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WATCHMEN AND WATCHWORD

 the orhodor party in Scotland's 19th century Free Kirk were radically oy,

bered, they were certainly not out-fought on the field of theological battle While
{hey lived,they stood firm, and checked sufficiently the flood-tide of apostasy iy
high places such that the final celipse of Orthodoxy was delayed unil the early
1890's, when the rolling programme sustained by the “generous evangelicals” even.
wally triumphed. These “generous evangelicals were certainly lacking in generos-
ity towards anything that smacked of strict Confessional Calvinism. Their whole
strategy was aimed at getting around the rigid Biblical Orthodoxy demanded by
their ordination vows, and their prime tactic right from 1843 was the attempt to
unify the Free Kirk with the Amyraldianised Secession Churches, thes lattr being
led by high profile Amyraldian scholars like Balmer and Brown. In parallel vith
this tactic were other tactics, surreptitious undermining of the Scriptures, open fail-
ure t0 adequately discipline error, (indeed. even the malicious “disciplining” of so
orthodox a man as Jonathan Ranken Anderson), opened doors to German Higher
Criticism, and unofficial espousal of distinct Arminian and Amyraldian practices,
which included the popularisation of hymns as opposed to Psalms, “revivalism” and
mass-campaign evangelism.

The orthodox responded by counter-attacking on all these fronts. We have
:;:"G ::: L:\ey fought against the nion proposals? up until Dr. Wood's nPOS“;:
pmmlfwfxmbly OF 1865. Amajor factor in Dr. Wood's esisance to 1€
hough he ang e[:"““hoduxy of the UPC on the doctrine of the A“’,"?-mv.nbalh'
ignored this 'au: hers pressed the issue, the “generous evangelicals o

rin all their responses. If any doctrine of the UPC at al

any of them, it was the Upce,
i UPC’s di tablishment.
Heavily out-voteg issent from the doctrine of Estal Tores by

at the 1865 A dox rallied their
SO RING 31 oa ssembly, the orthodox
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watchmen and Watchworg

When the first 1ss,1‘1e of a new monthly magazine appeared, editeq
s Begg: “The thchwm‘d Was‘the second Scots religious perioéiicall Lto
" iitle, 7 and was alm.ed at addressing the union controversy from the orthe.
Candpoint Begg was himself sympathetic to union as 4 principle, but decid-
do willing to have any sort of union at the expense of any truth. The magay;
edly unhave a decisive part to play in the battle. reflecting as it did the o;t%] Zc;ne
_ the Atonement and on the Establishment principle. Begg and hi%osuox
o s ha d profound suspicions that the rest of the Scottis ;

h press was effecti
P . ivel
iy influenced by the pro-unionists™?8 so it was The i
o e

- o Watchword alone which
ally put forward the orthodox position. That it did so effectively is evidenced by
r

s results. First, the pro-union party found it necessary by 1868 to issue a counter-
l fodical, also a monthly, called “The Presbyterian.”79 May 1868 saw the first
isesue of this counter-blast to the orthodox, W.hi.Ch was edited over its first 18 months
by a name that was to prove all. too auspicious for future events......one Robert
Rainy. Rainy and his successors in the editorial chair were to give the magazine “a
platform t0 those who favoured union” , but as it drew towards the close of its pro-
duction in July 1873, 1t had more or less conceded that union with the UPC was not
2t that time, feasible, and consequently its message had become somewhat anodyne,
merely advocating as much unity as possible between all Scottish Presbyterians
despite any prevailing denominational division. This is evidence enough that Begg
and The Watchword had done their work well, and that their message had got
through to masses in the Free Kirk and in Scotland at large.

Indeed, so incisive was the style of “The Watchword” , that it attracted to itself
a great deal of odium from pro-unionists.

