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PREFACE

Nearly twenty years ago I was asked by the Depart-
ment of Education of the Church of the Nazarene, of
which Dr. J. B. Chapman was then chairman, to pre-

a work on Systematic Theology for use in the
Course of Study for Licensed Ministers. I immediately
set myself to the task but my range of vision was too
narrow. I was constantly discovering new truth and
each new discovery demanded a place in the plan of
the work. Now after nearly twenty years of constant
study and teaching, I am presenting to the church the
result of these efforts in a work entitled Christian The-
ology. It is offered with a prayer that it may find at least
some small place in the preparation of young men and
women who look forward to the work of the ministry.
I have no thought of attempting any new contribution
to modern theological science. My purpose and aim
has been to review the field of theology in as simple a
manner as possible for the use of those who, entering
the ministry, desire to be informed concerning the great
doctrines of the church.

I wish to acknowledge my obligation to the Rev.
Paul Hill of Lynbrook, New York, who has collaborated
with me in the preparation of this work and who has
made many helpful suggestions and criticisms. To the
General Superintendents of the church, Dr. John W.
Goodwin, Dr. R. T. Williams and Dr. James B. Chap-
man, I owe a special debt of gratitude for their constant
help and inspiration during the heavy years of prepara-
tion. To Dr. Chapman especially I am indebted for the
Introduction to this work. Dr. Olive M. Winchester has
reviewed the references to the Hebrew and Greek texts,
and Dr. L. A. Reed has furnished the parallel between
the Genesis Account of Creation and Modern Science.
To all the above I express my sincere appreciation for
the help given to me.
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The various publishers have extended me the priv-
ilege of making certain quotations from their books, and
for this I am deeply grateful. I acknowledge my debt
to the following: to Funk and Wagnalls for permission
to use a quotation from The Institutes of the Christian
Religion by Gerhart; to the Pilgrim Press for a selection
from their book, Christ and the Eternal Order by my
former honored professor, John Wright Buckham; to
the Cokesbury Press for permission to quote from their
work on Systematic Theology by Dr. Summers; to the
Methodist Book Concern for selections from Systematic
Theology by Dr. Miley, System of Christian Doctrine by
Dr. Sheldon, and Foundations of the Christian Faith
by Dr. Rishell; to Scribners for references to Present
Day Theology by Dr. Stearns, and An Outline of The-
ology by Dr. William Newton Clarke; to Longmans for
a reference to their work entitled A Theological Intro-
duction to the Thirty-nine Articles by Dr. Bicknell, and
to any others not mentioned above whose works have
furnished me inspiration and help in the preparation of
this work.

It is to the Nazarene Publishing House that I am
specially indebted for the publication of this work now
presented to the church. The Manager, Mr. M. Lunn,
and the Assistant Manager, Rev. P. H. Lunn, have given
the writer every encouragement and been patient with
his many shortcomings. Both the writer and the church
are indebted to the publishers for the splendid form in
which the book is presented.

I would indeed be ungrateful 1f in this, the publica-
tion of my first work, I did not pay rich tribute to her
who for the entire period has had an unflagging interest
in the preparation of this work, and has ever been a con-
stant stimulus and blessing, my wife, Alice M. Wiley.

H. OrToN WiLEY,
Pasadena, California.




INTRODUCTION

As far back as 1919 those of us who were serving on
the General Department of Education in the Church of
the Nazarene felt keenly the need of a work on system-
atic theology of sufficient scope and thoroughness that it
might serve as a standard of doctrine in connection with
the development of the literature of our church and
movement, and we asked Dr. H. Orton Wiley to under-
take to produce such a work. Pressed by many duties
as college president, and for a time as editor of the
Herald of Holiness, Dr. Wiley was unable to give the
thought and attention to this subject that was necessary.
for its speedy completion. Sometimes we felt that he
did not make sufficient progress with the task to furnish
ground for hope-that he would live to complete it. But
this delay was useful, for during all this time Dr. Wiley
has been gathering material, rearranging his own
thought and growing in courage for the stupendous task
set before him. And now within recent months he has
found it possible to devote more time and thought to
the direct task, and he has been able to do better work
than otherwise would have been possible. So we are
the gainers for waiting.

I am glad to be counted among those who have en-
couraged Dr. Wiley from the beginning. I have never
missed an opportunity to urge him to pursue his task of
writing the standard theology for our church, even
though he must do it at the expense of neglecting other
duties. For I have felt that he would through this chan-
nel make the greatest and most lasting contribution of
his life. And just now as he is ready to hand over the
first volume to the publishers, having myself made a
careful examination of it, I am more convinced than
ever that he has done a work that few men of this gen-
eration are prepared to do, and that he has given us a
theology so fundamental and so dependable for scholar-
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ship that it will stand as standard with us for many
years to come.

Dr. Wiley is a scholar, but he is more than a scholar.
He is an unctuous preacher, and an administrator. He
has been compelled to try out his theories in the school
of life and to test his claims in the furnace of trial and
affliction. He is not a speculator nor an inventor. He is
at most a discoverer and a judge of sound words. For
the space of an average generation he has been before
us as a Christian and a leader, and he has everywhere
and all the time deserved and received the full com-
mendation of his contemporaries and intimate coadju-
tors. He is a man of good report among all who know
him intimately or distantly. It is a joy to commend him
because it is certain none will arise to contradict.

It is not expected that one writing a foreword should
enter into an analysis of a book. Especially is this the
case when the book is one demanding so much of study
and thought as this monumental work which you now
have in hand. But you will find the scope adequate,
the theses orthodox, the arguments convincing, and the
conclusions clear and unequivocal. I really do not see
how more could be done with the subject of systematic
theology than Dr. Wiley has done.

This work will find its place as a textbook in our
schools and in the course of study for ministers. This
will probably be its two largest fields. But its style
brings it within the scope of the Sunday school worker
and layman of the church, and many who are not in the
official callings of the church will find pleasure and
profit in the study of the great doctrines which lie at
the base of our holy religion. I believe the demand for
such material is sufficiently great that Dr. Wiley’s the-
ology will find a wide field among spontaneous students,
as well as among those who must take it in connection
with technical preparation for given tasks.

Without the slightest reservation, and with the full-
est satisfaction, I commend Dr. Wiley and his work on
Systematic Theology to all men everywhere to whom



such commendation from me can carry meaning. And
my prayer is that God may continue to bless the author
and publishers, and that the leaves of this book may
serve for healing, even as leaves from the tree of life.

JaMmes B. CHAPMAN, General Superintendent,
Church of the Nazarene.
Kansas City, Missouri, April 6, 1940.
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PART I. INTRODUCTION: THE PROVINCE OF
THEOLOGY



CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY
CHAPTER I
THE IDEA AND RELATIONS OF THEOLOGY

The term “Introduction,” when used in a technical
sense, is one of extensive application. Every branch of
scientific knowledge must be preceded by a prelimin-
ary survey, in order to properly determine its bound-
aries and contents in relation to other fields of investi-
gation. There must be a “recognition of the organic
whole of the sciences,” says Schelling, and this “must
precede the definite pursuit of a specialty. The scholar
who devotes himself to a particular study must become
acquainted with the position it occupies with respect to
this whole, and the particular spirit which pervades it,
as well as the mode of development by which it enters
into the harmonious union of the whole. Hence the im-
portance of the method by which he is himself to esti-
mate his science, in order that he may not regard it in
a slavish spirit, but independently and in the spirit of
the whole.” The term “Introduction” has in modern
times largely superseded the terms “Prolegomena” and
“Propedeutic” formerly used in philosophy and the-
ology. The terms “Encyclopedia” and ‘‘Methodology”
which were frequently used in the sense of a distinct
science, must still be considered an important part of
the general curriculum. A true “Introduction,” how-
ever, must embrace (1) formal or systematic Ency-
clopedia—or a presentation of the information neces-
sary to a study of the several departments of theology;
(2) Methodology—or directions as to the best methods
of theological study; and to these must be added (3) a
History of Theology as systematized in the church. The
present chapter (I) will deal with the Idea and Rela-
tions of Theology, while the three following chapters
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14 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

will be devoted to (II) Sources and Limitations; (III)
Systems and Methods; and (IV) Theology in the Church.

THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF THEOLOGY

Christian Theology, or Dogmatics as the term is
often used technically, is that branch of theological
science which aims to set forth in a systematic manner
the doctrines of the Christian faith. The term theology
is derived from the Greek words theos (feés) and logos
(Aéyos), and originally signified a discourse about God.

e word was in use before the advent of Christ and
the development of the Christian Church. Aristotle in
his Organon applied the term theology to his highest
or first philosophy. The Greeks were accustomed to
applying the term theologoi to their honored poets and
teachers, such as Homer, Hesiod and Orpheus, “who
with poetic inspiration sang of the gods and divine
things.” In its most general sense, therefore, the term
theology may be applied to the scientific investigation
of real or supposed sacred persons, things or relations.
However crude the content of these treatises may be,
usage allows it to be called theology if the subject mat-
ter is concerned with that which is regarded as sacred.
The term is therefore elastic and somewhat vague, and
must be made more definite and specific by the use of
qualifiying terms as Christian or Ethnic theology.

Definitions of Christian Theology. Christian the-
ology has been defined in various ways by the masters of
this science. Perhaps none of these definitions, however,
exceeds in adequacy or comprehensiveness that of Wil-
liam Burton Pope who defines it as “the science of God
and divine things, based upon the revelation made to
mankind in Jesus Christ, and variously systematized
within the Christian Church.” Others define it as fol-
lows: “Christian Theology, or Dogmatics, as it is tech-
nically called, is that branch of theological science which
aims to give systematic expression to the doctrines of
the Christian faith.”—WiLLram Apams Brown. “Dog-
matic Theology treats of the doctrines of the Christian
faith held by a community of believers, in other words,
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by the church.”—Bisaop MARTENSEN. “Theology is the
exhibition of the facts of Scripture in their proper order
and relation with the principles or general truths in-
volved in the facts themselves, and which pervade and
harmonize the whole.”—DR. CHARLES HopGe. ‘“Theol-
ogy is the science of God and the relations between God
and the universe.”—DR. AucusTus HOPKINS STRONG.
“Systematic Theology is that part of the entire system
of theology which has to solve the problem presented by
the Christian faith itself—the exhibition of Christianity
as truth.”—DR. J. A. DorNEr. “Christian Theology is
the intellectual treatment of the Christian religion.”—
WirLiam NewtoN CrLArRgE. “Theology is a discourse
about God as related to moral beings and His created
universe.”—DRr. A. M. HirLs. “Theology may be defined
as the systematic exposition and rational justification of
the intellectual content of religion.”—Dean AvrserT C.
KnupsoN. “Dogmatics deals with the doctrinal teach-
ings of the Christian religion. It is the systematic and
scientific presentation of the doctrine of Christianity in
harmony with the Scriptures and in consonance with
the confessions of the church.”—Dr. JoserH STUMP.
“Systematic Theology is the scientific and connected pre-
sentation of Christian doctrine in its relation to both
faith and morals.”—Georce R. Crooks and Jornw F.
HursT.

Dr. Wakefield, who edited “Watson’s Institutes” and
added some valuable material of his own, defines the-
ology as “that science which treats of the existence the
character, and the attributes of God; His laws and gov-
ernment; the doctrines which we are to believe, the
moral change which we must experience, and the duties
which we are required to perform.” Closely related to
this and to the definition of Dr. Pope, is that of Dr.
Alvah Hovey, the great Baptist theologian. “By Chris-
tian theology,” he says, “is meant the science of the
Christian religion, or the science which ascertains,
justifies, and systematizes all attainable truth concern-
ing God and His relation, through Jesus Christ, to the
universe and especially to mankind,”
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We may gather up therefore the various phases of
truth as set forth in the above definitions and summarize
them in a brief but we think equally adequate definition
as follows: “Christian Theology is the systematic pre-
sentation of the doctrines of the Christian Faith.”

The Scope of Theology. The study of Christian The-
ology must be expanded to comprehend a wide range
of investigation, and then systematized according to
principles regarded as dominant in the history of Chris-
tian thought. If the definition of Dr. Pope be carefully
analyzed, and likewise that of Wakefield and Hovey, it
will be found that the following subjects are given con-
sideration: First, God as the source, subject, and end of
all theology. “This gives it its unity, dignity and sanc-
tity. It is the A Deo, De Deo, In Deum: from God in
its origin, concerning God in its substance, and it leads
to God in all its issues.” Second, Religion as furnish-
ing the basic consciousness in man, without which there
could be no capacity in human nature to receive the
spiritual revelations of divine truth. Third, Revelation
as the source of the facts out of which systematic the-
ology is constructed. Fourth, the relation of these facts
to Jesus Christ, the Personal and Eternal Word in the
revelation of God. Fifth, the development and systema-
tization of theology in the Church as the expression of
its Christian life, under the immediate supervision and
control of the Holy Spirit. Sixth, Christian Theology
must be considered in its relation to contemporaneous
thought.

THE RELATIONS OF THEOLOGY

“There is a sense,” says Dr. Pope, “in which uni-
versal theology is concerned simply with the relation of
all things to God: if we carefully guard our meaning we
may make this proposition include the converse, the
relation of God to all things. Relation, of course, must
be mutual: but it is hard in this matter to detach from
the notion of relation that of dependence. The Eternal
One is the Unconditioned Being. When we study His
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nature and perfections and works we must always re-
member that He is His Perfect Self independent of
every created object and independent of every thought
concerning Him. But there is not a doctrine, nor is
there a branch or development of any doctrine, which
is not purely the expression of some relation of Fis
creatures to the Supreme First Cause. Hence every
branch of this science is sacred. It is a temple which is
filled with the presence of God. From its hidden sanctu-
ary, into which no high priest taken from among men
can enter, issues a light which leaves no part dark save
where it is dark with excess of glory. Therefore all fit
students are worshipers as well as students” (Pope,
CCT, I, pp. 4-5). But aside from the divine Source of
theology, there are three outstanding and vital rela-
tions which it sustains: first, to religion; second, to
revelation and third, to the church.

