in our sacra-
ts, the Jews formerly received in theirs, to wit, Christ and
benefits;” that baptism has no higher efficacy than circum-
* He quotes the authority of Augustin for saying, Sa-
ta Judeorum in signis fuisse diversa; in re quae signifi-
paria; diversa specie visibili, paria virtute spirituali.*
vin, however, is constrained by his view of the nature of
ion between Christ and his people, since the incarnation,
. the greatest possible difference hetween the sacraments
two dispensations.. He even goes further than the Ro-
s, teaching that the passover, e. g. was properly no sacra-
4 all.  “ Not asacramentat all indeed,” is his language,
ull New Testament sense, but a sacrament simply in
tion and ‘type”” p.25L.  In the same connexion, he:
'he sacraments of the Old Testament are no: proper
by which to graduate directly the force that belongs to
is of the New. . ‘. - To make baptism no more"
sion; or the Lord’s supper no more than the passo--
rong the new dispensation as really,” as by making
othing ‘more than a levitical priest. Systems which-
ch opposite conclusions must be radically different.”
i id o
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. ¥ 5 s " . 4 l?t ers o a8 5 -
and has more of the true spirit and theology of the Reformed by, this system.; We become pa takers of the righteous-

. church, than is to be found in this book. i
In the third place, Dr. Nevin’s theory, differing so seriously
from that of the Reformed church, as to the person of Christ
and his union with his people, may be expected to differ from it
as to the nature of Christ’s work, and method of sulvation, Ac
cording to him, human nature, the generic lifo of humanity,
being corrupted by the fall, was healed by being taken into a
life-union with the Logos. This union so elevated it, raised it
to such a higher character, and filled it with such new meaning
and power, that it was more than restored to its original ‘s
"This however could not be done without a struggle. Being
bearer of a fallen humanity, there was a necessity for suffering
+ in order that life should triumph over the law of sin and death.
" 'This was the atonement, See p- 166.
_'The first remark that suggests itsolf here, is the query, what
is meant by a “fallen humanity” ? Can it mean any thing else
than a corrupted naturé; i. e. our nature in the state to’ whicl
it was reduced by the fall?  How else could its assumption”
volve the necessity of suffering ? It is however hard to see how
the assumption of a corrupt nature, is consistent with the perfect
sinlessness of 'the Redeemer. Dr. N evin, as far as we sce, does
not touch this point.  With Schleiermacher, according to whom
absolute freedom from “sin was the distinguishing prerogative
of the Saviour, this was secured, though clothed with our nat
by all the acts or deterniinations of ‘that nature, being go
iu his case, by “the” God-conscioushess” iy him, or the
principle. This is far from being satisfactory ; but we pa
point. " What however dre we to say to this view of th
ment? It was vicarious suffering indeed, for the Li
sumed, and by the painful process of his life and dea

ing of his nature ; we become par )
- };‘mgho?sgi n;f:rl:a]]::g of his nature. There can be 221 im-
% &an :_ilch in or righteousness to us, ezmept_the)r ong
: 3 ‘Siln ur nﬁrn"‘% % Qur participation in the actual
e (Adan‘;;s) life, forms tf:e ground of our
his.--guiit-; and liability to punishment. 1DAnﬂ. tili
vay, we affirm; can ‘the. idea of 1mputatm,:,1 “eRs_aht-
Ey"'nmf ‘the case of the second Adam. o 1% >
R gmlt,z.san attribute which supposista. s:x ie; e
liéréé;éu;ﬂ from which it cannot be abstrac ::h s
to exist altogether. In the case before us, h? e
is the, medmtonal nature or }ife of the Savmuzmll:aln;
.hs;ieireﬁ ii';.'}lere_,_may.bgzof merit, virtue, eﬂipacyftozsmau e
-.an)r wayln the mediatorial;wprk of Christ, 1 Lt
n the life ’by_'-the'- power of which alone this wlo bae
el ’]ié},’gd. and in the presence of’ 'W"]]'lﬂh o.n y it r
i ality or stability.” p. 191. This is very plain, we re- .
ﬁlﬂl ]fﬁ ;hyelé?iﬁ:]ﬁopic nature or life of Christ; that dna.th_a;e r;s
igh et sighnons, by omormed o ks >
ife we receive iis 2 [
R X
d to : | e part o g loe:
m'?;g’;mi.?;;iis ot%ection,” he says, “is 1qsu1'mto:;1t;
rdine to the form in which the doctrine of impu a. ;
o held? . “The judgment of God must ever be
th. - .er. cannot. reckon to apy one an a.ttntbm&:ﬁ
hich does not belong to him in fact. He cgnnltli e
in a relation or state, which is not actua tg 2
tion merely of another. A simple extern