One of the foremost contributors to it
was the stalwart Dr. Hugh Martin, the magazine’s co-editor.80 He defended the

orthodox position with “a vigorous directness which was said to have brought
‘many reproaches and much obloquy’ upon the editor.”81 Suffice it to say that
Begg’s back was plenty broad enough to bear all these reproaches, and he stuck to
his task doggedly until July 1873 when the last issue was published. In that same
month its rival, “The Presbyterian” ceased publication. This was no coincidence,
the fact was that by that date neither magazine had a raison d’etre, the orthodox had
triumphed. Union with the UPC was shelved, and delayed by some thirty years.
It is evident that Hugh Martin was a central figure in this triu.mph.. H}s
renowned scholarship was to earn him a D.D. courtesy of Edinburgh University in

77 During the Disruption period John Menzies published between Oct. 1842 and March 1843 a religious

Magazine called " " rting the anti-patronage position. N _

78 Cf. DSCOT re?hfl'rl‘:aa&zr:ﬁfo,rd.sugs)z tes%mimony tI()) The Watchword's position, We “;E:::)gg;;the
Scription of it given by Hamilton:Op.cit. p.98 that it challenged the Free Kirk t(l) r;ta;rl Tanuary 1843

79 Also the second Scots religious journal to bear this name. The first ran monthly d‘fo the principles

0 January 1845, pyplished by James Adam of Arbroath it was aimed at pr(')’pounp {llsgbw erian’.

Underlying the Disruption and the newly forming Free Kirk. Cf. DSCOT ref. "Th‘e Eii ‘i’nb' urgh, by 1865

. Hugh Martin (1822 -1885) had retired from the pastorate of Free Greyfriars,
gue {0 1ll health. Cf. DSCOT in loc.

1Cf. DSCOT in loc. "Watchword".
~————
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there flowed from 1859 onwards 4 Plethory (f

icles.82 Not only was he active in OPPOSing Eamu, ng

important boOK: . his alert watchman was also keen to Counter 'h(:tc
| sources. He was aware of the inflyy ¢ Am @ las !

C and the Free Kirk, but he nqted the same chiatumr ftl( lanigy,

he Independents. In getting a firm establishpy,,

d as a further “seed-bed” from whjc, " Mamop,,

t

gained ground amongst
» r’ 12 - S
’ dld'dmxm

. te
t of course ac , :
ese latter; 1 nd, and indee as ;
t}:)uld be transplanted throughout Scotla It was 5o doing under ¢,
c 2 e

pretence of Calvinistic Orthodory tl;zzfltellﬁfl’: gli?:tet:g m]‘“tam Armj”ianigm‘r);
he Morrisonian movement SEICIR pendents, one Ralph Ward,,,
:m associate and colleague of the famops Hal_danc't br(?thers,sa began to Promulgatlc:
clear-cut Amyraldian dogma. B,ehmd hlm n support‘ stood the Glasggy,
Independent churches, and the man's s_tatus, requorced by his associatiop With the
Haldane’s, must have been very pervasive. Marpn gt once spotted the dangers lurk.
ing herein, and penned a fine response wh{ch }ndlcates atonce where Scotlgng:,
orthodox minority stood vis a vis any relaxation in Westminster’s atonement dogma,

We quote herewith: .
“Under the pretence of enlarging the aspects of grace it (Wardlaw s

Amyraldianism) achieves most effectively a precisely opposite result. For to bring in
a Covenant of Grace in order to limit the application and circumscribe the effectys]
results of an Atonement in its own nature and accomplishment unlimited, is sure]y
one of the most perverted and perverting schemes that could be adopted.... To intrc;-
duce a Covenant of Grace as an instrument for the limitation of Grace is at once an
insult to the human understanding and a travesty of the Divine wisdom. In any such
view of its nature and extent it must assuredly cease to be called a Covenant of Grace.
The grace is all in the prior arrangement or achievement, which it has been agreed on
this scheme to call the Atonement; and the covenant is a covenant circumscribing the
grace into limits narrower than, its own. It is therefore a Covenant not of grace but of
alarming judgment. Nay, more: it is a Covenant of reasonless, arbitrary and capri-
cious judgment.... And a Covenant coming into play . . . to exclude in point of fact
vast multitudes from all beneficial effects of an Atonement, which, in its own nature.
had as beneficial bearings on them as on any and all of those who are ultimately to
be saved—a Covenant such as this, it is utter folly to call a Covenant of Grace. Itis
not a Covenant of Grace in any sense, but a Covenant of Judgment; and not a
Covenant of Sovereignty, but of arbitrary and reasonless and terrific judgment.” 84‘ .
NO_ beating about the bush here. One can see, too, from the outliné ‘0? hl.‘\.
p(;]lf:mxc, the profile of the target at which he is aiming......a kind of “Calvimi™ ;
(\j/nelccl; I?as beeq serlf)usly “'genc?tically modified”, to put it in modern par lan;c?“;‘;;
appreciate something, if only a little, of the tone of “The Warchwort
- —