Theology and Religion. Since theology in a prelim-
inary and general sense is the science of religion, it is
therefore necessary to come immediately to a discussion
of the nature of religion. It may be said that religion
furnishes the basic consciousness in man without which
there could be no capacity in human nature to receive
the revelation of God. It has its roots, therefore, in the
very nature of man. It is the consciousness that he is
made for higher things, and that he has kinship to the
unseen Power upon which he feels himself dependent.
Added to this is a sense of need which expresses itself
negatively in a consciousness of sin, and positively in a
desire for communion with a higher spiritual power. It
is the province of theology to gather up and systematize
these needs and desires, for religion is not merely an
individual but also a social phenomenon. Those who are
brought into communion with God feel that they must
impart this knowledge to others, and thus arise the va-
rious religious societies. These crystallize into fixed
institutions with a body of tradition designed to hand
down to posterity the religious insights of the past. The-
ology and religion are related, therefore, “as effects in
different spheres, of the same cause. As theology is
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an effect produced in the sphere of systematic thought
by the facts respecting God and the universe, so re-
ligion is an effect which these same facts produce in the
sphere of individual and collective life” (Strong, Syst.
Th. 1, p. 19).

Theology and Revelation. Theology bears relation
not only to religious experience in a general way, but
also to that higher type of revealed truth which is found
in Christ and known as the Christian Revelation. Since
the time of Schleiermacher, feeling or the sense of de-
pendence has been given a large place in theological
thought. There are those who fear too great subjectiv-
ity if theology is to be grounded in Christian experience,
but it should ever be borne in mind that the Christian
faith is not something which is self-created. It has its
source in objective revelation. The universe is an ex-
ternal revelation of God. It declares His eternal power
and Godhead (Rom. 1:20). Over against the position
of James Martineau who unwarrantably isolates the
witness of God to the individual soul, Dr. Strong insists
that in many cases where truth has been originally com-
municated as an internal revelation, the same Spirit
who communicated it has brought about an external
record of it, so that the internal revelation might be
handed down to others than those who first received it.
Both the internal revelations as recorded, and the ex-
ternal revelations as interpreted, furnish objective facts
which may serve as proper material for science.

Theology and the Church. It is to the Church that God
has committed the Scriptures and these have become
its Rule of Faith and Practice. As the early oracle had
its ark, so the Christian Church has become the recep-

The whole creation reveals the Word. In nature God shows His power;
in incarnation His grace and truth. Scripture testifies of but Serip-
ture is not the essential Word. The Scripture is truly a ded and
appropriated when in it and through it we see the li and present
Christ. It does not bind men to itself alone, but it points them to the
Christ of whom it testifies. Christ is the authority. In the Scriptures He
points us to Himself and demands our faith in Him. This faith once be-
gotten, leads us to a new ag‘fro riation of Secripture, but also to a new
criticism of Scripture. We dghrlstmorean more in Scripture, and
yet we judge Secripture more and more by the standard w
Christ.—DorNEr, Hist. Prot. Theology 1:231-264.
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tacle of the faith which was “once delivered unto the
saints” (Jude 3). With the coming of the incarnate
Christ, and the gift of the Holy Spirit on the day of
Pentecost, the foundations of the Church were laid; and
with the enlargement of its mission to include mankind
universally, it was necessary, also, that the divine oracles
be likewise increased. Becoming the repository of a new
dispensational truth, the Church was under obligation
from the beginning, both as a teacher and a defender of
the faith, to create a theology, by means of which it
could systematically present its teachings. This didactic
divinity, Dr. Pope insists, was the necessary expansion
of what in Scripture is termed the Apostles’ doctrine.
“Its first and simplest form as seen in the writings of
the earliest Fathers, was Expository or practical, aim-
ing at the edification of the flock; then followed the
Catechetical, for the preliminary instruction of converts
or Catechumens in order to baptism, conducted by
pastors as Catechists, and formulated in the permanent
Catechism; and thus were laid the foundations of all
subsequent biblical theology proper. Defensive asser-
tion of truth was rendered necessary by heresies arising
within the community, and by the duty of vindicating
the Faith against those without. The latter obligation
gave rise to Apologetics in all its branches, called in
modern times Evidences: Apology having reference
rather to the position of the Christian society as chal-
lenged by the world, Evidences belonging rather to its
aggressive missionary character. The former introduced
Dogmatic Theology, taught first in the Creeds — the
Apostles’, the Nicene-Constantinopolitan, and the Atha-
nasian; afterward in specific expositions of those creeds,
and their individual articles; this as distinguished from
Apologetic, is controversial divinity or Polemics. In
later times, all these branches have been incorporated
into the unity of what is called Systematic divinity, or
the orderly arrangement of the doctrines of revelation,
as they are Dogmas fixed in the decisions of the Church,
defended against external assaults, and unfolded in the
ethics of human duty. This is the normal development
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of the science within Christendom and common to all
its branches. Every Christian community presents in
its own literature more or less systematically all these
various forms of fundamental teaching” (Pope, CCT, I,
pp. 15-16). We have given only in brief outline the
manner in which theology was developed in the Church.

DIVISIONS OF THEOLOGY

The whole field of theology may be broadly divided
into (I) Christian Theology, and (II) Ethnic Theology.
By Ethnic Theology is meant the teachings embraced in
the non-Christian religions as opposed to the revelation
of God in Christ. Non-Christian people, whether crude
or cultured, have their doctrines of God or of the gods,
and of things which they regard as sacred. These must
be classified as theologies. To Christians, the value of
this ethnic theology is chiefly illustrative, setting forth
as it does the outstanding and fundamental differences
between Christianity and paganism. By this contrast,
Christianity is seen to be, not merely a religion which
has attained to a higher scale in natural development,
but one which is unique in that it is a revelation from
God to man, rather than an origination of man in his
state of barbarism. It does, however, have this exegetical
value, for the great doctrines of Christianity will be seen
in a clearer light when placed side by side with the de-
formities of heathenism.

Another division, more popular with the older the-
ologians than at the present time, is that of (I) Natural
Theology, and (II) Revealed Theology. Natural Theol-
. ogy draws its sources from the facts of nature including
the exercise of reason and the illumination of conscience.
Revealed Theology finds its sources in the Holy Scrip-
tures as the authoritative revelation of God to man.
Christian Theology does not regard Revealed Theology
as in opposition to Natural Theology but supplementary
to it. It regards it as gathering up the primary revela-
tion of God through nature and the constitution of man,
into }:rhlg higher and perfect personal revelation of God
in Christ.
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Christian Theology as a didactic or positive science
is usually made to conform to the four main divisions of
Biblical (or Exegetical), Historical, Systematic and
Practical Theology. This fourfold division was gener-
ally followed by the earlier encyclopeedists, Neosselt,
Thym, Staudlin, Schmidt, and Planck. Rabiger and
Hagenbach followed the fourfold outline of Schaff—per-
haps the arrangement now most commonly employed.
Among the more modern theologians, Miley, Pope,
Strong, Brown and Clarke follow the fourfold division.
There are some of the more prominent theologians, how-
ever, who prefer different arrangements. Schleier-
macher arranged his material in three divisions, (I)
Philosophical; (II) Historical; and (III) Practical—*“the
root, the trunk, and the crown.” Another has a five-
fold division, (I) Exegetical; (II) Historical; (III)
Apologetic; (IV) Systematic; and (V) Practical. Cave
in his Introduction to Theology arranges his material in
six main divisions, (I) Natural Theology; (II) Ethnic
Theology;  (III) Biblical Theology; (IV) Ecclesiastical
Theology; (V) Comparative Theology; and (VI) Pas-
toral (or Practical) Theology. Danz attempted still
another arrangement making a twofold division (I)
that which pertains to Religion, and (II) that which per-
tains to the Church. With the fresh impetus given to

ent of subjects under the fourfold division which is

most f llowed is that
Pmpﬁm o %m‘:ﬂu (1) Bibumlm

tical
(2) Biblical Ammfe (3) Isagogic, or Historico-Critical
Yitraduoiion. which el ol Ba Lwee o thatunl colicamy sl i

higher or historical criticism; (4) Biblical Henneneuﬂca. (II) Historical
Theo! including Biblical and Ecclesiastical histo in the widest
sense. Systematic Theo including (1) ; (2) Bibli-
frnluﬂu lm]’!:th(ic)u, Eeded;ﬂ:tleal Geog::a e Symg (IV) -

Theoogy including (1) Theory o Chrl.stim Min!.strr (2)

Church Law and Church Polity; (3) Liturgics, (4) Homiletics;
Catechetics; (8) Pohnenies, and (7) Evnng

Crooks and Hurst in their Theological E lopedia and Methodology
have the following n.nﬁﬁement of mbjects (I) Exegetical Theology,
including Archaolo, logy, ; Canonics, Criticism, Herme-
neutics and In retatlon, (II) Hjstorl Theology, including Histo
of Dogma, Ch History, Patristics, Symbolics, and Statistics; (1:!1‘-37
Systematic Theology, inclu g Doctrine, Dogmatics, Apologetics, Polemics,
Irenics, Theology (in the narrower sense of the term), Anﬂ:mm.
Christology, Soteriology, Eschatology and Ethics; (IV) Practical
ogy, including Catechetics, Liturgics, Homﬂeﬂcs, and Pastoral Theology.
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historical studies during the middle and latter part of
the nineteenth century, an attempt was made to place
Historical Theology in advance of the Biblical or Exe-
getical Theology as formerly accepted. Kienlen and Pelt
adapted a threefold division into (I) Historical Theology,
including exegetical; (II) Systematic Theology and (III)
Practical Theology. Against this, two main objections
may be urged: First, since Christian Theology draws its
sources largely from the Scriptures as revealed truth,
its beginnings should coincide with that fact, and there-
fore be found in a thorough and systematic study of
the documents in which this revelation is recorded. This
is Exegetical Theology. Protestant Theology which is
based so emphatically upon the Bible as the Word of
God, cannot but establish Exegetical Theology as a sepa-
rate and distinct division, assigning to the Scriptures a
sufficient and unrestricted position in the realm of the-
ological thought. Without this, theology may become
philosophical and barren, never biblical and vital.
Second, we must bear in mind that there is one law
of development which is peculiar to the Scriptures—the
law of progressive revelation, and closely allied to it
another law which governs the systematization of the
truths revealed. Exegetical Theology must take into
account this historical progression, and the recorded
events of sacred history, therefore, become the basis for
the interpretation of all history. The logical arrange-
ment of the revealed truths set forth in sacred history
gives us Biblical Theology. Thus there is given us by
The arrangement of the fourfold division indicated above may be
also justified in the following manner: “The assertion is warranted
that all knowledge is based either on personal (physical or mental)
observation, or on report and tradition, and is, therefore, either theo-
retical (philosophical) or historical in its nature, Historical knowledge
however, must obtained by investigation, and for the latter acquaint-
ance with languages and philological criticism is necessary; while
theoretical knowledge leads to its practical application. In like manner
Christianity is, in its positive character, both a history and a doctrine;
but its history is based on the Bible, which m first of all, be exe-
getically examined; and its doctrine is not pure knowledge but Cc-
tical. The truth of revelation is to be applied in the Church nnsntlhe
various departments of Church activity, to which practical theology has
The two departments of learning are thus confined between two

ds of applied art, the exegetical at the beginning, and the practical at
the end.—Crooks ANp HursT, Encyclopedia and Methodolow,p;. 139,
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this process a clear idea of the connection which, begin-
ning in Exegetical Theology, traces the progress of his-
torical development down to our own times by means
of Historical Theology, combines the truths thus given
into a mental picture of orderly arrangement as found
in Systematic Theology, and from this makes the neces-
sary deductions which Practical Theology offers for
converting theory into practice. Christian Theology,
therefore, becomes an Organism of Truth. In our further
discussion of the forms of theology we shall observe this
fourfold division as indicated. The arrangement of sub-

jects is set forth more fully in the accompanying diagram.
(See page 24.)

EXEGETICAL THEOLOGY

Exegetical Theology, or as it is frequently called,
Biblical Theology, is a study of the contents of Scripture,
exegetically ascertained and classified according to doc-
trines. Among the Greeks, the term “exegete” referred
to one whose office it was to lead out or interpret the
oracles to laymen with a view to producing sympathetic
understanding. Exegetical Theology covers an extensive
field of interpretation, dealing with both the Old and
the New Testament Scriptures, and is commonly ar-
ranged in two main divisions, (I) Biblical Introduction,
and (II) Biblical Exegesis or Interpretation.

1. Biblical Introduction. This department includes
all the preliminary studies which are introductory to the
actual work of exegesis. The older term used to desig-
nate this department was Isagogics, and included four
branches of study, (a) Biblical Archzology, an auxiliary
study of the manners and customs of ancient people;
(b) Biblical Canonics, or a discussion of the canon of
Scripture as understood by the ancient Jews, the early
Christians, the Roman and the Protestant churches; (c)
Biblical Criticism, including the lower or textual criti-
cism, with a view to ascertaining the correct reading of
the text; and the higher criticism, too often confused
with destructive criticism, which deals with the author-
ship, date and authenticity of the books of the Bible, the
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circumstances under which they were written, their oc-
casion and design; and (d) Biblical Hermeneutics, or the
science of the laws and principles underlying correct in-
terpretation.