spot of the Reformation. . Is justification a declaring just; or'a
making just, inherently ? . This was the real battle-ground on
which the blood of so many martyrs was spilt. Are we justified
for something done for us, or something wrought in us, actually
our own? It is a mere playing with words, to make a distinc-
tion, as Mr. Newman did, between what it is that thus makes us
inherently righteous.  Whether it is infused grace, a new heart,
the indwelling Spirit, the humanity of Christ, his life, his the-
anthropic nature; it is all one. Tt is subjective justification
afterall, and nothing more. “We consider Dr. Nevin’s theory
as. impugning’ here, the vital doctrine of Protestantism.» His
‘doctrine is not, of course, the Romish, teres atque rotundus; he
‘may distinguish here, and discriminate there. But as to the main
point; it is.a denial of the Protestant doctrine of justifica-
‘tion.. He knows as well as any man that all the churches of
the 15th century, held the imputation not only of wha
our: own, -but. of what though not ours inherently, was on
some adequate ground set to our account; that the sin of Adam
-isimputed to-us, not because of our having his corrupted nature,
but because of the imputation of his sin, we are involved in.
corruption. He knows that when the doctrine of mediat;
- putation, as he teaches it, was introduced by Placaeus, it ;
universally rejected. He knows moreover, that, with regar
Justification, the main question was, whether it wasa declaratory
‘or an effective act, whether it was a declaring just on the ground
of a righteousness not in us, or making just by communicating
righteousnessto us, Romanists were as ready as Protestants to
admit that the act by which men are rendered just actnally, was
a.gracious act; and for Christ’s sake, but they denied that just
«cation is a forensic or declaratory act founded on the imputa
of the righteousness of Christ, which is neither in us, nor.
that imputation communicated as 2 quality to our souls.
what Romanists thus denied, Protestants asserted, and
‘matter of so much importance. - And it isin fact the.
stone of the arch which sustains our peace and hope
God for if we are no- further rishtesus than ‘We ar
and inherent so, what have we to expect in the prese
righteous God, but indignation and wrath? -
+ In'the fourth place, the obvious departure of ]
tem from that of the Reformed church, is seen i

§0 1 On the Lord’s Supper-—
Lkl - : he evidence
s ok and  the | sacraments. T .
mg«sﬁbﬁiitmmm very'currecﬂ]’fre‘i‘:;k;n?iti
! doetrines of the Bible, they rest far less
tain dwﬁr‘““gmgso?;t}i;’:, thafl on the spirit, tenor,
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it hich pervade the sacred w:;lumg- :
§ Tts whole Spp'::fit is chul_‘ch 2 i{-;lt ?rav]f::
.Ja;%féli‘ﬁrcﬁ‘]iféjit:s'm;anif:est:htior;so :}nl:.ltﬁi aPiSr s &
T Bl o teb s TR oyt 7
Sﬂp uﬂmafmfl?::letg;z;,;l;g give his hcc_)k a 1':,1'13l'atc{;;?;J
ifstent i 644 be from the healthful, evangelical free sp to
lﬂ‘e‘_f?_nf-_ e c:ln in. (The main question whether we come; .
theroih(sn;:nthg chureh; whether we by a persoiaélggr o
raceive him, and by union with him become a m S
5 dévehod -+ or whether all our access to Christ 1s o
mhi:échugéh, Dr. Nevin ‘decides against the evange

: i is doctrine of

s he himself says, from his ne of
'?Ti‘}':;?mt- the chﬁrch is the depository
eanthropic life itself, and as
powers and Te-