of influentid!
ists 10

82 Ibid. ref. "Martin, Hugh".

83 Notably Robert Hald:
Students at Gene st

1808. Rob. Hal
84 Quoted in J

—

1842 famed for reviving Calvinism amongst 4 group

" : ap!
d\'/d np‘ the early years of the 19th Cent. The two Haldane brothers beca{]gl)eﬁlz(‘;[;n'
" ;ge I\j[ commentary on Romans was reprinted by the BOT from abou 1971 . :

acLeod : Scortish Theology (Edinburgh B.O.T. 1974) pp- 248 - 24Y.

/
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Murli“ 3 was the watershed yc;\.r on the union debate . /\crimnny
]87.' d on with the pressure for union until matters reached a head i th

were .||c ropriate NOW to look at the work of the orthodox

and 1 'SI “lﬂ‘:‘lc roward that surprise triumph.

anequat

and bitterness
at year,
as they headed up their

We have seen how byrlh? Asscmhly oIi IH()S,‘lhc'pm union party were by pass
I reference to the dcllugncy 0! the UPC with regard (o the Westminster
lsnrind ards and the Atonement In partlcglar. Such deficiency was “whitewashed”
m,‘er with mealy-mouthed words that msnﬁled lh‘fnl lh.c U P(.‘ had no differences with
e Free Kirk‘ over the Atone'ment.‘ Against this view of the Union Committee’s
report Dr. Julius Wood hqd stood forth, and ably exposed the deception. Though
the orthodox lost the ?nSUI.ng vote in that Assembly, and the band-wagon for union
olled on, again we find in the 1866 Assembly men such as Forbes and Gibson
ganding in opposition, Prof. Gibson arguing strongly against the Amyraldian view
of the Atonement then espoused by the UPC. Again, the pro-unionists dodged the
issue, but their failures to address these matters were by now becoming obvious to
the Kirk at large, that year marking a “significant increase in support for the anti-
unionists.” '8

In the 1867 Assembly the Union Committee presented a report that pro-
pounded that there was no bar to union between the Free Kirk and the UPC on the
grounds of doctrine. In this report however, some 24 presbyteries were listed as
having suggested that there was a need for further debate on these issues to remove
any doubts, 16 Presbyteries wanted to see fuller examination of the area concerning
the Atonement issue, and 15 Presbyteries asked whether there was an actual inten-
tion to “alter, modify, or abridge the Confession.”6 Clearly, contrary to the Union
Committee’s presentation of the matter, there were large misgivings abroad, and it
is notable that the Presbytery of Meigle pointed out how the Union Committee’s
1866 Joint Statement on Union most pointedly missed out any reference to the
Confession Ch. I1I Sect 6: * .....Neither are any other redeemed by Christ...but the
elect only.” Despite these misgivings, Robert Rainy urged that the Union
Committee be re-appointed, and had the audacity to say that there “was no obstacle
o the accomplishment of union” because the view of the UPC on the Atonement
& "in its whole substance” (whatever that may be supposed to mean) “identical”
(2awp) “with the doctrines of the Confession...”87 _

Dr. Julius Wood again got to his feet, and effectively accused Raipy of a
Up. In that he served on this very Committee himself, he was in a position }to
On(?w the facts first-hand, and he knew that the Committee itself was dlYldCd. Raany

eured this to0. As Hamilton judiciously says, “It is difficult to disagree with
2: (]{n;la;“gion()p cit pp. 94 on.
87 Ibig 6 ac‘ll‘lng P r(')(:eedi.ngls ()f‘the.F ree Kirk 1867 Assembly.
ain quoting Proceedings.