2. Biblical Exegesis. Under this division is included,
interpretation, exposition and application of the Scrip-
tures. Two things are essential: (a) a knowledge of in-
terpretation as found in sacred and cognate philology,
and a proper understanding of oriental archaology. The
Bible was originally written in Hebrew, Chaldee and
Hellenistic Greek, and a knowledge of these languages
is essential to authoritative exegesis. Then there is the
Arabic, Assyrian, and Aramaic of the Targums—all re-
lated in several ways to the Hebrew language. Oriental
archzology is essential as furnishing a knowledge of
the social, religious and political life of the peoples as-
sociated with the Hebrews at different periods of their
national life. (b) The method of exegesis is likewise im-
portant. At different periods in church history such
methods of interpretation as the Allegorical, the Caten-
istic, the Dogmatic, the Pietistic, the Rationalistic and
the Spiritualistic have all held sway. These will be given
a brief description in the History of Exegesis.

3. History of Exegesis. Exegetical studies have a
history which must be viewed according to the several
analyses or plans of interpretation. Prominent among
these are: (a) Jewish exegesis, which in its rabbinical
form is represented by the Targums, and in its Alex-
andrian form by the writings of the Hellenistic Jews,
particularly Philo of Alexandria. (b) Early Christian
exegesis, which made much of quotations from the Old
and New Testaments. The allegorical method borrowed
from Philo, is found in the writings of pseudo-Barnabas
and others. (c) Patristic exegesis, which took three main
forms, the literal and realistic interpretations of Tertul-
lian and Cyprian; the historico-grammatical school rep-
resented by Jerome and Chrysostom, and the allegorical
method which was more or less prevalent in all the forms.
(d) Medi=val exegesis, represented by the compilations
of the Catenists, consists in expositions selected from
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various authors, as the term catena, which signifies a
chain, would indicate. Along with this was the mystic
and scholastic exegesis of many of the schoolmen. (e)
Reformation exegesis, which followed the revival of
learning, is found in three prevailing forms, that of the
German or Lutheran school, that of the Swiss or Re-
formed school, and that of the Dutch or Arminian school.
The work in exegesis done by British and American
scholars is abundant and valuable but does not fall into
any one distinctive group.

HISTORICAL THEOLOGY

Historical Theology is sometimes enlarged to include
the whole range of ecclesiastical history, but in the
strictest sense refers only to the historical development
of Christian doctrine and its influence upon the life of
the Church. It includes two sections: (1) Biblical, which
is limited to the historical portions of the sacred Scrip-
tures; and (2) Ecclesiastical, which traces the develop-
ment of doctrine in the Church from the time of the
apostles to the present.

1. Biblical History. This subject comprises a study
of the historical sections of the Old and New Testa-
ments, and such contemporaneous history as may serve
to throw light on the biblical accounts. In the narrower
sense of the term, Biblical History has to do primarily
with the facts and events related in the Bible in so far
as they bear upon the divine plan of human redemption.
Biblical Dogmatics, on the other hand, embraces a study
of the doctrinal contents of the Scriptures presented in-
the order of their historical unfolding; for the Bible
must ever be viewed as revelation in progress and
therefore not complete until the close of the canon. In
order to understand the content of Biblical History there
must be a proper orientation on the part of the student
—such an orientation as enables him to see the point
of view of the people to which the Scriptures were ad-
dressed, rather than the significance they hold for those
of a later day. Once clearly understand this, and it



THE IDEA AND RELATIONS OF THEOLOGY 21

answers many of the objections offered against the cus-
toms and practices of the people under the earlier and
less perfect periods of revelation. Christ came not to
abrogate the teachings of the Old Testament, but to
fulfill them—that is, to bring them to the highest forms
of experience and life. There can be no antagonism be-
tween the teachings of the Old and New Testaments as
such, but the one must be regarded as primary, the other
perfect and complete.

2. Ecclesiastical History. Here the subject matter is
regarded as Church History when dealing with the ex-
ternal events in the Church’s struggle with the world,
the development of its institutions and its spiritual ac-
complishments. It is regarded as the History of Doc-
trine when it takes into account the shaping of the
Christian faith into doctrinal statements. Included in
this division, also, is the study of the writings of the Fa-
thers commonly known as Patristics; and the study of
creeds or symbols of the Church generally treated under
the head of Symbolics.

SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY

Systematic Theology arranges in logical order, the
materials furnished by Exegetical and Historical The-
ology; and it does this in order to promote fuller study
and practical application. It may, therefore, be defined
as “the scientific and connected presentation of Chris-
tian doctrine in its relation to both faith and morals.”

Biblical Theology is the ring of Protestantism, and in no other
than the free and fertile soil of Protestantism can it ever flourish. The
history of its origin and rise to a distinct and recognized branch of
theological science, is not the least interesting chapter in the internal
history of the modern church. But while Protestant freedom and ac-
tivity have given lw the world this and many other phases of biblical
and theological study, it would be well for Protestants themselves to
hold ever vividly in mind that liberty is not license. . .. . It would be a
sad day for the Church, and hence for the world, if Protestantism, in
its bounding freedom and eagerness to unveil truth, should swing loose
from all historical landmarks, and the word traditional should become
only a term of reproach, and we should have no more respect for graﬁ
hairsoftheoneemlghtygat The middle way is the safest, and
Protestant biblical study, whether in its narrower or more comprehensive
sense, would achieve its best results for the Church and the world, in this
way it must walk.
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“Systematic Theology,” says William Adams Brown,
“occupies the center of the theological curriculum, mid-
way between the Exegetical and Historical, and the prac-
tical disciplines. From the former it receives its ma-
terials; to the latter it furnishes their principles. In this
it is like philosophy in the curriculum of the university,
which stands midway between the sciences and the
arts. We may describe it as the philosophy of the Chris-
tian life.” Systematic Theology, however, is concerned
not only with faith but with practice. It insists upon re-
pentance as well as faith. It must therefore include both
Dogmatics and Ethics. Lange sums up the relation ex-
isting between dogmatics and ethics as follows: “Dog-
matics represents life in it§ transcendent relations to
God, the eternal basis of its being; ethics according to
its immanent relation to the world of man. Dogmatics
regards it in its specifically ecclesiastical character,
ethics in its general human character. Dogmatics de-
scribes the organ, ethics indicates the tasks that await
its energy. Dogmatics teaches how man derives his
Christian life from God, ethics how he is to give proof
of it in the world of men, by human methods and in that
exercise of incarnated power which we call virtue”
(Lange, Chr. Dogm., pp. 46, 47). There appears to be
no general agreement as to the divisions of Systematic
Theology, but for our purpose we shall treat the subject
under the threefold division of (I) Dogmatics; (II)
Ethics; and (III) Apologetics.

1. Dogmatics. Christian Dogmatics as defined by
Martensen, is that branch of theology which “treats of
the doctrines of the Christian faith held by a commun-
ity of believers, in other words, by the Church.” It is
therefore, “the science which presents and proves the
Christian doctrines, regarded as forming a connected
system” (MARTENSEN, Christian Dogmatics, p. 1).
Strong points out the distinction which formerly ob-
tained between Dogmatics and Systematic Theology,
insisting that Dogmatic Theology in strict usage, is “the
systematizing of the doctrines as expressed in the sym-
bols of the Church, together with the grounding of these
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in the Scriptures, and the exhibition, so far as may be,
of their rational necessity.” Systematic Theology be-
gins, on the other hand, not with the symbols, but with
the Scriptures. It asks first, not what the church has
believed, but what is the truth of God’s revealed word”
(StrONG, S. T, I, p. 41). But since Christian Dog-
matics forms the central point of all theology, it has
come to be identified in present day thought with
Systematic Theology itself. This too was the earlier con-
ception for Augusti remarks “that the old and gen-
.erally adopted usage, which conceives dogmatics and
theology as being synonyms, is evidence of the high
importance which has always been attached to this first
of all the departments of theology” (AucusTti, Syst.
der Christl Dogmatik, p. 1). The term, however, still
connotes a relation to the symbols or dogmatical writ-
ings of the Church, in which the particular tenets of a
school or denomination are reflected. It is in the words
of Lange “in a specific sense the theology of the Church,”
for dogmatics should bear a direct relation to the Church
to which it owes its existence. It is proper, therefare, in
this sense, to speak of the dogmatics of Roman Catholi-
cism or of Protestantism, of Lutheran, Reformed or
Arminian. Christian Dogmatics must be viewed, not as
a philosophy of religion, or a history of doctrine, but
as a science including both historical and philosophical
elements. It is the science which presents to our notice
the material obtained by exegesis and history in an or-
ganized and systematic form, representing the sum of
the truth of the Christian faith in organic connection
The Reformation seemed to spring primarily from moral, not
from doctrinal causes. But a change of relations soon took place, whi
resulted in the attaching of greater weight to the definition of doctrinal
points. It might be said that attention was, with entire propriety, directed
chiefly to the settling of the truth belon to the }Jal since works
:ﬁ:lng from faith. But the faulzfrineip es consisted in this fact, that
faith was too little apprehen from the dynamical, and too greatly
from the merely theoretical side, the apprehending of the faith be
confounded with tendencies of beiief, and the understanding of the fai
with its power. In this way Christian ethics long failed to receive just
treatment. It is not strange, therefore, that Calixtus should fall upon
the idea of emancipating ethics from dogmatics, and assigning it to a

separate field. The Reformed theologian, Dansus, attem this even
earlier than Calixtus.—Crooxs anp HursTt, Encycl. and Meth., pp. 396, 397.
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with the facts of religious consciousness. It therefore
demands preparatory training in exegesis and history,
as well as in philosophy” (Crooxs and Hurst, Encyl.
and Meth., p. 399).

2. Ethics. The second main branch of Systematic
Theology is Christian Ethics, formerly known as Moral
Philosophy. The term Ethics is from #fos or £€fos and
has relation to the home, the seat, posture, habit or
internal character of the soul. Morals, on the other hand,
comes from the root word mos which means custom,
and refers more especially to the outward manifestation
than to the internal character. The term ethics there-
fore has largely superseded that of moral philosophy in
its application to the Christian life. Christian Ethics
may be properly defined as the science of the Christian
life. In the evangelical scheme, Dogmatics and Ethics
are closely connected. It may be said that Ethics is the
crown of Dogmatics, for the manifold truths of revela-
tion find their highest expression in the restoration of
man to the divine image. Christian Ethics differs from
philosophical ethics in at least three fundamental posi-
tions. First, philosophical ethics has to do with deter-
mining man toward morality considered as a whole and
impersonal; while Christian Ethics is purely personal,
representing the divinely human life in the person of
Christ as constituting the ideal of morality, and there-
fore requires of every individual that he become like
Christ. Second, philosophical ethics starts from the
moral self-determination of man, while Christian Ethics
regards the Spirit of God as the determining power
through which the law of God is written within the

D tics is not only a science of faith, but also a know grounded
in ang drawn from faith. It is not a mere historical exhllm of what
has been, or now l‘:mtrue for others, without being true for the author;
nor is it a philosophical knowledge of Christian truth, obtained from a
standpoint outside of faith and the Church. For even su what yet
we no means concede—that a scientific insight into truth is

le, without Christian faith, yet such philosophizing about Chris-
tianity, even though its conclusions were ever so favorable to the Church
could not be called dogmatics. Theology stands within the pale of Chris-

tianity; and only that tic th can be esteemed the organ of
his science, who is also organ of Church—which is not the case
with the mere pher, whose only aim is to promote the cause of

pure sclence.—. , Christian Dogmatics, pp. 1, 2.
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hearts of men. Third, philosophical ethics treats of the
relations which man sustains to the world, while Chris-
tian Ethics deals primarily with the relations which he
sustains to the kingdom of God.. Christian Ethics must
not, therefore, be regarded as a catalogue of duties and
virtues imposed upon the individual from without; for
the positive element does not consist in the authoritative
letter of the law, but in a course of life introduced into
human conditions, and actualized in Christ. This new
life is through the Spirit, continued in the community
of believers, and therefore determines its ethical stand-
ards.

3. Apologetics. It is the task of Christian Apolo-
getics to justify the truth of the Christian religion at
the bar of human reason. It has a further task of prov-
ing that the Christian religion is the only true and per-
fect manifestation of God to man in the Person of Jesus
Christ. While sometimes regarded as a separate branch
of theology, the subject of apologetics is frequently
treated in connection with dogmatics. Closely related
to apologetics are two similar branches of theology:
(1) Polemics or the study of doctrinal differences; and
(2) Irenics or the study of doctrinal harmonies with a
view to the promotion of Christian unity. Sack in his
Polemik distinguishes these terms in the following man-
ner: “Dogmatics is Christian doctrine as adapted to
Christian thinkers, implying friendliness on their part;
apologetics is Christian doctrine in a form adapted to
heathen thinkers, and presumes hostility on their part;
and polemics adapts the doctrine to the state of heretical
Christian thinkers, proceeding on the supposition of
dissatisfaction on their part.”

PRACTICAL THEOLOGY

Practical Theology is concerned with the application
of the truths discovered in the preceding branches of
theological study, and with their practical values in the
renewing and sanctifying of men. Vinet defines it as
“an art which supposes science, or science resolving it-
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self into art. It is the art of applying usefully in the
ministry, the knowledge acquired in the three other de-
partments of theology which are purely scientific.”
Ebrard maintains that Practical Theology “when ex-
amined in the light, is not a knowledge but an ability;
not a science but an art, in which theological knowledge
acquired becomes practical.” It embraces churchly ac-
tivities and functions, whether exercised by the Church
as a whole, or by individual members acting in a rep-
resentative capacity. The arrangement of subjects as
classified in this division vary greatly, but the following
are generally included: (1) Homiletics treats of the com-
position and delivery of sermons; (2) Pastoral Theology
is concerned with the qualifications of the minister in
charge of a church or mission; (3) Catechetics has to
do with the instruction of the young, whether in age or
Christian experience, as a preparation for church mem-
bership; (4) Liturgics deals with the conduct of regular
or special services in the church; (5) Evangelistics is
a term applied to Home and Foreign Missions, and those
forms of local or general work which have to do with
the direct spread of the gospel and the salvation of men;
and (6) Ecclesiology, more commonly known as Can-
onics or Church Polity, is a study of the various forms
of church organization, including canon law.