1t follows of rféogssitig,
P srﬁSﬁve.mcamﬁ oyl th
1d eontinuation ‘of the Saviour’s theanthrop)
h,m truly supernatural constitution, in wm:lh'ntemommunion
6 constantly at hand, inyolving a e 1’1 S
’ netration of the hug:}n an{l S;v:rlil:i.b : 3’ B
th him. being “ historical mus N :
h_'}}!%t?ﬁiggt;; form of the new creation 1n (1}1}1;;3;.
e ture” p.5. With Protestants the true chur h
et fr f saints” ‘the “congregatio sanctorum,
mmumf:itﬁful men ;” not the company 0r orgamzz:
mon. Tt 'would be difficult to frame a tggﬁ >
& of the very foundations of all pro e
ssortion that' the description above given, Or -4
to the church visible as such. Tt by
: gﬁ-ﬁbﬁm’ﬁism’ ‘the source of her power 't
iha to the outward church, the atﬁ;f_ l.lr
bical body: of Christy ** 1 1
"td'inz*-NéFvin’s doctrine I"of the ﬁaci:
least some of ‘the' points in ‘which he =
o of the Reformed church. And in th
L cific and'“ laltoggthgz:--(ij:ra-
here is'a presence and of course &
‘blood of Christ, in the Tord’s supper,
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10 be: o
n’f::l :)?‘oil;:i nu;vlfere else.” P-75. ~'This idea is presented in‘va:
Pt gf.th t ]1;, hoquer, in direct contravention of the'‘cons
They e e Reformed _chu?a}':es, as we have- already seen:
bt s :1 ch.ircumftantlal distinction between spiritual and
i tal:n ucation, but as to any specific difference, any
elsewhere,--thao'What Is there received from what is received
s e B&idy tlaialxp:zvessly deny it. Tn the Helv. Conf. already
qiotel sk at the eating and drinking of Christ’s body and
Mo A o § e T o e Lt
: : an believes in Chri vin, in -
the Go:z::s_ms Tigurinus, Art. xix. says: ‘;’VhE':il;1 :slsggurii‘ll:;n il?;
ampplies - is granted to believers extra eorum usum. This*he
i mpl:;vesi‘ ﬁrst; in reference to baptism, and then'in
e ‘ed. ord’s supper. In the explanation of ‘that
oo Luthemnsvm“wates this doctrine against the objections of
o spjritual’. Quod deinde prosequimur,” he begins, “fidel* -
g v um bonorum effectum quae figurant sacramenta)
o ;:)sbum constare, quando_ et quotidie verum essé-éxé
v Tge s;nt:gts;_nptprae testimoniis, mirum est si ¢ui dis>
s ng is chpressly taught in his Institutes

~'The second  point 'on which Dr. Nevin di :

;(:]1. 1:;(1 c::}ur.ch relates to their efficacy. All ilgﬁrizstg??hzh?hﬂ
b _L fct }l:;e fmtca?;'-t.hat they no more owe their power f
i What;':;filpmyt tha.n the word of God does. ' But the qu
s it e source o which the influence of the sacrame
i Romaniftzm 1s to be referred ? “We have' already's
o1 ) s;ay..lt is to be referred to the sacraments t
containing: the  graee they convey; Lutherans, i

io= 2 -
g}zv:ﬁ : ion:t;;me se?ms-._tti lie ‘somewhere between the
utheran view. “He agrees with the Romani

: s (the sacrament’s) efficacy
ﬁ?}ft;-_but_; not the principle of the-;biz:fioacy
¢ Institution: in - its own nature.’* The “sign

what they represent, not ‘subjectively simply in the thought of

the worshippe: -, but objectively, by the force of a divine appoint-
The grace goes inseparably along with the sign,
nt: for all whoare prepared to make it their
10 invisible grace enters asa necessary con-
to the idea. of the sacrament; and must be
present with it wherever it is administered
“ . & It belongs to the ordinance in its own
The sign and. thing signified are by Christ’s
riously tied together. The two form
78. . In the case of the Lord’s supper, the