\
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Murse of the Proceedings and Dm

9 . atlons‘ ‘ . . v99 ln
Wood's observ ssion of a ‘conspiracy of silence’”88 By Wo & 1867 in

. impre ; od ,
articular, g1V€ the 1 Pt he floor of that Assembly , he maintaineq that th dehvered

another heavy .+ whom he had first hand contact) held ¢, an ;EPC men
on the Commi nt which was, he declared, “flatly contradictory” Yraldjqy,

toneme ‘ : .
wof the ding of the Confession on this matter.89 At thiq jUHCture}: Free
Henry Moncrieff®® who insisted that when the UpC € wag

vie
Kirk’s understan

Jlenged by Sir enry . e
Cha-st sgatisfyirlg divine justice for all. men; | | ’
Chri «[ understand them to mean nothing contrary to this (that Christ was the Subs;.

ly that the atonement was designed in the eterng]

for the elect), but simp _ ounse]
Luftca ;)d 1o be sufficient for all men, so that a free offer might be made to 4] on the
ground of it.”91

At this point we might blink, and pause to reﬂect on the f‘Marrowism” Incip-
ient in Moncrieff’s statement. It looks strongly 'as if “Marrowism” had effectively
blinkered him as to the dangers of Amyraldianism, and we ought to reming our-
selves too, at this juncture, that the whole UPC was a conglomeration of descep.
dents from the original “Marrow-men”, and that they too, seem not to have beep
able to discern the dangers of Amyraldianism. Although Boston and the original
Marrow leaders had eschewed Amyraldianism, the logic of their theology contained
an irresistible bias that homed their successors right into that heresy. Hamilton
judiciously says: “It is difficult......to accept Moncrieff’s assessment ....."92

More inside information concerning this Assembly was revealed in a pam-
phlet published in 1870, written by the stalwart Prof. MacGregor, the Professor of
Systematic Theology at New College, Edinburgh.93 In it he noted that there were
strong reasons for regarding the UPC as unorthodox on the Atonement because of
her Amyraldianism, and that even during Union discussions, some UPC ministers
had openly demonstrated publicly in favour of an un-Calvinistic Universalism.9
He wrote:

“ The more malignant aspects of Amyraldianism are as follows:—First, the

notion of any saving purpose of God that does not infallibly determine salvation; or,
in other words, of a frustrated intention or disappointed desire of His; this notion is
not only on the face of it unscriptural, but, in the heart of it, offensive even to our nat-

88 Ibid p.96. Hamilton also notes that Robert Buchanan, who was the Convener of this Union

Committee, is completely silent on matters over doctrine, a silence that is further continued by his biog-
rapher, N.L.Walker.
89 Ibid. p. 97.

gg Moncrieff (sometimes spelt Moncreiff) Sir Henry Wellwood Moncrieff (1809 - 1883) inherite?i i:
ronetey from his father, and was also a Free Kirk Minister. He had studied his theology unce

C : : iticism,
arh?llm 1S, was a leading proponent of union, but more conservative on such matters as Higher Criictst
91g I1ing a%:unst Robertson Smith. Cf. DSCOT in loc

amilton, i T ; '
92 Thid, po7. OP cit p. 97 again citing Proceedings..

93 Cf ihi ) . . jally
CL. ibid pp.96-97 Entitled The Question of Principle now raised in the Free Church especia®)

regarding the At " . .
94 Hamilton: Ib(;geg ;t/n MacGregor therein gave full support to Wood's complaint.

/
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~_agon, because i"C()“S_iS'cm with the vely nakire and perfections of Deity. Nor

lu:é notion gain anything, in rCSPU§l of §p|ritual seemliness, when transferred

, '(‘.od’s eternal (|cgrcg to lh‘c ‘cx9§ull<)n of that QGc‘reg in time on the Cross. For

[rom o of any qubstitution o.i (/h_rlsl that d().cs not infallibly secure by purchase the

(he 'j“.(m of all for whom He died, is deeply dishonouring to the personal work of the

sul‘/:‘:;’lc Substitute. . ' o

;ulol: Again, the two notions alike (or the notion in its two applications alike) must,

- seriously entertained, tend to undermine the believer’s assurance of hope. For
wher . Lrance is ultimately founded on the truth, that all God’s purposes are unchang-
l.hm,u:S cffectual, and that no sinner can ever perish for whom Christ gave His life fn
l:f gr()ss. The assurance, therefore, is fatally undermined by the notion, that there is
: changeable or ineffectual purp(.>se pf God, and that many of those for whom Christ
;;uvc His life shall nevcrlhclcs.s fall lpto death eternal.