A knowledge of the several divisions of theology is
of utmost importance—especially to those whom God
has called into the ministry. Exegetical Theology fur-
nishes the authoritative sources; Historical Theology
gives perspective and balance; Systematic Theology
provides the doctrinal standards of the church; and
Practical Theology seeks to make effective the knowl-
edge gained in the previous departments. Without this
full range of theological science there can be no true per-
spective, no balanced knowledge, no authoritative stand-
ards, and hence no supremely effective ministry.



CHAPTER II

THE SOURCES OF THEOLOGY

The question concerning the sources of theology
meets the theologian at the very threshold of his science.
It will be profitable, therefore, to give this subject due
consideration before entering the temple of truth to sur-
vey its inner wealth and magnificence. It is here that we
meet the most widely divergent views—the Roman
Catholic, the Protestant Evangelical, the Mystical, and
the Rationalistic—each of which demands some atten-
tion. Not infrequently, also, reason and revelation are
regarded as the sources of theology. For our purposes,
however, we shall use another classification, arranging
the sources in two main divisions: (I) Authoritative
Sources; and (II) Subsidiary Sources.

AUTHORITATIVE SOURCES

Christian Theology as the science of the one true and
perfect religion is based upon the documentary records
of God’s revelation of Himself in Jesus Christ. The
Bible, therefore, is the Divine Rule of faith and practice,
and the only authoritative source of theology. But this
statement needs explication if not qualification. In a
stricter and deeper sense, Jesus Christ himself as the
Personal and Eternal Word is the only true and ade-
quate revelation of the Father. No man hath seen God
at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom
of the Father, he hath declared him. His testimony is
the last word in objective revelation and this testimony
is perfected in the Christian Scriptures. “The Oracle and
the oracles are one.” The Scriptures, therefore, become
the perfect disclosure and finished revelation of the will
of God in Christ Jesus.

In general, therefore, it may be said that the source
of divine knowledge as exemplified in Christian the-

33
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ology is a unity, but a unity which exists in a twofold
form with both objective and subjective aspects. Ob-
jectively, it is the self-revelation of God in Christ as
recorded and presented in Holy Scripture, which “as
the archetypal work of the Spirit of inspiration,” says
Martensen, “the Scriptures include within themselves
a world of germs for a continuous development. While
every dogmatic system grows old, the Bible remains
eternally young” (MARTENSEN, Chr. Dogm., p. 52).
Subjectively, the same revealed truth lives in the Chris-
tian consciousness of the Church, being begotten and
nourished by faith in Jesus Christ. This dual principle
has developed through similar processes but with widely
divergent results in the two great branches of the
Church—the Roman Catholic and the Protestant Evan-
gelical.

The Roman Catholic Church, previous to the Vatican
Council, A.D. 1870, held that there were two valid and
authoritative sources of theological knowledge — the
Bible and tradition. By tradition as here used, is meant
religious opinion on matters of faith and practice, which
the Church believed to be handed down from apostolic
times to succeeding generations by the Holy Spirit.
Tradition, therefore, represents the crystallization of the
subjective element in Christian consciousness. Lacking
the deeper principle of fundamental unity, the rela-

The Roman Catholic position concerning the Bible differs from the
Protestant in two important particulars. (1) It has since the time of
A mcludedtﬁ:Apocryphaamongth.mnonicalboohotth.
Old Testament and regards them as of inspired and infallible authority.
ThesewmdedaredcanonlcalbytbeCoundlaofIfgpo (A.D. 393) and
Carthage (A.D. 397). Later this action was confirmed by the Council of
Trent (1542-1564) with the exception of the two books of Esdras and
the Prayer of Manasseh. The Douay Version of the Old Testament (1609)
contained forty-six books. (2) It differs from the Protestant position in
the matter of inspiration. Protestantism regards only the original Hebrew
and Greek texts as inspired, while the Roman Catholic Church by a
papal bull holds that the version known as the Latin Vulgate was also
inspired. There is also a wide difference in the matter of tradition, the
Roman Catholic ‘Church maintaining that tradition was another stream
flowing from the same source of Christ who is the fountain of all truth.
Thus later there came to be not only a canon of seri but a canon of
tradition, the Council of Trent affirming that the traditions are to be “re-
ceived with equal piety and veneration with the Scriptures.” The Pro-

testant churches rejected tradition entirely as forming an authoritative
source of theology.
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tion of Scripture and tradition became very early a
matter of serious concern. With the increasing authority
of the Roman see, the dogmas and customs there re-
ceived became in effect the criteria for the interpretation
of the Scriptures themselves. This current ecclesiastical
opinion was made the official position of the Church of
Rome, at the Vatican Council in July, 1870, when it
adopted the transmontane or Italian theory commonly
known as papal infallibility. This was, in effect, a tri-
umph of tradition over the supreme objective authority
of the Bible. The Vatican decree had the further effect
of changing the principle, originally held by both Eastern
and Western Churches, as to the dual source of theolog-
ical knowledge. Neither the written word nor ecclesi-
astical tradition is now the authoritative source. Both
occupy a subordinate position and find their unity in
the supreme authority of the Church. The pope when
speaking ex cathedra becomes the mouthpiece of the
Church, and thereby the source and arbiter of religious
knowledge. The Church is thus placed in an abnormal
relation to Jesus Christ, its Divine Head, and its decrees
and interpretations have superseded the direct and im-
mediate authority of the Holy Secriptures. Whatever
honor may be accorded them, they are no longer, for
Roman Catholicism, the sole and authoritative source of
Christian Dogmatics.

In the Protestant Evangelical Church a similar pro-
cess took place, though with directly opposite results.
The development in Protestantism was perhaps not so
conspicuous as that in the Church of Rome, because
of the many and varied communions which are em-
braced in this one general term. It nevertheless had its
ill effects in a distorted conception of the nature of the
sacred Scriptures, their place in the Church, and their
proper relation to Christ the Living Word. The Prot-
estant Evangelical Church, especially during the six-
teenth and a portion of the seventeenth centuries, found
the dual source of theology, not in the secriptures and
tradition, but in the Scriptures and the spiritual illumin-
ation of the Church, this latter being known technically
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as the testimonium Spiritus Sancti. These two principles,
when rightly construed, find their deeper unity in the
glorified Christ, by whom the Holy Spirit is given to the
Church. The Spirit then, becomes at once the inspiring
source of the Holy Scriptures, and the illuminating, re-
generating and sanctifying Presence through whom be-
lievers are enabled to perceive and understand the truth
as presented in the written Word. This evangelical con-
ception corresponds to the twin principles of the Refor-
mation which found expression in the formula, “Scrip-
ture alone, and faith alone.”

As the unifying principle grew dim, the dual sources
betrayed the same tendency toward severance as was
displayed in the case of the Bible and Tradition. There
was, however, this important difference. In Roman
Catholicism, the material principle of tradition super-
seded the formal principle of sacred Scripture; while in
Protestantism, the formal principle of Holy Scripture
superseded the material principle of spiritual conscious-
ness. In the Roman communion, therefore, the Church
became the supreme authority and an apostolic succes-
sion a necessity; while in the Evangelical communion,
the supreme authority was vested in the Scriptures,
which being given to the Church by the apostles and
prophets became thereby the only true and logical
succession. Furthermore, as by undue emphasis upon
the material principle, Rome placed the Church in a
false sacramental position with respect to her Living
Head, and made of it a communion with a priesthood;
so also by undue emphasis upon the formal principle,
Protestantism placed the Scriptures in a distorted re-
lation to Christ, the Personal Word. The distinction,
therefore, so delicately drawn by St. Paul between the
letter which kills and the spirit which gives life, soon
lost its significance in Christian consciousness. Revela-
tion and the written Word came to be regarded as
identical. Intellectual adherence to certain received
doctrines was accepted as the standard of orthodoxy.
The concept of the Church as at base a spiritual fellow-
ship was not duly emphasized. Legalism superseded
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spirituality. Further still, the testimonii Spiritus Sancti
which had been interpreted as a spiritual experience,
gradually came to mean nothing more than human
reason. Thus there arose a conflict between reason and
revelation which finally issued in the rationalistic move-
ment of the nineteenth century. In reaction to this un-
warranted emphasis upon reason, there arose various
forms of mysticism which attributed no authority to
either tradition or reason.

There is but one safe course to follow, in a considera-
tion of the authoritative sources of theology—the Scrip-
tures must be our only rule of faith and practice. What-
ever is not contained therein, or may be proved thereby,
cannot be enjoined as an article of faith. The Scriptures
as we now have them are but a condensation of the teach-
ings of Christ, brought into unity and expanded into
their full meaning by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.
No future source, therefore, can rise higher than the
source of all truth—the fountainhead opened in Himself.
For us, therefore, “the Bible means all revelation, and
all revelation means the Bible.”

SUBSIDIARY SOURCES

While Protestantism recognizes the Holy Scriptures
as under Christ the primary and final authority in the
Church, it does take into consideration the fact that
there are proximate or subsidiary sources of great value
in determining a Christian Dogmatic. Among these
secondary and subsidiary sources may be mentioned,
first, Experience, which is commonly known as the vital
source of theology in that it conditions a right apprehen-
sion of its truths; second, Confessions or Articles of
Faith, which are the crystallization of the beliefs of par-
ticular periods or groups, generally termed the tradi-
tional source; third, Philosophy, which is the formal or
shaping source of theology; and fourth, Nature, as a fun-
damental and conditioning source.

1. Experience. We need to make clear at the outset,
that in our use of the term experience, we do not mean



38 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

thereby merely human experience of the unregenerate;
but Christian experience, in the sense of an impartation
of spiritual life through the truth as vitalized by the
Holy Spirit. In our previous discussions, we pointed
out the sense in which the written Word becomes a
true source of theological knowledge, and the subordin-
ate position which it must ever hold in respect to Christ,
the Personal and Eternal Word. It now remains for us
to show that the formal principle of the Word may
through the Personal Word, so coincide with the material
principle of faith as to become the engrafted word
which is able to save the soul. Truth in its ultimate
nature is personal. Our Lord made this clear when He
said, I am the truth. He knocks at the door of men’s
hearts—not as a proposition to be apprehended, but as
a Person to be received and loved. To those who re-
ceive Him, He gives the right to become the sons of
God. Granting that all personal knowledge must have
its root in ethical sympathy, or a likeness in character
between the knower and the known, then the knowl-
edge of God involves a filial relationship between the
Incarnate Son and the souls of men, a relationship be-
gotten and nourished by the Holy Spirit. This filial re-
lationship is spiritual knowledge, inasmuch as it is an
awakening into consciousness of a fellowship with God
in Christ. Nor does the New Testament allow that spir-
itual knowledge of divine things is possible except on the
basis of personal contact with God through the Spirit.

Our Lord further emphasized this great truth when
He said, If any man willeth to do his will, he shall know
of the teaching, whether it be of God, or whether I speak
of myself (John 7:17). Here Christ asserts that the
knowledge of God does not come through scientific
investigation or philosophical speculation, but through
right ethical and spiritual relationships. Personal knowl-
edge comes not by logical processes but through spirit-
ual contacts. Our Lord further indicates that the pivot
of personal knowledge is an obedient will, and that the
deepening bond of sympathy makes possible a more in-
timate communion and an enrichment of personal
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knowledge. This ethical knowledge growing out of the
obedience of faith is, we maintain, a rudimentary but
true knowledge of God, and therefore a subsidiary
source of Christian theology. We believe with Gerhart,
that from it valid conceptions of God may be intellectu-
ally constructed, and systematic knowledge may be de-
veloped. Then the whole man, personality in all its func-
tions, attains to the possession of divine truth (GERHART,
Institutes, p. 30).

2. Confessions and Creeds. The word ‘“‘creed,” de-
rived from the Latin word credo, I believe, signifies a
confession of faith or articles of belief. Confessions may
be either individual or collective. As collective formula-
tions of a common faith, they are public testimonies con-
cerning the manner in which the doctrines of the Holy
Scriptures are understood and taught by the Church.
Creeds are not forced upon the Church from without,
they grow up from within. Usually they begin as in-
dividual convictions, and come gradually to official
recognition. Being the outgrowth of experience, such
confessions represent a collective or corporate experi-
ence, corrected and tested by a wider group of believers.
While not authoritative in the sense of a norm of doc-
trine, they are an outgrowth of the religious life which
owes its origin to Jesus Christ through the Spirit, and
must therefore be regarded in a subsidiary sense as true
sources of theology. They are the conclusions to which
the Church has come in its interpretation of the Word
of God and its defense against errors. “It is because the
great creeds of the Church represent genuine convic-
tions,” says William Adams Brown, “and for this reason
alone they have a rightful place among the sources of
theology.” It is true, also, that in the development of
the creeds, any lack of balance between the formal and
material principles comes clearly to light. When the
formal principle dominates and Christian experience is
obscured, the creed ceases to be a genuine confession
and becomes, instead, a symbol or a rule of faith. This
drift from vital spiritual experience to formal statement
is always by slow and imperceptible degrees, and in the
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transition the creed loses much of its earlier freedom
and spontaneity, and becomes increasingly elaborate in
character.

