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In the prescrit scarcity of good new books, wc turn wi ti~ peculiar zest to the
V'aluable Quarterlies before us. The hîsi. iiiimber of the Princeton, however,
is scarcely Fo intercsting or able as usuial. Tho article wvhiclh bws struck us mont
favorably 18 0one on the I listorical Value of the ]?entateuieh," whielh fuirnishes
in brief a lucid resurné of the best informnation on the subjeet.

The Britishr and Foreign is avowt3dly an original publicati au only iii part,
and enriches its pages with sonie of tuie inost vigorous articles that appear in
the Amrercan rcligious periodicals. The best paper, however, in1 tle number
now reccived is an original by (as wve suppose) the Editor, Principal Cunning-
ham, of Edinburgh. It discusses the great Thecologricat question of IlCalvinism
and A.rniianism " in a review of the recent literature of the subject by Whately,
Faber, Mozley, and others. \Ve give the conclusion of the article, regietting
our inability to find space for the wlhole :

IlWe arc unwilling to quit this su[Ject without some reference, however briefs
to the objections by whliclu thme Calvinisàic doctrine of election bas been com-
monly assailed. The leading practical lessons suggested by a survey of the
controversy for gruiding men iu thme study of it, are such. as these :-st, That
wve should labour to formn a clear, distinct, and accurate apprehiension, of the
real nature of tle lcading point lie dispute, o? the truc import and bearing of the
only alternatives tlîat ,an wvell be niaintained witli regard to it. 2nd, That we
should familiarise our minds witli definite conceptions of the meaning and the
evidence of the principal arguments by wvhicli the truth, upon the subject xnay
be establislied, and the crror refuted. 3rd, Thiat we should take somne pains to
understand the general principles at least applicable to the solution (or rather
the disposaI, for they cannot bc bolved) of tho difficulties by which. the doctrine
we have ernbraced as truc many be assailed. And 4th, That we should then
seek to make a Nwise andi judielous applicatioîn of the doctrine professed, accord-
ing to its truc nature, tendency, and bearing, and its relation to other truths,
~vithout allowingt ourselves to be dragged into endlcss and uriprofitable specula-
tions in regard to its deeper anysterieb or more intricate perplexities, or to be
harassed by perpetual doubt and difficuilty. A thorougli. and succcssful stndy
of the subj oct implies the fullowving out of ail these les-,ons, and this conduets us
over a wide and arduous field. It is on the, first only of these four points we
bave touched,-one on wvbicli a great deal of ignorance and confusion seem te
prevail. 0f the others, the most important is titat wvhiclh enjoins a careful study
of t'e direct and positive evidence that bears upon the determination of tte
mata question on which tîme controversy turus. The strengtu of Calvinism lies
in the mass of direct, positive, and, as we believe, unanswerable proof that cas
be produced from Scripture and reason, confirimned by much. that; is suggested
byý experience and the history of the liuman race, to, establish its fundamental
principles of the foreordination of wvbatsoever comes to pass, and the reai and
effectuai election of some mon to eternal life. The strength of Arminianss
lies not in the direct and positive evidence that can be produced to disproye
Calvinistie foreordination and election, or to establish aiiti-Calvinistic non-fore-
ordination and non-election, but mainly in the proof, that God is not the author
of sin, sud that man is responsible for his own character and destiny, and i the'
inference that since Calvinfsm. is inconsistent wvith these great and admitted
truths, it must be false. Thiis view of the state of the case shews the imnport-
ance of bei.ng familiar with the direct and positive evidence by which Cslviuisl,