« Once more the two notions alike (or the notion in its two applications alike)

must tend, when seriously entertained, to prevent unbelievers from coming to God in

* full assurance of faith.” It is at this third point that the Amyraldians deem themselves

gtrongest. Hence, as I have said, in France they assumed the name of Methodists

under the impression that their doctrine constitutes a method or way, more excellent

than had previously been known, among Calvinists, of leading sinners to salvation

(hrough faith, and particularly of helping them over the difficulty, already referred to,

in the way of believing. And it is at this point—their strongest—that I find them

weakest."93

To return to the actual events at the 1867 Assembly, we find that despite all the
evidence, Rainy’s motion, which consisted of an acceptance of the Committee’s
report, recommendations, and re-appointment, was carried by a majority of over

200. The effect was to roll the debate onwards for another year, but the orthodox

men had evidently made their mark at large amongst Free Kirk people and presby-

teries, wherein reservations over union were now running deep on a broad scale,
and that because of doctrinal matters, the very issue the Committee was persistent-
ly sidestepping.

The ensuing years from 1867 to 1873 saw the “Watchword” continue its
polemics. The antics of some of the “‘generous evangelicals” both in the Free Kirk
and in the UPC over this period were to provide plenty of ammunition for the ortho-
dox guns. Come the 1869 Assembly, and the Union Committee reported again, and
again fudged the doctrinal issues, again insisting that there was no difference
between the two churches on the matter of the atonement, rather it was just a mat-

ter of two different ways of expressing the same truth. 9 This attempt to blur the
differences provoked incisive polemics from “The Watchword”, which was able
%8ain to catalogue fact after fact to the contrary. Nevertheless, again in the 1869
Ssembly, the pro-union majority managed to get their own way. '
In that year Dr. John Kennedy published his fine little book: “Man’s Relations
w is evident from Kennedy’s polemical material encouched 1n this volume

95 Cited in: M
I Macleod: Op cit. pp. 250 - 251.
% Hamiltop Op cit. p 95_ i
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iming his shots both at Amyraldians and at Cm
as ¢ -

Amyraldians and Arminian~s by holding a “doub1.e reference%‘o Cc(t)?pr(‘)‘
ment theology. Such eneqnes he saw fl‘Ot only without, amonggy Sulne In
UPC, but also within. Kennedy 1solateq the. ManOW—men”, and tendch o
t,he o owists” to lurch toward a form of universalism. The Marroy ¢ ency
for "1‘151 13 1ot die for all men, but He is dead for all men” besideg being s ofrng]a:
fhr[lislig;imc chimera tends t0 hold enwrapped within it the same Methjp
olra .

o o )
ple-referenced atonement as one finds 1n Amyraldianism. In fact, dou.
e-re ¢

of the ty
! 0
tems, Amyraldianism 1

that he W
mised with
their Aton¢€

s logically more stable than the Marrow. A “narroy, 8Ys-
. . . . (4% 9 -man”
will either have to justify his system on the basis of paradox”, or allow the P
of the “marrow” logic to drive him into the Amyraldian camp. The decidedly Unsate
isfactory nature of admitting “paradox” into the heart of one’s beliefs tenq

: . S tO gen_
erate an ever-increasing bias toward the Amyraldian solution over time. The histo.

ry of the «“Marrow” denominations is ample testimony to this. Kennedy lost o time
in elucidating and criticising all these features:

“The doctrine that God has in the Gospel published, “a deed of gift and grant”
constituting Christ, in some sense, the property of all to whom “the word of salya-
tion” is sent, might in some minds be no deadly poison, and might in some hands do
no deadly work, because regarded and explained as meaning, that Christ might war-
rantably be received by faith; but ir has dangerous tendencies (Emph.mine Ed.). It
ministers to the prevalent craving for a hope, not resulting from actual faith in the liv-
ing Christ of God.