thing signified, i, sccording to this book, the divine-

hrist, « his whole person,” his body, soul and
ituting one life, . This, or these are objectively
sparably joined with the signs, constituting with
 presence. . The power: inseparable from the thean-
ife of Christ, is inseparable from these signs, and is
th them. . “ Where the way is open for it to take
 sacrament) serves in . ifself to convey the life . of
rsons.”; - p. 182, We know nothing in Bellar-
vond that. Dr. Nevin refers for illustration,
he case of the woman who touched Christ’s
was mysterious supernatural power ever
there isin the sacraments. “The virtue
presence,” he says “1is comprehended in the
According to the Reformed church, Christ is
aments in no other sense than he is present in
serve to hold him up for our acceptance. Neither
1f. . Both are used by the Spirit, as means of
ist and his benefits to believers. « Spirituali-
er sacramenta fidem alit (Deus), quorum ONI=
EJUS PROMISSIONES, OCULIS NOSTRIS SPECTAN=
JM ESSE prgNoRa.” - Inst.iv, 14. 120
s book; ;we have. only one or two
rning him, nor his own_ personal belief,
He must excuse our saying that, in
of Rationalism, It is in its
nan admits that it is nearly
to odern speculative
is, “the union of God and”
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:aezntdlfﬁugiltt}:e-xlr;carmhon of ‘the first and deification of th
ey af{a tc;wevgar quite as strong an aﬁinjty.for; xﬁu.;;f
ol e opalism.. We are said to have the lifs £
o ;}1 ;g as truly as he ever lived in his own. - : '
el g is substan{:e, are flesh of his flesh and‘l}w .
e ok o particle of his soul or body, indeed, has oo
sy e mo- all reqph_*as itself into an invisible l:aw O!f‘nhii&
o 5-pi Wret.tl:ian tlfxa, 18 said of our union with Christ-. Wl:aSt
o o ﬂe: otho-thh Christ, more than we have to do tl:
R e e st of ol e i
: ) , nothing but and
::;?h o;jga I%h:ist we. have or need, is a.i inw:rig;cfi,ni? ti:l?m‘,"anfl:
ol hiso spuilts, such a law is something very ide};I i dAnd
e h{c ! excellence makes a certain Impression on h'm' ?eq,z.
Pres,mve and};{;duch 2 new life in them. They ass i dlm?
i cmusnts_];nt_that influence. A principle hel?ﬁnte:g
i o itution of our nature, was, by his i:ui% o
o iovimmg activity, and is perpetuated in a‘:}?;_‘*fi
it hin; 4 : lia owes 1ts power to Christ, it isalwa 51: forr g
it ,unien t 'ltthls a Christian consciousness, aycoggg
e with Christ.  'We know that Schleiermacher
e save the importance of an historical y
taking,the IWB know also that he failed to prevent hifexam_:?_l
i ow ratwnahs_t form just indicated. With syﬁtq:p
e purely pantheistic for owerdati

whil : form ; with oth i,
e others i b o it o Chiin . B
i 118P3e 1nto one. -+ DUL I8
toetionpd, s nndenisbier 1 s e O Al tiro: herédipai

th::rfhges;;tcm?gtr}?ied to make. another remark. . It.is oby; g
im0 tho yotem has a strong affinity for Sabellianism. Kitor
g e Bible and the cr 18m;.. Accord-

irt eed of the ¢ R _ : e
Sk e v Sttt e L)
in pﬁwefz;sgns lm the Gﬂ_dhead, the same in. substance :gsm
dwells, the thg ory. Being one God, where. the Spi teq'mﬂ
b e Father and the Son, are and dwell, . Asd hooes
i ghout the New Testament, the current mode of dhe

n is, that the chureh is the temaple of Giod an 3 e of

because of thg Ppresence and indwelling of the
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is the soiree-of knowledge, holiness and life. «“What the scrip~’
tures refet to the Holy Spirit, this: system refers to the thean-
thropic pature of Christ, o a nature or life “in all respects
human?+ This supercedes the Holy Spirit. Evyery reader, there-
fore, must be struck with the difficulty Dr. Nevin finds from this
source. . He does not seem to know what to do with the Spirit.
His: langnage is: constrained, awkward and often unintelligible:
He seems indeed sometimes to identify the Spirit with the the-
anthropic nature of Christ. «The Spirit of Christ,” he says, “is
not his representative or surrogate simply, as some would seem
to think; but: Christ himself under a certain mode of subsis-
tence ; Christ triumphant. over all the limitations of his moral
(mortal ?) state (Quoromdes mvewuas), received up into glory, and
thug invested. fully and forever with his own proper order of
being-in the sphere of the Holy Ghost,” p. 226, The Spirit of
Christy is' then Christ as exalied.” On the following page, he
says: % The: glorification of . Christ then, was the full advance-
ment of. our human nature itself to the power of a divine life;
and the Spirit for whose presence it [the glorification of Christ]
made room in the world, was not the Spirit as extraanthropolo-
~ gical simply; under such forms of sporadic and transient afflatus
a8 had been known previously ; but the Spirit as immanent now,
through Jesus -Christ, in the human nature itself-—the form and
~ power; in one. word, of the new supernatural creation he had
~introduced. into the world” Again, “Christ is not sundered
~ from the church by the intervention of the Spirit. . . « No
 iconception can be more unbiblical, than that by which the idea
Spirit (wvelpe) 1n this case, is restrained to the form of mere
‘mind, whether as divine or human, in distinction from body.
The whole glorified Christ subsists and acts in the Spirit. Under
is form his nature communicates itself to his people.” p: 229-
But according to this book; the form in which his nature is com-
icated to his people, is that of “a trpe human life;” itisa
ture advanced. to a divine power, which they receive.
+ is, therefore, not the third person of the Trinity, but
thropic nature of Christ as it dwells in the church.
 t6 us the natural and unavoidable interpretation of
£ the weneral tenox of the book:” We do not

