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CONTROVERsY AT HUNTINGDON, 0. E.-A Serios of Lectures on do c-
trines disputed betwveen Calvinists aud Anti-Calvinista lias been corn-
rnenced in St. Andrew's Cbiurch of ibis place. This series is to embrace
sncb subjeets as the Deýcrees of Gud, tlic Creatiun and Fall of maxi, Atone-
mien tJ us tilcation,Inp utation, Regunerattun, Electiuxî, axid Perseveranice.
The first of tlie series was deliverud by thie Rev. Daniiel Aniderson of
Durliarn, 0. E., (Canada Preïbý turiatn,) un the cveiiingy of Sabbatli the
10te uit. Eis subject was the purpuses or docrees of God. Af'ter a
nurnber of prelinîiiary rcnîarks, by way of introducing flic subject atnd
clearing the grotind, tic lecturer proceeded to consider, lirst, that God
has purposes or dueces. Under tîcis lîead lie adduced the passages
ussually quoted to prove that, God bas deecees. lus second lîead of dis-
course %vas: when were God's purposes forined, wliat is tixeir cliaracter,
and 10 wbat have Ilîey reference? Under thc first of tliese parîjexîlars,
when were God's purposes forîned, hc slîowed that tlîey are and inuteh
frori eterîîity. Under tlîe seconid hoe showed tlîey mnust be in aceordance
writlî the Divine gooduess, holiuess and wvisdoin, aîîd that lie believed
the doctrine of decrees as auglit iu the IVcstiiiinster Confession to ho
consistent -%ith the love, purity, aîîd wisdorn of God, and ou thut grotînd
was prepared to defeud ilieni. Vîîder tlîe tixird, To wlîat have Gud's de-
crees roferonce? hoe stated Iliat lie heljevod thein 10 have refereuice to
Il wbhsoever cornes ho pass."l ie rond tlie stahernents of the Catecbisrns
Larger and Shiorter, and of the IVestininietr Confession on the poinit. 11e
avowcd il as lus belief that God lias foreordaiîied unclîaîîgeably and ilofi-
Iibly wvhatsoever cornes to pass, inclusive of tlie most atrocions crinies of
mou or devils. He thouglît tuat this doctrinie of uuivorsal forcordiîiation
was proved by the uuiversality of Divine foreknowledge, that Socinus
and Dr. Adnîrn Clarke ivere driven, by thie force of* it, to deny unii-
versai foreknowledge. His toxt iras oxie proof of tîuis doctrine, Epb.
L. 11., God Ilwork-etb ail tbings afier the cotinsel of luis own will."1 Rom.
ix. 36 another, and sorne otiier passages. lie, in the Ihird place, pro-
ceeded to notice some objections 10 tlîis doctrine. Arnongr otîxers lie no-
ticed tino objection thiat it makes God the autlior of sin. 11e asserted
that it did o, and proved that il did not from the IVesiister Conifess-
ion offaith, and, of course, aIl wluo ackîîowiedge that forrnulary of doc-
trine as an infaillible, authority will regard bis argument as conîclusive.
M1e also introduced the siaternent in 2 Sami. xxiv., 1, as aproof that God
cooperating with the devii, makes nier, to sin. But hoe asserted strongly
that notwvitlstanditng Iluis God is nol its author. He stuck to flic ivords
of the confession tuaI God bas Iluncuangeabiy foreordained wliatsoever
cornes to pass;" and that Ilin relation to the forekniowledge and decrce
of God ailt îings corne to pass irnmutably and infallibly." Another oh-
jection ho noticed iras that il destroys the free-agency of man. 11e
proved Ibis objection to ho nugatory as well as tîxe formier fronu the
Confession of Jailln. He iras careful to say tîxat hoe heliovcd in tue froe-
agency of man, and that huis agency cousisîcd iu freedorn t0 do as lie
wills, which, lie tbougbt, ivas Uie highest frccdorn w'hicli could ho con-
ceived of. Ho closed with sorne practical rernarks îvhicb irve need not
particulurize.

We must give the lecturor credit for the admirable spirit wlhich hoe