Our relation to the salvation of the gospel is such, that it cannot be ours till we
are in Christ through faith; that we are required by God to accept of it in Him; and
that it shall infallibly be ours if we believe in His name.”97
Again:

“The idea of the call (of the Gospel) being THE OFFER OF A GIFT has dri-
ven the Scriptural form of it out of the minds of many men altogether. This other
was the form it alone assumed in the thinking and teaching of “the Marrow-men”. To
their successors it suggested more than these fathers meant. They began to regard it
as necessarily an expression of love to the individual to whom it is addressed. They
desiderated some sort of interest of all in Christ before the call is accepted, in
Order to justify its being given. Extending the idea of the Marrow-men’s “deed of
glﬁ and grant,” they reached at last the universal reference of the atonement, while
still stretching a long arm to keep a weak hold of the Calvinism of the Confession.
Z:Seyeilzstltaltle not to say that without the universal reference they could not preach the
Zosgel A1a1d . 1}111 other word§, that this is the only basis they find for the call of Lhet
avails .for o :efét .do they find there on which to base the offer? A reference t Zzt
S, Inite end; that s.ecures no redemption; and that leaves those whom

with the death of Christ to perish in their sins. This and no more they can

find; and op this the
’ y base th » o Ed.)%8
Kennedy also e offer of the gospel !” (Emph. mine Ed.)

says:
_/
97 John Kenneqy: Man’ _ =
% Kennedy Op.git.: ;: gég;{mo’” fo God (Scotland: James Begg Society reprint 1995) page
/
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st be consistent with “t} ) e
the Gospel) must : the purpose
wThat 1t ( hile I cannot explain how the general p ¥ God a

. CCOfding to
S for, W roclamation of t
(ect” 4 the special PuTPOse of God, I must not fo e gospel con-
it

M any concept;
gistS w.l ; econcilable with the other. There can be Plion of the one

: o warrant for gqy;
which ;Zr the gospel, that God love:s them, nor that Christ i their Heg:lni, to a.ll
h G their Redeemer; for this would be utterly incompatible with’threthelr
pur-

grother: arrangements of the Covenant of Grace.”(emph. mine, Bd. )99

poses ?"d it is apposite to consider his polemical blo i
> cnally i WS against such a Version
s

yinistic gospel preaching as that the “Marrow” promote
of Ca V views of divine love..... raise two questions, which many a fool’s attempt h
g ‘made to answer. (1) Why, if God df:si‘gne‘d only the salvation of some, dorc)zs }?Z
ddress the gospel call to all without distinction? (2) How can an carnest call be
4dressed by God to thqse whom He doth not love?
a (1) All Calvinists hold that the gracious design of God, in the preaching of
ihe gospel, is the salvation of the elect Fhljough faith in Christ; and this is plainly inti-
mated in the Word of God. Why then, it is asked, is the gospel preached to all ? The
answer must be, that “so it seemed good” in the sight of God: and the arrangement
nust be accepted as perfect on the credit of God’s character. To some extent it may
be defended against cavils. (a.) It seems necessary because the gospel is to be
preached by men from whom the “secret things™ are hidden. The mysterious thing is
not, that the gospel 1s preached to all, but that it is preached by men. (b.) It seems wise
because it meets the case of God’s chosen, as sinners, in a state common to all the
race. The gospel of the grace of God is most fitly preached to sinners, as such. From
amongst the mass God gathers His chosen by a word and a work of grace adapted to
the ruin common to all. He cannot come nigh to these in a revelation of grace with-
out approaching all among whom they are. ( c.) It is becoming that God Himself, and
not another, should bring His own loved ones into view, and should do so by a work
of grace. ( d.) There is a design of God, in reference to the non - elect, which shall
take effect by means of the gospel, to the praise of His glorious justice. There is a
work of judgment, as surely as a work of grace, in connection with the gospel; and
however we may shrink from realising this, it is plainly set before us in the light of
Scripture.(Rom.11: 7 - 10).