According to Henry B. Smith, creeds and confessions
have four objects: first, to give living testimony to the
truth; second, to testify against error; third, to furnish
a bond of union among those of the same belief; and
fourth, to provide means of continuing the succession
of those uniting in the belief, and instructing them and
their children. The relation of the creeds to the scrip-
tures is that the former are designed to express scrip-
tural truth in relation to the errors, wants and questions
of the times.

The three Ecumenical Creeds may be said to preserve
for us the substance of the faith of the undivided Church.
These are (a) The Apostles’ Creed; (b) The Nicene
Creed; and (c) The Athanasian Creed.

(a) The Apostles’ Creed. Viewed from the standpoint
of systematic arrangement, the Apostles’ Creed is an
expansion of the baptismal formula, its threefold divi-
sion being that of the names of the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost. It is, however, to be regarded as a sum-
mary of facts rather than a theological interpretation,
and was not written by the apostles, but so named be-
cause it represents a summary of their teachings. It ap-
pears that in the early Church some form of belief must
be confessed in order to admission into the society of
believers. The Church had been enjoined by the apostles
to hold fast the form of sound words, and to guard
“the deposit.” There were two types of these formulas,
(1) the Kerygma, which was a condensed record of the
life of Christ; and (2) a Trinitarian form—these being
condensed and combined in our present statement of
the creed. In its final form, the Apostles’ Creed is the
Western baptismal creed. It is variously dated from
100-150 A.D., and in practically the same form as at
present. Irenzus and Tertullian state that it had al-
ways been the same (Cf. ScuArF, Creeds, II, p. 52ff).
It is certain that from the year A.D. 390 it existed in sub-
stantially the same form as now. This is shown by Rufin-
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ius’ commentary. Few additions were made, and Pir-
minius of Frankland gave us the textus receptus in about
the eighth century. Since that time it has been cherished
by the Church for more than a thousand years with the
exception of one change, that of ad inferos being sub-

Thefollowh:ganalyﬁsofthecreedwillsemtoshowmmdeﬂnlhly
the various ages when the different clauses were added, and also in gen-
erel, the meaning which has always attached to the various statements of

CREDO IN DEUM PATREM OMNIPOTENTEM. Ancient.
(CREATOREM COELI ET TERRAE.) This is found gmrallwr{
creeds from the earliest times and especially in tings of
Irenszus. It a first in the Western creed about AD. 375. It was
copied from East without animus and is probably the last article to
begenerallyadopted. ET IN JESUS CHRISTUM FILIUM EIUS UNI-
CUM DOMINUM NOSTRUM. Ancient. As here used, the word “Jesus”
means Saviour and is the name of the Man, while “Christ” means ancinted
and is the representative of God. He is the full representative in that He
is the unique Son, and as “Our Lord” is the object of our religion.

QUI (CONCEPTUS) EST SPIRITU SANCTO, NATUS EX MARIA
I CPASSUS) SUB PO CIFIXUS,

) SUB PONTIO PILATO, CRU ORTUUS) ET
SEPULTUS. Ancient. o )

(DESCENDIT AD INFERNOS.) Late fourth century, but without
any controversial animus. It is generally understood to connote that
ourLordwentintotheplaceofﬂxedead,gnm to them, and led
away into Paradise those who would follow This was often men-
tioned as “the harrowing of hell.” Certainly the word “hell” in this
article does not mean the plaoe of torment, but that of departed spirits.
It signifies the realm of the departed.

TERTIA DIE RESURREXIT A MORTIUS. Ancient.

ASCENDIT (AD) COELOS, SEDIT AS DEXTERAM (DEI) PATRIS
(OMNIPOTENTIS). Ancient. It signifies that the humanity of Christ
lives now with God in glory.

(INDE) VENTURUS EST JUDICARE VIVOS ET MORTUOS. An-
cient. The doctrine of the coming of Christ in glory for judgment is
older than that of His coming “in great humility.”

(CREDO) IN SPIRITUM SANCTUM. Ancient. To correspond with
the earlier baptismal formula, the Spirit is correlated with the Father and
the Son as a Divine Person.

SANCTAM ECCLESIAM (CATHOLICAM). Catholicam is late fourth
or fifth century, the rest ancient. “Catholic” at first meant universal as
opposed to local, but from the third century it meant also and usually, in
harmonyucwit.h the universal Church as opposed to the heretical and
schismatic,

(SANCTOREM COMMUNIONEM.) This is about contemporary with
Catholicam. There is some doubt about its earlier creedal use. When put
idnezoﬂlecreeditmemttheunityofljfao!allﬂwchurdx,livlng

REMISSIONEM PECCATORUM. Ancient.

CARNIS RESURRECTUIONEM. Ancient. The will be raised—
th:p{.rl samem.lbody by personal continuity, but in a very t condition—
a

(ET VITAM EI‘ERNAM} Late fourth century. “Eternity” here means
.E:llor to mere successiveness in time. Von Hugel defines it ag
" taneity.”
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stituted for ad inferna. It has been well said that this
creed should be treasured in the hearts and minds of all
believers and be often upon their lips. The creed is as
follows:

I believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of
heaven and earth;

And in Jesus Christ His only Son our Lord; who
was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin
Mary; suffered under Pontius Pilate; was crucified,
dead, and buried; He descended into hell; the third
day He rose again from the dead; He ascended into
heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of God the Fa-
ther Almighty; from thence He shall come to judge
the quick and the dead.

I believe in the Holy Ghost; the Holy Catholic
Church; the communion of saints; the forgiveness of
sins; the resurrection of the body; and the life ever-
lasting. Amen.

(b) The Nicene Creed. An interesting history at-
taches to this creed, adopted at the First Ecumenical
Council, held at Niceza in Bithynia during the summer
of A.D. 325. The Council was summoned by the Em-
peror Constantine, who at that time was not a baptized
Christian, but who hoped by this measure to restore
peace to the Church which was greatly distracted by
the Arian controversy. The Council was attended by
a great number of bishops from Egypt and Asia Minor,
and some from the provinces beyond the Bosphorus.
Other countries were ably represented also, and there
were in addition a number of missionary bishops present
from outside the Roman Empire. The lists of names
extant specifies only about two hundred and twenty,
but Eusebius, the historian, who was present, speaks of
more than two hundred and fifty. Constantine and
Athanasius declared that there were over three hun-
dred present. Dr. Dickie suggests that the foundation
for the belief in the three hundred was symbolical
rather than historical. Since the Greek symbol for three
hundred and eighteen is TTH, as early as the Epistle of
Barnabas this number, which is that of Abraham’s
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household in the fight with the kings (Gen. 14), came
to be regarded as the ideal number in the champion-
ship of truth against error, T standing for the cross,
and IH being the first two letters in IHSOUS. At the
time of the Nicene Council, however, none of the par-
ticipants seem to have had any realization of its great
importance for the whole future history of Christianity
(Cf. DickIE, Organism of Christian Truth, p. 208).
Even during the life time of Athanasius, it became a
settled belief that there were three hundred and eighteen
present at the Council, and for this reason it is called
“the Council of the three hundred and eighteen holy
fathers.” The text of the original creed differs in a few
points from that which came to be used universally in
the Church. We give the text of the latter:

I believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker
of heaven and earth, and of all things visible and in-

visible.

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten
Son of God; begotten of His Father before all worlds,
God of God, Light of light, Very God of very God, be-
gotten, not made; being of one substance with the Fa-
ther; by whom all things were made; who for us men
and for our salvation came down from heaven, and
was incarnate by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary,
and was made man; and was crucified also for us un-

The text of the original Nicene Creed as adopted in 325 is as fol-
lows: “We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, maker of all things
visible and invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the
only-begotten of the Father—that is of the substance of the Father;
God of God; Light of light; very God of very God; otten, not made;
of the same substance with the Father; by whom all were made,
both the things in heaven and the things in earth; who for us men, and
for our salvation, descended and was incarnate, and was made man,
suffered and rose again the third day; he ascended into heaven; and
cometh to judge the living and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit. But
the holy, catholic, and apostolic Church anathemizes those who say there
was a timaﬁ:ltmll:ethe Songu?mmt‘;hw&mt befgore he ms btlg.;
gotle:t,or was made o not e: , OF W t
Son of God was of any other substance or essence, or ereated,s?lr' liable to
change or conversion.

The text of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed of AD. 381, is es-
sentially as 'fven in the body of the text above, with the exception that
it begins with “We” instead of “I.” The clause on Baptism seems to have
been directed m_gainst the Novatians, who rebaptized. The Eastern or
Orthodox Ch recognized heretical baptism as valid.
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der Pontius Pilate; He suffered and was buried; and
the third day He arose again according to the Scrip-
tures; and ascended into heaven; and sitteth on the
right hand of the Father; and He shall come again,
with glory, to judge both the quick and the dead:
whose kingdom shall have no end.

And I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and
Giver of Life, who proceedeth from the Father and
the Son; who with the Father and Son together is wor-
shiped and glorified; who spake by the prophets; and
I believe in one Catholic and Apostolic Church; I ac-
knowledge one baptism for the remission of sins; and
I look for the resurrection of the dead; and the life
of the world to come. Amen.

It will be noted that this creed is but an expansion
of the threefold division of the Apostles’ Creed, which
in turn was an expansion of the baptismal formula. The
trinitarian conception seems to have been one of the
earliest principles of systematization. The creed itself
was a growth, having passed through several recen-
sions. In its earlier form, as adopted by the Council of
Niceea in 325 A.D., it was directed against Arianism and
other forms of error. It was found with the Eusebian

mm& illuminating and helpful.
GOD OF GOD. is viewed as God derived from God.
LIGHT OF LIGHT. This was a favorite metaphor in the fourth
century.
BEGOTTEN NOT MADE. This is directed against the Arian teach-
ing that Christ was a creature.

expressive of the m
CAME DOWN FROM HEAVEN. Metaphorical or mystical in form.
THE HOLY GHOST, THE LORD AND GIVER OF LIFE. The Greek

for Lord and Life-Maker, are in the neuter, purely grammatical
toasreewiththewordsi:iﬂt. '
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Confession in a letter of Eusebius to his diocese at Czesa-
reea, and the closing paragraph contained the anath-
ema. In A.D. 381, at the Council of Constantinople, the
creed was revised, some additions and changes made,
and the anathema omitted. A paragraph, substantially
as now used, was added in order to combat the error
concerning the Holy Ghost which Macedonius and his
followers had advanced, denying the essential deity of
the Spirit. The Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed is es-
sentially the same as the present creed with the excep-
tion that it contained the word holy before the words
Catholic and Apostolic Church; and omitted the words
“and from the Son” (filioque) as it concerns the pro-
cession of the Spirit. The unique feature of the creed is
the insertion of the word filioque, which indicates the be-
lief in the procession of the Spirit from the Son as from
the Father, but this will be treated more fully under the
head of Christology.

(¢) The Athanasian Creed. The Athanasian Creed
is a Latin document of uncertain date. It is frequently
assigned to Vincent of Lerins in the fifth century; others
assign it to Hilary, Bishop of Arles (A.D. 449), or
Vigilius, Bishop of Tapsus in Africa; while Gieseler
thinks that it originated in Spain some time during the
seventh century. It is a further expansion of the Apos-
tles’ Creed, and is far more explicit in its teachings con-
cerning the Trinity and the Incarnation than those which
precede it. Dr. Summers characterizes it as “very
subtile, metaphysical and minute.” It was never adopted
by any general council, but was received in the seventh
century as one of the ecumenical symbols. The Luther-
ans placed the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed and
the Athanasian Creed in the Liber Concordie; while
the Eighth Article of the Anglican Thirty-nine Articles
states that “the three creeds—the Nicene Creed, Atha-
nasian Creed, and that which is commonly called the
Apostles’ Creed—ought thoroughly to be received and
believed, for they may be proved by most certain war-
rants of Holy Scripture.” As to the comparative ex-
cellency of the three creeds, it is generally allowed that
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the Apostles’ Creed excels in traditional antiquity the
Nicene in formal dogmatic status, and the Athanasian in
fullness of explicit statement. The creed is too long for
common use and has been omitted from the Liturgy of
the Protestant Episcopal Church of America. The fol-
lowing text is from the recension of the creed as inserted
in the Anglican Liturgy.

QUICUNQUE VULT

1. Whosoever will be saved, before all things it is
necessary that he hold the Catholic Faith.

2. Which Faith, except every one do keep whole
and undefiled, without doubt he shall perish everlast-
ingly.

3. And the Catholic Faith is this, that we worship
one God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity.

4. Neither confounding the Persons, nor dividing
the Substance.

5. For there is one Person of the Father, another of
the Son, and another of the Holy Ghost.

6. But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost is all one, the glory equal, the majesty
coeternal.

7. Such as the Father is, such is the Son, and such
is the Holy Ghost.

8. The Father uncreate, the Son uncreate, and the
Holy Ghost uncreate.

9. The Father incomprehensible, the Son incompre-
hensible, and the Holy Ghost incomprehensible.

10. The Father eternal, the Son eternal, and the
Holy Ghost eternal.

11. And yet there are not three eternals, but one
eternal.

12. And also there are not three incomprehensibles,
nor three uncreated, but one uncreated and one in-
comprehensible.

13. So likewise the Father is Almighty, the Son
Almighty, and the Holy Ghost Almighty.

14. And yet there are not three Almighties, but one
Almighty.
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15. So the Father is God, the Son is God, and the
Holy Ghost is God.

