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tanit truth ctintahiied iii Çalviinisiiî, anid
fixing Coliiteiii platioii chietly on1 îuîuî's
fî-ve<Ioîî, Ariinis itado the limiait iill
the staîrtiug point of tlleol.9gicall thought,
ai iii efet subordinated God to mî.

Caivinisnîi assiguis false 1îredomnaînce to
the sovereignlty c- f Gud's %vill, aid over-
lookzs the itîtrinsie niecessities of mîan's
ethical life.'' '' Arininianisin Inys false
stress on the fredoin of the natural man.
Recognizmng and assertimg the necessities
of lus ethical life, it fails adeîîuately to
empliasize the prerogatives of God.
Divine Majesty is, falsely subordinated te
hiiuai will. hnstcad of God actingy at
wvill upoi nman uto sairation, it inay bc
said thmt iinan acts at wvill uipon God;
that is to say, God govertîs tlie universe
in the intoî'est of nuai and according to
man's sel f-determi nations. "(p. 111, Vol. I.)

WVe shall sec presently wvhat is our
autlîor's p)ositive aiîd modern rec rnstruc-
tion of tiiese doctrines, hI the nican-
timte ive mnust say that lie lias faiied to
grrasp and state the tr'ue formative spirit
of Ariiîinianisin as lield by Arminius
himself, and a-î deveioped by the Meth-
odist theoiegy of our tiînie. Arminius
does indeed recognize the necessities of
mnan's ethical life. But lie does so, net

-on the basis of "the freedoin of the
naturai mian, but on the basis of a
universai «race: Saivation is aIl of grace
alid ail of Ceod, but on the basis of our
beingr work-ers %vitl Cod. It is not right
or true to speakz of tlîis as subordinatiog
the Divine Majesty to tlîe linan ivili.
God <loes act at xviI llO p itan unto
salvation ;but instead of tliat actioui being
arbiti'arily liuiiited it is universal, as a
fatlier's love to ail lus ehldren. -Nay,
more, it granti wvitli grace the dignity of
.Onislil).'' "'Son, grive nie tlîine lîeart,"
is tlîe laiiguage %vliich expresses at once
the supre macy anid nîajesty of 'Divine
grace, anîd the fulness of tlîat grrace in
pîerînittingc to mani tliat choice and return
towaî'ds God wvlieî inakes liin) truly tlîe
chld of Gcd. Tliere is no liînit put
upon the Iiîajesty or sovereignity of Cod,
except tlîat of lus own nmeral attribittes
of lîoliuîess and love, te exait sovcreignty
above these is to overthrow aIl moral
foundations.

After readingr the autlîor's criticisuti of
tlîe t'va gi'eat evangelical systeiîs of the
past, one is niaturally eurious to sec %vliat
lie would give us iii tlîeir place. This

ive sîmîl give in lus own words: IlAgaiist
both forins cf thieologieîd oîîe-sidedîîess,
the false exaltation of Cod above natil,
and the faise subordinaution of God's
înajesty anid soveîcignty to inaîî's free-
(loiin, a stroilîg rletioti luis set iii towtird
a d.ff~ecit fuîîdamenitai pi iiiciple of the-
olocgy, the concrete union cf the two essen-
tial factors. Reasoiiing iii the liglit cf a
mîor'e scriptural conceptioni of Cliristianity
it lias conie tc 1)0 seeti tlîat neither God
alone niormni aboie, neitîter Divine
sovereignty uer liunan freedoni, is tlîe
point cf dopatrture. Both require f ull
recognition, Gcd in Ris patertial relation
to nman, an( inan in his filial relation tu
God. Tiiese conditions of a theology, at
once more scriptural aîîd more Chîristian,
are met by tlîo Chlst idea-tie idea
coîîcerning the Divine-lîuran persenality
of Jesus, the incarnate Son of God."

If we understand Luis, it is that the
forniative conception around îvhicli the-
ology is to be constructed is not God
and the mianifestation of lus glury as in
the Augustinian, norm ian and his re-
spunsibilitý ; but the unioni of Cod and
nman iii Christ Jesus. The incarnmation
is the end toward wlicl ahl tlîings move,
tlîe staiidpoint iii relation to whîicl al
truth miust be coîîsidered.

WVlile admitting- tliat great naines of
diverse sclîcolz, aàve comnnîîtted tliem-
seives te tlîis t departure in tlîeology,
we do net tiaink iL is at ail likely to
afferd the expected resuits. It lias tee
niucL cf the %.gfueniess cf a nîystie pan-
theisni. Tt lacks the strong distinctive
elements o? eilier the nId Caivinisin or
the Arîninian doctrine of responsibîiity.
WVlile seemng te giorify Christ as the
final goal cf tlîe world ceniing forth froni
God and taking lîumanity Up inte unity
witlî binself, like ail pantlieistic or senti-
pantlieistic systems, it fails tc grive to
God that distinict îiersctiality whvlil places
Binm abeve ail created, being as Sove-
reign rier denîanding nmerai obedience,
ad it fails te give te niait tliat distinîctive

individuality whih ive tlîink, îeeded as
tlîe býasis cf truc etluicai î'esponsibility.
Sucliila tlîeology inay weli accord wvitlî
the preseîît popular Neo-Hgeliian plîil-
osepliy, but wvitl the passing a'vay of
tlîat plîilosoplîy and tlîe return to a
mocre str(>ngly etîtical concept cf humit-
ity wve tlîink the tlîeology %vili aiso lose
its hlîod.

?dake Tliou 111% spirit ptre anld cil
As are the fisyskies,

01. tlîi.4 irst snowdrop cf the yeal.,
'ilhat 10i utty l>osolli lies.- c1l/«.