The difficulty felt by many minds in dealing with the second question, is not
owing to the necessary mysteriousness of the divine, but is one of their own creation.
Regarding the call of the gospel as necessarily an expression of love, they cannot rec-
oncile it with the doctrine of election. But is the call of the gospel an expression of
love to each individual to whom it is addressed ? True, the doctrine of the gospel is a
revelation of God’s love to sinners; and the embrace of divine love is a}ssured to all
tho close with the call of the gospel. But is not this something very dlft{erer:}tl:r:ﬁ
mi call being an expression of love to all to whom it is addressed ? True a SZEl -

Stbe addressed in all sincerity and earnestness by God. But this 1s secur

P | s by
*t consistency with all the doctrines of Calvinism.”100 |
To be continued 7974 I

\ P
oo i page 35

VIbid. pp 4546
\ /
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{ "names": [ { "family": { "value": "Churches", "coordinates": [ 786, 1212, 914, 1238 ] }, "given": { "value": "Nify Free Kirk Amyraldianised Secession", "coordinates": [ 62, 1212, 774, 1246 ] } }, { "family": { "value": ".Surreptitiousundenniningofthescriptures", "coordinates": [ 410, 1302, 1012, 1336 ] }, "given": { "value": "Lhistacticwereother", "coordinates": [ 48, 1300, 306, 1328 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Malicious", "coordinates": [ 750, 1348, 882, 1374 ] }, "given": { "value": "Uretoadequatelydisciplineerror (.", "coordinates": [ 48, 1344, 606, 1380 ] } }, { "family": { "value": ".", "coordinates": [ 1134, 1450, 1138, 1456 ] }, "given": { "value": "Unofficial Espousal Anninian Amyraldian", "coordinates": [ 234, 1434, 1016, 1470 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Calvinism.", "coordinates": [ 828, 1076, 972, 1106 ] }, "given": { "value": "Ii) Smacked Confessional", "coordinates": [ 46, 1076, 814, 1116 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Anderson)", "coordinates": [ 542, 1392, 686, 1424 ] }, "given": { "value": "Onhodox A Jonathan Ranken", "coordinates": [ 46, 1386, 528, 1418 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Brown.", "coordinates": [ 830, 1256, 926, 1284 ] }, "given": { "value": "High Amyraldian Like Balmer", "coordinates": [ 134, 1256, 756, 1290 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Weha", "coordinates": [ 1038, 1562, 1112, 1588 ] }, "given": { "value": "Theonhodox -Attacking Fronts.", "coordinates": [ 118, 1560, 1012, 1610 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Psalms", "coordinates": [ 822, 1482, 916, 1508 ] }, "given": { "value": "Popularisation Hymns", "coordinates": [ 288, 1480, 614, 1516 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Evangelism.", "coordinates": [ 244, 1526, 400, 1558 ] }, "given": { "value": "Mass-Campaign", "coordinates": [ 48, 1520, 234, 1554 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Atonement.", "coordinates": [ 944, 1710, 1086, 1742 ] }, "given": { "value": "Pls Unonhodox", "coordinates": [ 50, 1702, 428, 1744 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Atgeningaround", "coordinates": [ 308, 1122, 544, 1156 ] }, "given": { "value": "Straicgy", "coordinates": [ 46, 1132, 140, 1158 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Watchword", "coordinates": [ 646, 660, 1006, 714 ] }, "given": { "value": "Watchmen", "coordinates": [ 192, 662, 496, 718 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Cg", "coordinates": [ 416, 390, 466, 448 ] }, "given": { "value": "Fioo Ilrrolli", "coordinates": [ 160, 398, 392, 474 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Oters", "coordinates": [ 254, 1758, 330, 1782 ] }, "given": { "value": "Gn Isnd", "coordinates": [ 58, 1742, 236, 1814 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Iw", "coordinates": [ 250, 112, 306, 162 ] }, "given": { "value": "Llfutd", "coordinates": [ 140, 126, 236, 178 ] } }, { "family": { "value": "Ljl.Llcll", "coordinates": [ 118, 258, 236, 320 ] } } ], "emails": [ { "value": "ifmmif@liIJlJ.J", "coordinates": [ 592, 214, 956, 294 ] } ], "type": "BusinessCard", "isBackSide": false, "width": 1184, "height": 2104 }