16. And yet there are not three Gods, but one God.

17. So likewise the Father is Lord, the Son is Lord,
and the Holy Ghost is Lord.

18. And yet there are not three Lords, but one Lord.

19. For like as we are compelled by Christian verity
to acknowledge every person by himself to be God and
Lord.

20. So we are forbidden by the Catholic Religion to
say there be three Gods, or three Lords.

21. The Father is made of none, neither created nor
begotten.

22. The Son is of the Father alone, not made, nor
created, but begotten.

23. The Holy Ghost is of the Father, and of the Son,
neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding.

24. So there is one Father, not three Fathers; one
Son, not three Sons; one Holy Ghost, not three Holy
Ghosts.

25. And in this Trinity none is afore or after an-
other; none is greater or less than another.

26. But the whole three Persons are coeternal to-
gether and coequal.

27. So that in all things, as is aforesaid, the Unity
in Trinity, and the Trinity in Unity is to be worshiped.

28. He, therefore, that will be saved must thus think
of the Trinity.

29. Furthermore, it is necessary to everlasting sal-
vation, that he also believe rightly the Incarnation of
our Lord Jesus Christ.

30. For the right faith is, that we believe and con-
fess that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is God
and Man.

31. God of the substance of the Father, begotten
before the worlds, and Man of the substance of his
Mother, born in the world;

32. Perfect God, and perfect Man, of a reasonable
soul and human flesh subsisting;
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33. Equal to the Father as touching his Godhead,
and inferior to the Father as touching his Manhood.

34. Who although he be God and Man, yet he is not
two, but one Christ;

35. One; not by conversion of the Godhead into
flesh, but by taking of the Manhood into God;

36. One altogether; not by confusion of Substance,
but by unity of Person.

37. For as the reasonable soul and flesh is one man,
so God and man is one Christ.

38. Who suffered for our salvation, descended into
hell, rose again the third day from the dead.

39. He ascended into heaven, he sitteth on the right
hand of the Father, God Almighty, from whence he
shall come to judge the quick and the dead.

40. At whose coming all men shall rise again with
their bodies, and shall give account for their works.

41. And they that have done good shall go into life
everlasting, and they that have done evil into everlast-
ing fire.

42. This is the Catholic Faith, which except a man
believe faithfully, he cannot be saved.

This creed is sometimes called the Quicunque Vult
from the first Latin word which means Whosoever. Dr.
Summers says that “the creed itself is a venerable and
valuable symbol, and we do not think, with some that
its positive and negative propositions are contradictory
and puzzling to the understanding. It is not designed
for unlearned persons, but as a dialectic development of
the dogmas of Christianity, as settled by the most acute
and learned theologians of the age in which it was writ-
ten” (SummMeERs, Systematic Theology, p. 35).

Philosophy should be the constant companion of theology, but each
is to retain, without interchange or confusion, its own field. Its
work does not consist in the merely logical process of m
thoughts together (arrangement), nor in the exercise of
criticism (reasoning); but rather in combining the great varlety of
matter into a higher unity for the consciousness. This can be done only
after the material has been furnished from without, by rience and
history. Philosophy can neither invent the needed mate in the ex-
ercise of its own authority, nor destroy or make it other than it is

a pretended m.nﬂonnaﬁon or idealizing process.—CROOKS AND
Hurst, Ency. and Meth,, p. T4.
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3. Philosophy. Philosophy is the formal or shap-
ing source of theology. Its claim as a subsidiary source
of theology lies solely in the fact that it has the power
of systematizing and rationalizing truth, so that it may
be presented to the mind in proper form for assimilation.
Perhaps the relation of philosophy to theology has never
been better stated than by Auberlin in his Divine Reve-
lation. “This is the task of all philosophico-theological
labors,” he says, “to see the actual as it were trans-
parent, as illuminated by the divine idea, the positive as
ideal, the real—that which is truly real, that is effected
by God—as rational, so that it may lose that external
character in which it might seem foreign to our minds.”

Christianity was introduced into a world character-
ized, not only by ancient forms of religion, but also by
ancient systems of philosophy. It came into conflict
simultaneously with heathen religion and pagan philos-
ophy. As early as the time of St. Paul warnings were
offered against the dangers of philosophy and vain de-
ceit (Col. 2:8) and science, falsely so-called (I Tim.
6:20).

This conflict of theology and philosophy has come
down through all Christian history, and so close have
been their relations, that the history of one cannot be
written without the other. We may classify in a general
way, the periods and forms of this conflict in four main
divisions: (I) the ancient Greek and Roman philos-
ophy; (II) Scholasticism as a revival of the Greek and
Roman philosophy; (III) the period of Rationalism
during the 17th and 18th centuries; and (IV) the Ab-
solute or Pantheistic systems of the 19th century.

Christianity came as a system of revealed truth for
which it claimed absolute authority as coming from the
true God. This revelation is placed over against the
pretensions of human reason and was thereby brought
into immediate conflict with the philosophy of that
time. The conflict reached its heights in the Gnostic
and Manichzan controversy of the second and third
centuries, and in the Neo-Platonic controversy which
extended into the fourth century. Two modes of defense
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were found in the Church, first, that represented by Ter-
tullian who claimed that all philosophy is fiction, and that
it is necessary to cling to faith alone; and second, the
School of Alexandria which maintained that there was a
true Christian philosophy, and that on this basis alone
the false pagan philosophies must be defeated. Due to
this conflict with pagan philosophy and religion, Chris-
tian Theology took the form of Apologetics and fre-
quently that of Polemics.

In the scholastic philosophy of the medizval period
we find perhaps the greatest attempt in the history of the
Church to reconcile Christianity with traditional phil-
osophy. Scotus Erigena had derived from Platonism a
form of theosophic pantheism, which brought on a con-
flict with those Church Fathers who had adopted the
Aristotelian philosophy. Thus was revived the ancient
controversy which took the form of Nominalism and
Realism. The logic of Aristotle, however, made possible
a comprehensive scheme of classification, and of this
the Fathers took advantage, using it as a basis for the
systematic arrangement of the dogmas of the Church.
Thus philosophy shaped the theology of this period into
Systematic, or more properly Dogmatic Theology.

In the third, or Rationalistic Period, philosophy is
again brought into conflict with theology. Like Hagar,
philosophy rendered great service to her mistress, but
exalting herself, she was cast out. The Reformation
period freed the mind as well as the Church, and made
possible the logic of induction which was promptly ap-
plied to all spheres of investigation. Philosophy, losing
sight of its true mission, attempted to furnish the ma-
terials of investigation instead of confining itself to the
systematization of the truth derived from nature and
revelation. Three tendencies are to be noted, first, that
of Descartes and the Cartesian School, which appealed
to self-consciousness as the ultimate fact; second, the ap-
peal to nature, as opposed to revelation. This gave rise to
English Deism and German Rationalism; and third, a
theosophic or mystical tendency which sought truth in
pure spiritual vision. As a consequence theology in this
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period took the twofold form of (I) Natural Theology,
and (II) Revealed Theology—the former being largely
apologetic. As a consequence also of the false emphasis
upon human reason, there arose a number of rational-
istic theological systems, all having at base some form of
philosophical speculation.

In the fourth period, which covered the nineteenth
and the earlier portion of the twentieth century, the ra-
tionalistic tendencies of the previous period found ex-
pression in Materialism and reactionary Pantheism. The
philosophical systems of Kant, Fichte, Schelling, and
especially Hegel gave color to much of the theology of
the period. The search for the Absolute in philosophy
found its counterpart in the theological discussions con-
cerning the Being and Nature of God; while the Syn-
thetic Philosophy of Herbert Spencer, and the investi-
gations of Huxley and Darwin, furnished the impetus
for the various forms of theistic evolution which have
characterized recent treatises on theology.

4. Nature as a Fundamental Source of Theology.
The Scriptures recognize the fact that nature reveals
God, not only by frequent references to the work of
nature but also by direct assertion. The heavens de-
clare the glory of God; and the firmament sheweth his
handiwork. Day unto day uttereth speech, and night
unto night sheweth knowledge. There is no speech nor
language, where their voice is not heard. Their line is
gone out through all the earth, and their words to the
end of the world (Psalm 19:1-4). The meaning here,
according to Dr. Alexander, is that “the idea of perpet-
ual testimony is conveyed by the figures of one day and
one night following another as witnesses in unbroken
succession. . . . . The absence of articulate language, far
from weakening the testimony, makes it stronger. Even
without speech or words, the heavens testify of God to
all men.”

The Apostle Paul in his address at Lystra (Acts 14:
15-17), and also in his Athenian address (Acts 17:22-
34), makes it clear that nature reveals God sufficiently
to lead men to seek after Him and worship Him. But
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it is in the introduction of his Epistle to the Romans that
he gives us his clearest statement on natural revelation,
and also defines its limitations. That which may be
known of God is manifest in them; for God hath shewed
it unto them. For the invisible things of him from the
creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood
by the things that are made, even his eternal power and
Godhead; so that they are without excuse, because that
when they knew God, they glorified him not as God,
neither were thankful (Romans 1:19-21). From this
it cannot be doubted that God sufficiently reveals Him-
self through His works, as to lay in nature a sure foun-
dation for Theology. But He limits this revelation in its
scope to a knowledge of “His power and Godhead”—
that is, to His existence and personality. Men may be
led to seek after God by nature, to feel for Him in con-
science, but only through the added revelation of His
Word can men find Him in the knowledge of salvation.
Rationalists may assert that the light of nature is suf-
ficient for salvation, but every branch of the historical
Church denies it. No man can tell what is necessary
for salvation, or even that salvation is possible apart
from a supernatural revelation.



CHAPTER III

SYSTEMS AND METHODS

The various systems of theology are scarcely less im-
portant as subsidiary sources, than the creeds and con-
fessions. Representing as they do, the various group-
ings of the great doctrines of Christianity, they are ar-
ranged according to some principle of organization which
in the mind of the author is regarded as central and com-
prehensive. Frequently these systems are attempts to
relate theology to the philosophy of the times, and so to
justify its claims at the bar of reason. Dr. W. B. Pope has
given us a paragraph, which sets forth perhaps more
clearly than any other, the value of system in theology.
“It is of great importance,” he says, “that the mind should
be imbued at the outset with a sense of the possibility and
advantage of a well-articulated system. In the organic
unity of Christian truth, every doctrine has its place,
while all the lesser systems revolve around their com-
mon center, and it is one of the fruits of theological
study to enable students to locate every topic at once.
But not only so, there are rich and profound harmonies
among these truths; and every doctrine having its proper
place, has also its relation to almost every other; the
quick discernment of these relations is another fruit of
devout and earnest inquiry. Putting the two together,
the high aim of the proficient in this study should be to
discover all the affinities and connections of the truths
of the Christian system. Theology, the city of God, is
built as it were upon seven hills, which are the great
doctrines that may be discerned as fundamental. These
several hills of the Lord are not sharply separated from
each other, but throw out their spurs in all directions,
making it hard to show where one department of truth
ends and another begins. To maintain the distinctions
without marking them too mechanically is the aim of
sound theological science” (Porg, CCT, I, p. 26).
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The question is sometimes asked by the naive and
uninformed, “Why not take the truths of the Bible as
God has revealed them, without any attempt to sys-
tematize them?”” Dr. Charles Hodge answers this ques-
tion in an argument for systematization which has be-
come classic in theology. “Such, evidently,” he says,
“is the will of God. He does not teach men astronomy
nor chemistry, but gives them facts out of which these
sciences are constructed. Neither does he teach us
systematic theology, but He gives us in the Bible the
truth which, properly understood and arranged, con-
stitute the science of theology. As the facts of nature
are all related and determined by physical laws, so the
facts of the Bible are all related and determined by the
nature of God and His creatures, and as He wills that
men should study His works and discover their won-
derful organic relation and harmonious combination,
so it is His will that we should study His Word, and
learn that, like the stars, its truths are not isolated
points, but systems, cycles, and epicycles, in unending
harmony and grandeur. Besides all this, although the
Scriptures do not contain a system of theology as a
whole, we have in the Epistles of the New Testament,
portions of the system wrought out to our hands. These
are our authority and guide.” We may say further,
that three general arguments are urged in support of
the necessity for systematization. First, the constitution
of the human mind, the nature of which is such that,
having gathered factual knowledge, it must of neces-
sity reflect upon these truths and unify them into a
harmonious system of knowledge. The mind can never
rest satisfied in possession of facts unless these are ar-
ranged in an orderly and coherent manner. This is as
true in the study of the Scriptures as in any other field
of investigation. Second, the development of Chris-
tian character. Only as truth is thoroughly assimilated
does it become conducive to the development of the
Christian life. The uniform testimony of the Church is,
that the strongest Christians in every age are those who
have had a firm grasp upon the great fundamentals of
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the Christian faith. This is true, not only because of
the power of truth itself, but also because of the strength
of purpose which leads to patient research, in order that
a reason may be given for the hope that is within them.
Third, the presentation of the truth. Closely related
to the fact that the very constitution of the mind de-
mands an orderly system, is the same fact viewed from
a different angle. Truth must be presented in an orderly
manner if it is to be comprehended by other minds. “If
we would discharge our duty as teachers and defendants
of the faith,” continues Dr. Charles Hodge, “we must
endeavor to bring all the facts of revelation into sys-
tematic order and mutual relation.” According to Dr.
A. H. Strong, the object of the Christian teacher must
be to replace obscure and erroneous conceptions among
his hearers, by those which are correct and vivid. He
cannot do this without knowing the facts with regard to
their relations—knowing them in short, as parts of a sys-
tem. With this truth he is put in trust. To mutilate it
or misrepresent it, is not only a sin against the Revealer
of it, it may prove to be the ruin of men’s souls. The
best safeguard against such mutilations or misrepre-
sentations, is the diligent study of the several doctrines
of the faith in their relation to one another, and espe-
cially to the central theme of theology, the Person and
work of Jesus Christ (Cf. Strong, Syst. Th., p. 17).

METHODS OF SYSTEMATIZATION

The various methods of systematization which have
been adopted by theologians of the Church, are here pre-
sented in brief review as illustrations of systems built
upon a central truth, which by its author is regarded as
sufficiently comprehensive to express the full range of
Christian doctrine.