hasmnsmrmsly discarded the doctxine of

fear that he has adopted a theory which de-
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stroys that doctrine. . The influence of his early convictions and:
experience, and of his present circumstances, may constrain lum
to hold fast that article of the faith, in some form to satisfy; his.
conscience. But his sysiem must banish it, just so far as it ﬁréq.:-
vails. Schleiermacher,, formed under different circumstances.
and less inwardly trammelled, openly rejected the doctrine. ;- ﬁr;r
wrote a system of theology, without saying a word, about the,
Trinity. ~ It has no place in his system ; he brings it in only at)
the conclusion of his work, and explains it as God manifested ins
nature, God as manifested in Christ, and God as :l:e:au:mi.festiad.:'ixigsf
the church, Wit him the Holy Spirit, is the Spirit which ani;
mates the church. It had no existence before the church and:
has no existence beyond it, His usual expression for it is, “the;
common spirit” (Gemeingeist) of the church, which may. mean.
either something very mystical, or nothing more than we mean
by the spirit of _the age, or spirit of a party, just as the reader:
pleases.- Tt is In point of fact understood both ways. Burke;,
once said, he never knew what the London beggars did withs
y t]:lelr___cast-oﬂ' clothes, until he went to Ireland. We hop&’.“;&;
émen_cans a.?a not ;ohbe arrayed in the cast-off clothes of tha{z
‘erman mystics, and then marsh i «Churchy
i _F_utgr a.’_’s’ ma.r #led in bands' as the.J Churchs;
. We said at the commencement of this article, that. we had
never read Dr. Nevin's hook on the Mystical Presence, until now.
We have from time to_time, read other of his publications, and
looked here and there into the work before us; and ha.ve_’ii:iiusl;i
befm ___l_qd to fear that he was allowing the German modéél.bfii;
thinking to get, the mastery over him, but we had no idea that -
ht?_ :__hgfl sq_i'_'a.r given himself up to their influence. _If ha’.has.'-éilié
faith in friendship and long continued regard, he must helieve .
tha-t we could not find ourselves separated from him l'ay.{m';
serious differences, without deep. regret, and will therefore g
us credit for sincerity.of convietion and purpose. . .

AV VL, Das Leblas Johanm Gatvivts,” Bin Zomgai
die Walirheit, von Paul Henry, Dr. der Theologie, |
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s Lebew Johann Calvin’s des grossen Reformators ; w. s.
P iy, w.sow. Dritter Band: Hamburg. 1844. -

ars ago wo called attention to the life of Calvin, by,
'of Berlin, whose labours had not then attracted much
“Amierica® *In"the two articles which were called
y the first two volumes, we fully expressed our judgment
ographer, and moreover presented a copious abstract of
ki ative. “When at length the third and closing volume
_ made its appearance, there was less reason for reviewing it with
. so much'detail as the others because the public had begun to be
iar with Dr. Henry’s labours. An additional reason is now
i’ the appearance of an abridgment by the author, in a
le volume, of which we have given the title above.
‘A likeness of Calvin serves as the frontispiece to this volume
ch we should like to se¢ reproduced in America; for it
w, and ‘varies in important respects from those cadaverous.
‘ofithe great reformer, which in successive copies of copies
have come to be hbout as authentic as John Rodgers in the
v England Primer. “In this one we behold a younger
‘visage; with the characteristic whisker and pointed
nd ' cap; but with an npward gaze of pensive devotion.
iry regards this as the only accurate likeness. The
is one of ‘two ancient paintings, preserved in a church -
the Rhine ;' the other is the only extant portrait of Calvin’s
ife, Tdelette de Bures. The well-known symbol is below; a
: ahand ¢ the legend, Cor meum velut mactatum Domi- |
ificium offero. *'The motto on the title is in the refor--
ords: “Shall a dog bark when his master is attacked,
o silent when God’s truth is impugned ?”° .~~~
1y tells ‘us in the 'Preface, that after having com-
ge Memoir with documents, he was ‘led to make "
one for the use of intelligent private Christians. - A
on for this was also the zeal of ultramontane papists
eformation in its principal defender, by such false.
» books as the lives of Luther and Calvin, by Au-

e also a subsequent notice of the second
R B i i eI Sy P