The Trinitarian Method. We have already indicated
in our study of the three ecumenical creeds, that the
trinitarian method of systematization seems to have
been the earliest method adopted by the Church. This
form of systematization has continued even to the pres-
ent day. Bishop Martensen has worked out his monu-
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mental contribution to Christian Dogmatics in a very in-
teresting manner on the three rubrics—the Doctrines of
the Father, the Doctrines of the Son, and the Doctrines
of the Holy Spirit. Dr. John Dickie, the learned theolo-
gian of the Presbyterian Church of New Zealand, follows
the same plan in his Organism of Christian Truth; and
still later, Dr. Joseph Stump, of the Northwestern
Lutheran Theological Seminary has adopted the same
order. One of the earliest representatives of this system
in modern theology is Leydecker (1642-1721) an ardent
exponent of the doctrines of the Reformed Church.

The Analytic Method. This was the method of Cal-
ixtus (1586-1656), a theologian of the Lutheran Church
in Germany, who began with the assumed end of all
things as blessedness, and from this works out the means
by which blessedness is secured.

The Federal Method. This method grew out of the
political science of the sixteenth century, in which fed-
eral headship had become the popular theory. As car-
ried over into theology, the method starts with the idea
of two covenants, that of works and that of grace, the
latter forming the basis for the unfolding of the doc-
trines of salvation. It was first used by Cocceius (1603-
1669), a Dutch theologian from Holland. It was later
used by Witsius (1636-1708), another Dutch theologian,
and Thomas Boston (1676-1732) a Scottish writer.

The Anthropological Method. Here the central prin-
ciple of systematization is the idea of man—his sinful
condition and his need of redemption. Chalmers (1780-
1847) begins with the disease of man and proceeds to
set forth the remedy. Rothe (1799-1867) arranges his
theology in two main divisions: (a) The Consciousness
of sin, and (b) the Consciousness of redemption.

The Christological or Christocentric Method. The
central idea here is the incarnation. It is evident to all
Bible students that early Christianity was strictly Christ
centered. With St. Paul, To live is Christ and to die
is gain. “Jesus” and the “Resurrection” were the cen-
tral and dominating themes of early apostolic preaching
and teaching. With the rise of the Western Church and
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the emphasis placed upon divine sovereignty by Augus-
tine, the centrality of Christ was made subservient to
the doctrine of the Church. “It almost seems,” says Dr.
A. V. G. Allen in his Continuity of Christian Thought,
“as though, if Christ were left out altogether, the scheme
of Augustine would still maintain its consistency as a
whole and retain its value as a working system.” The
new movement toward a Christ-centered theology is to
be attributed to Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834),
a German theologian known as the “father of modern
theology.” With his background of Moravian mysti-
cism, he reacted against the emptiness and formality of
the rationalistic theology of his time, and became the
“great revivifier of spiritual theology”; and in the field of
dogmatic theology wrought a work comparable to that
which John Wesley, his great contemporary, accom-
plished in revitalizing the formal religion of his day.
“His it was to make Christ and His redemption the cen-
ter of one of the most skillfully developed systems of
theology which the Christian Church has known,” writes
Henry B. Smith, who himself was to become the apostle
of the movement in this country. Others who have
adopted this method are Hase (1800-1890), Thomasius
(1802-1875), Andrew Fuller (1754-1815), Gerhart
(1817-1904), while his outline would seem to indicate
otherwise, his theology is essentially Christocentric, espe-
cially as it concerns the knowledge of God; and Dr. Olin
A. Curtis is by some writers also placed in this class. Dr.
A. H. Strong, and William Newton Clarke are generally
classified otherwise, but give large attention to the Person
and Work of Christ in their theological treatises. To
Principal Fairbairn of England is usually attributed the
most constructive and far-reaching contribution to the
Christocentric school.

The Confessional Method. This plan is simply the
exposition of certain creeds and confessions in regular
order. As instances of this method may be cited, Pear-
son (1613-1686), Exposition of the Thirty-nine Articles;
Charles Hodge (1797-1878), Commentary on the West-
minster Confession; Thos. O. Summers (1812-1882), in
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his Systematic Theology, edited by John J. Tigert, fol-
lows the order of the Twenty-five Articles of Methodism.
Dr. Summers was widely known for his “conservatism,
broad theological scholarship, and particularly, for care-
ful, conscientious, and patient study of all the elements
of the Arminian system of theology. His work is at once
a complete system of Wesleyan Arminian divinity and
an exhaustive commentary on the Twenty-five Articles
of Religion which embody the doctrinal views.of Ameri-
can Methodism” (Cf. TiGerT, Preface, p. 3). One of the
latest representatives of this confessional method is E. J.
Bicknell, who published in 1919 his Theological Intro-
duction to the Thirty-nine Articles, the last impression
of the book being made in 1936.

The Allegorical Method. This method was prominent
in the early church, especially among the followers of
Origen, but fell into decline with the rise of rationalism.
The best modern representative of this method is Dann-
hauer (1603-1666), a professor of theology in Strass-
burg and the minister of the cathedral church in the
same city. He describes “man as a wanderer, life as a
road, the Holy Spirit as a light, the Church as a candle-
stick, God as the end, and heaven as the home.”

The Synthetic Method. This is the method adopted
by Dr. A. H. Strong in his Systematic Theology, and
which he asserts is the most common and the most
logical method of arranging the topics of theology. Dr.
Gamertsfelder, who characterizes his own system of
theology as ‘“Evangelical Arminianism” follows this
method also in his Systematic Theology, declaring that
while the method has been in vogue many years it has
lost none of its freshness and attractiveness. Hagenbach
describes the method as one which “starts from the
highest principle, God, and proceeds to man, Christ,
redemption, and finally to the end of all things.” The
basic principle of organization is its logical order of cause
and effect. This is the method of Pope in his Compen-
dium of Christian Theology, Miley in his Systematic
Theology, Hills in his Fundamental Christian Theology,
Fairchild in his Elements of Theology, Ralston in his
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Elements of Divinity and Wakefield in his revision of
Watson’s Institutes, known as Christian Theology. It is
likewise the method of Charles G. Finney, Henry C.
Sheldon, Enoch Pond and numerous other writers.

Miscellaneous Methods. Among these may be noted:
(a) The Decretal Method which begins with the idea
of the divine decrees; (b) The Patricentric Method
which arranges its material around the central idea of
the Divine Fatherhood, and (¢) The Historical Method,
followed by Ursinus (1534-1583) and later adopted by
Jonathan Edwards in his History of Redemption, which,
says Strong, was in reality a system of theology in his-
torical form. It was “to begin and end with eternity, all
great events and epochs in time being viewed sub specie -
eternitatis. The three worlds—heaven, earth and hell—
were to be the scenes of this grand drama. It was to in-
clude the topics of theology as living factors, each in its
own place,” and all forming a complete and harmonious
whole (Cf. Strong, ST, I, p. 50). Dr. I. A. Dorner in
his System of Christianity, makes Christian faith, the
central organizing principle, while Dr. Julius Kaftan
(b. 1858) in his Dogmatics makes the grace of God the
central idea. In recent times, such works as William
Adams Brown, Christian Theology in Outline and Wil-
liam Newton Clarke, Outline of Christian Theology, have
made the conception of the Christian religion the deter-
mining factor.

There are several important results to be gained
from the study of the various systems of theology.
Among these may be mentioned, first, and most impor-
tant perhaps, they give us a knowledge of what their
authors regarded as central in their faith. Underlying
every system is one principal truth about which all
others are organized. What the dogmatic theologians
of the Church in any age regard as central gives rise to
the various types of Systematic Theology. Care should
be exercised, however, in judging the methods of system-
atization in one age by those employed in another. If
Anselm’s Cur Deus Home, or Origen’s De Principiis or
St. Thomas’ Summa Theologica do not appear to be
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scientific according to our standards, they doubtless were
according to their standards, and these very differences
prove illuminating to the earnest student of theology.
Second, these various systems furnish us with a knowl-
edge of the materials which the writers had at their dis-
posal, their mental characteristics, and the methods em-
ployed to adapt their teaching to the need of the times.
Dr. Dickie regards Dogmatics as a Christian religious con-
viction endeavoring to think itself out, and to relate itself
to all other knowledge and opinion. The situation is
complicated, he says, by the fact that our varying men-
tal elements have different sources in our experience.
Part of our mental content we owe to our general en-
. vironment, part to our special training, and part to our
individual experience. One must take into account
this whole mental complex of knowledge and opinion
which, whether imperfectly or altogether unsystema-
tized, is never alike in any two minds. It is evident then
that attention to the method of systematization reveals
much of the author’s mental characteristics, and this
personal equation will be taken into account, both in the
materials selected and the methods by which they are
adapted, to their proposed ends. Third, they are im-
portant as furnishing a foundation for the study of his-
torical theology, enabling the theologian to trace in un-
broken continuity the development of truth from age to
age. Since the Church in all ages is one, no age can come
to its fullest expression without a knowledge of the past.

THEOLOGY A SCIENCE

Having defined theology and treated it from the
standpoint of its sources and methods, we have now an
objection which must be answered. It is objected that
theology is not a science, in that its subject matter is
not drawn from knowledge but from faith, and therefore
lacks certitude. Closely related to this is the attack
of Sir William Hamilton who, after defining faith as the
organ by which we apprehend what is beyond our
knowledge, argues that since science is knowledge,
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what is beyond our knowledge cannot be matter for
science. He maintains, therefore, that science in its high-
est achievement can only build an altar to ‘“the Un-
known God.” On the false assumption that faith and
knowledge are antithetical, either that faith does not
reach the requirements of certitude, or that it operates
in a realm beyond scientific knowledge, two basic truths
have been overlooked. First, science itself must be based
upon faith, which in the scientific realm is known and
treated as the assumptions of science. Physical science
rests upon faith in our own existence, in an orderly
world whose facts may be systematized, and in the
power of the mind to logically arrange the facts pre-
sented to it. It assumes such metaphysical truths as
space and time, substance and attributes, cause and
effect, and also assumes the trustworthiness of the mind
in its investigations. If these assumptions do not invali-
date physical science, most certainly they should not
be regarded as invalidating that science which deals
with assumptions, admittedly without proof from the
science which objects to it. “If theology is to be over-
thrown because it starts from some primary terms and
propositions, then all other sciences are overthrown
with it.” Mozley defines faith as unverified reason (Cf.
Dove, Logic of the Christian Faith, p. 14).

Second, We must therefore take the position that
Christian Dogmatics “is not only a science of faith but
also a knowledge grounded in and drawn from faith”
(MarTENSEN, Christian Dogmatics, p. 1). This has been
the position of all leading theologians. Richard Rothe
(1799-1867), who is generally regarded as belonging to
the right wing of the Hegelian school, gave to theological
science a clear statement of the basic elements of knowl-
edge which has been widely used in modern theology.
“Now in the devout or religious man,” he says, “accord-
ing to the measure in which his devoutness is living and
healthy, there is immediately contained in his thought
as pure thought, the notion of being determined by God.
The religious man’s feeling of self is at the same time a
feeling of God, and he cannot come to a distinct and
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clear thought of self without coming to the thought of
God. Thus there is provided for the devout subject a
twofold point of departure for his speculative thinking,
and the possibility of a twofold method of speculative in-
quiry. Thinking can proceed either from the conscious-
ness of self as an a priori fact, or from the consciousness
of God. Theological speculation is in essence nothing
more than the attempt to express, in conceptual form,
the immediate and certain content of the devout con-
sciousness, the content of the feeling of the divine.”
Julius Kaftan, a younger contemporary of Rothe (1799-
1867), takes a similar position, though admitting that
the idea of faith, in Christian Theology, underwent a
change in passing from the medizval to the modern
period. In the scholastic period, faith rested on author-
ity, and was developed largely by strengthening external
evidence. Now we have returned to the biblical idea of
faith as a fact of human consciousness, and as a form of
knowledge which strikes its roots deep into the inner
practical relations sustained to its objects.



CHAPTER 1V

THEOLOGY IN THE CHURCH

Having dealt with the materials and methods of the-
ology, it is our task now to trace the development of
Systematic Theology in the Church. Doctrinal discussions
arise not only from original and elaborate sources, but
from the simplest writings of the early church fathers.
The History of Dogmatics, however, is concerned pri-
marily with the attempts at framing an orderly and sys-
tematic representation of Christian truth as a whole,
and can give attention only in a secondary manner to
the discussions which have furthered or hindered the
development of a Systematic Theology.

Hagenbach finds five tendencies in the development
of Christian Doctrine. (I) The Age of Apologetics, when
it was the main endeavor of the theological mind to de-
fend Christianity against infidelity from without the
Church. It extends from the Apostolic Age to the death
of Origen (A.D. 70-254). (II) The Age of Polemics or
Controversies, when it was the main endeavor of the
theological mind to maintain Christianity against heresy
from within the Church. It extends from the death of
Origen to John of Damascus (A.D. 254-730). (III) The
Age of Systematizing Past Results or of Scholasticism,
in the widest significance of the word. It extends from
John of Damascus to the Reformation (A.D. 730-1517).
(IV) The Age of Creed Controversy. It extends from
the reformation to the Leibnitz - Wolfian philosophy
(A.D. 1517-1720). (V) The Age of Philosophizing upon
Christianity. This period is characterized by criticism
and speculation, the reconciliation of faith with science,
and reason with revelation (A.D. 1720 to about the
close of the nineteenth century).

For our purpose in reviewing the development of
theology in the Church, we shall use the following out-
line: (I) The Earlier Period, from the Apostolic Age to
the time of John of Damascus (A.D. 70-730). (II) The
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Mediceval or Scholastic Period, from John of Damascus
to the Reformation (A.D. 730-1517). (III) The Ref-
ormation Period, covering the remaining portion of the
sixteenth century (A.D. 1517 to c. 1600). (IV) The
Confessional Period, covering the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries (A.D. 1600 to c. 1800). (V) The Mod-
ern Period, from the beginning of the nineteenth cen-
tury to the present time (A.D. 1800 to the present).

THE EARLIER PERIOD

The Earlier Period may be subdivided into (I) The
Apologetic Period, from the Apostolic Age to the death
of Origen (A.D. 70-254); and (II) The Age of Polemics,
from the death of Origen to John of Damascus (A.D.
254-730). The Earlier Period is peculiarly that of the
Church Fathers, who through defenses of Christianity
against paganism from without, and controversies
against heresy from within, wrought out through patient
endurance and often at the price of martyrdom, the ma-
terials which the doctors of later periods systematized
by various methods into Christian Dogmatics.

Great Leaders of the Earlier Period. The earlier
Church Fathers are generally classified in two main
divisions: (I) the Ante-Nicene Fathers and (II) the
Post-Nicene Fathers. For our purpose, however, we
shall mention only the Apostolic Fathers and the Earlier
Apologists. The Apostolic Fathers were those of the
first and second centuries who were known to have
been personally associated with the apostles, or to have
been directly influenced by them, so that their writ-
ings breathe the same spirit as attaches to the later
epistles of the New Testament. Among these may be
named Clement of Rome (1st century) the first bishop
of Rome whose extant work known as The Epistle of

Among the striking and quotable sentences, McGiffert gives the
following: “It is better to k silence and to be than to talk and not be.”
“It is meet that we not only be called Christians but also be Christians.”
“Where there is more toil there is much gain.” “A Christian has no
authority over himself but giveth his time to God.” “Christianity is a
r.h.ln% of power whenever it is hated by the world.” “I am God’s wheat
and I am ground by the teeth of wild beasts that I may be found pure
bread.”—McGrrrerT, History of Chr. Thought, I, p. 37.
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Clement, is an elaborate and treatiselike writing similar
in form to the Epistle to the Hebrews. The next in
order is Ignatius of Antioch, born about the middle of
the first century. He was an immediate disciple of St.
John with whom he was contemporary for about twenty
years. There are seven letters extant, written like some
from the pen of St. Paul, while he was on his way to
Rome where he suffered martyrdom. His letters have
been characterized as “fiery, incisive, vigorous and elo-
quent beyond any other writings of the post-apostolic
period.” His striking personality and the depth of his
thought characterize him as the outstanding figure of
this period. The dominant tone of his life was that of de-
votional love. The third in regular succession is Poly-
carp, Bishop of Smyrna, who wrote an Epistle to the
Philippians about A.D. 120. He was a disciple of Igna-
tius and is generally considered to have been personally
acquainted with St. John. He left a noble testimony
preceding his martyrdom, an account of which was sent
by the Church at Smyrna to the Church of Philomelium
some thirty years later, and is usually included with his
epistle. Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis, who likewise may
have been a disciple of St. John, wrote five books, but
of these only fragments remain of his Exposition of the
Oracles of the Lord. Irenzus, Bishop of Lyons (born
either between 115-125 or 130-142, the date is uncer-

me,” he writes. “I know what is expedient for me. Now I am beginning
to be a disciple. May nought of the things visible and invisible
envy me, that I may attain unto Jesus Christ. Come fire and cross and
grapplings with wild beasts, wren of bones, hacking of limbs,
of my whole body! Come cruel tortures of the devil to assail
el ¥ be it mine to attain unto Jesus Christ.” “The pangs of a new
birth are upon me. Bear with me, brethren. Do not hinder me from
ving; do not desire m&edeath. Bestow not upon the world one who de-
sireth to be God’s, neither allure him with material things. Suffer me to
receive the pure light. When I am come thither, then I shall be a man.
Permit me to be an imitator of the passion of my God.”—Irenzvus, Epistle
to the Romans, pp. 5, 6.
Polycarp’s noble testimony has been quoted perhaps more than any
other of the words of the Fathers. “Eighty and six years have I served
;Iim, my Lo;'t,l and my King, and He has never done me wrong. How can

8
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tain), was a disciple of Polycarp, and thus there is
established a direct relationship from St. John to Iren-
zus, the last of the Apostolic Fathers.

There were also a number of anonymous writings
that are of sufficient importance to demand attention.
The Didache or Teachings of the Twelve is believed to
have been published about A.D. 80-90, and if so is per-
haps the oldest uninspired manuscript of the Christian
Era. The Epistle of Barnabas is sometimes attributed to
Barnabas the companion of Paul, but the weight of evi-
dence is in favor of anonymous authorship. The Epistle
to Diognetus claims discipleship with the apostles, but
probably this is meant in the broad sense of conformity
to apostolic teachings. The Shepherd of Hermas, com-
monly known as I Clement, is strictly speaking, of sub-
apostolic authorship, but is generally classified with the
writings of the Apostolic Fathers. Some claim author-
ship of this epistle for Hermes mentioned by St. Paul in
Romans 16: 14, but the evidence appears stronger for
Hermas, the brother of Pius, Bishop of Rome c¢. 139-154.
There is also the epistle known as II Clement which is
sub-apostolic in date, but which like I Clement is classi-
fied with the writings of the Apostolic Fathers. Its
author is unknown, but in all probability it is a homily
written about A.D. 120-140, and therefore perhaps the
earliest extant sermon preached before a Christian con-
gregation.

During the next or Apologetic Period proper, the
great names among the earlier apologists are those of
Justin Martyr (died c. 165), who wrote the First and
Second Apologies and the Dialogue with Trypho; Clem-
ent of Alexandria (c. 160-220), a voluminous writer but
whose best known work is probably the Stromateis or
Miscellanies treating of various biblical and theological
subjects—other works being the Protrepticus written
with an evangelistic purpose to make converts, and
Pedagogus, an elementary manual intended as a hand-
book for the instruction of new converts; Tertullian
(155-222), whose De Testimonio Animee is but one of his
numerous works; and Cyprian (200-258), an African
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bishop whose greatest contribution is found in his teach-
ings concerning the Church.

Then there was Origen (185-254), perhaps the great-
est scholar and writer of this period, whose De Principiis
will be given further attention; Arius (d. 336), a popu-
lar and influential preacher and a scholar of no little
ability, who, adopting the rationalistic positions of Lucian
(d. 311 at Antioch), came into conflict with his bishop,
Alexander, and thus brought about the great Arian
Controversy; Athanasius (c. 296-373), the opponent of
Arius, and known as the “father of orthodoxy” because
of his championship of the deity of Christ; the greatest
name of the period, Augustine (354-430), to whose writ-
ings both the Roman Catholic and many Protestants turn
for authority; and lastly, John of Damascus (700-760),
the great theologian of the Eastern Church.

Besides these there are many names of lesser im-
portance, but of intense interest to the student of Apolo-
getics, Aristides who addressed an apology to Emperor
Antonius Pius about A.D. 150, Tatian known especially
for his Diatesseron, Athenagoras (wrote c. 176-178) who
addressed an appeal to Marcus Aurelius; a defense of
Christianity written by Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch
about A.D. 190; the three great Cappadocians, Gregory
Nazianzen (c. 329-389), Gregory Nyssa (Bp. in 372)
and Basil (c. 330-379) noted for their work in the solu-
tion of the trinitarian problem; Cyril of Alexandria (d.
444), Theodoret of Cyrus (died 457), Theodore of
Mopsuesta (c. 350-428 or 429) all of whom contributed
interpretations of Scripture, or devotional and apologetic
tracts. Cyril’s answer to Julian has been notorious in
apologetic literature.

The Great Councils of the Earlier Period. No sum-
mary, however brief, can do justice to the Earlier Period
without enumerating the great councils. These gave to
the Church the clear and concise statements of doctrine
out of which the theology of the Church was constructed.
“In the lead of these controversies,” says Philip Schaff,
“stood church teachers of imposing talents and energetic
piety; not mere bookmen, but venerable theological
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characters, men of a piece, as great in acting as in suffer-
ing. To them theology was a sacred business of heart
and life.” We give the following summary of the Ecu-
menical Councils. The East and West recognize seven
Ecumenical Councils, but the Roman Catholic Church
holds to a greater number. By “ecumenical” is meant
one which, whether representative in membership or
not, is accepted by the entire Church as rightly repre-
senting it in its definitions of faith. These councils with
one exception were all held during the Polemic Period.

(1) The Council of Niczea (A.D. 325) was called by
the Emperor Constantine to consider, and if possible to
settle, the Arian heresy. It gave the Church the first
great ecumenical creed. (2) The First Council of Con-
stantinople (A.D. 381) was called by Emperor Theo-
dosius the Great in order to correct the errors of Apol-
linarianism and Macedonianism. Apollinaris (d. 392)
held that Christ assumed only a human body, and that
the Logos took the place of human mind or spirit. Mace-
donius (c. 341), Bishop of Constantinople, taught that
the Holy Spirit was not a Person but a divine energy
through the universe. (3) The Council of Ephesus
(A.D. 431) was presided over by Cyril, Bishop of Alex-
andria, and was called on occasion of the Nestorian con-
troversy which seemed to teach a Christological dualism.
(4) The Council of Chalcedon (A.D. 451) was presided
over by three bishops and two presbyters, who were the
representatives of Leo of Rome. Six hundred and thirty
bishops were present. This council condemned the
Eutychian heresy which confused the two natures of
Christ. It gave to the Church the creedal statement on
Christology which has stood the test of the centuries.
(5) The Second Council of Constantinople (A.D. 553)
was called by Emperor Justinian, and presided over by
the patriarch Eutychus. The council condemned the
writings of Theodore of Mopsuesta, Theodoret of Cyprus
and the Epistle of Ibas, Bishop of Edessa—all these being
thought to favor Nestorianism. (6) The Third Council
of Constantinople (A.D. 680) called by the emperor
Constantine Pogonatus, was directed against Monothelit-
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ism, or the teaching that the divine will supplanted the
human will in Christ. (7) The Second Council of Nicza
(A.D. 787) falls across the line into the next period but
is mentioned here as being one of the great councils.
It had to do with the Iconoclasts and Iconduli.

The Development of Systematic Theology. While
much preliminary work was done by the writers of this
period, probably the first formal attempt at Systematic
Theology was Origen’s De Principiis, or “First Princi-
ples,” written about A.D. 218. It is arranged in four
books, the first treating of God; the second of Crea-
tion and the facts of human history; the third of man’s
moral and spiritual endowments; and the fourth of
the Holy Scriptures as the basis of the Christian sys-
tem. No adequate place is given to either Christology
or Soteriology, and the doctrine of the Church is omitted
entirely. Westcott points out the value of the fourth
division which “he examines with reverence, an insight,
a humility, a grandeur of feeling never surpassed, the
question of the inspiration and interpretation of the
Bible” (Cf. SmrtH, Dictionary of Chr. Biography, iv, p.
121). In view of the four Christological heresies, the
Arian, the Apollinarian, the Nestorian and the Eutych-
ian, the writings of Athanasius are of exceptional value
bixt cannot be said to take the form of Systematic The-
ology.

The second formal attempt at Systematic Theology
was the Enchiridion of Augustine (353-430), the great
dogmatic and polemic writer of the fifth century whose
influence is yet strong in theological thought. As a
polemical writer he opposed the Manichaans, the Dona-
tists, the Pelagians and the Semi-Pelagians. The doc-
trines of Augustine when focused upon Pelagianism,
show a controversial position at every point, the con-
troversy itself being not so much between Augustine
and Pelagius, as a conflict between the East and the
West focused in these eminent theologians. We shall
have occasion to notice these contrasts in the following
sections on Theology, the Trinity, Christology, and So-
teriology. The Enchiridion is an exposition of the Creed,
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and in the West became as authoritative as the creeds
themselves, going far beyond them in the doctrines of
sin and salvation. The work was organized on the three-
fold Pauline principle of faith (de fide), hope (spe), and
love (caritate). Of Augustine’s other writings the De
Trinitate and De Doctrina Christiana are regarded as
important contributions to theology. His De Civitate or
City of God was epoch making. The Church is regarded
as the kingdom of God on earth and its government
and worship as royal institutions. However, it started
a trend of thought which finally resulted in the identi-
fication of God’s spiritual kingdom with the visible or-
ganization of the Church, and thus gave impetus to the
Roman Catholic position against which later Protestant-
ism objected and still objects.

Another work of this period is sometimes classified
as theology, the Commonitorium of Vincent of Lerins
(d. c. 450) which supports the doctrines of the Church
by reference to the Church Fathers. It is not, however,
strictly dogmatic but rather a systematic exposition of
Church tradition.

The third and last attempt at Systematic Theology
during this period was a contribution from the East by
John of Damascus (c. 700-760, date uncertain), and
marks the close of the Earlier Period. The title of this
work is De Fide Orthodoxa or the Summary of the
Orthodox Faith, and by many is considered the first work
worthy to be known as a Systematic Theology. It is the
third section of a larger work entitled Fons Scientia or
Fountain of Knowledge something on the order of a
modern religious encyclopedia. The first two sections of
Capita Philosophica which contain a brief treatise on
the Categories of Aristotle, and a Compendium of
Heresies, numbering one hundred and three, are rela-
tively unimportant. The third section is sometimes known
also as “An Accurate Exposition of the Orthodox Faith,”
and was a textbook at once philosophical and ecclesias-
tical. John of Damascus was to the East what Thomas
Aquinas was to the West, and by Briggs is thought to
hold even a higher position as a doctor of the universal
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Church. On account of his general positions being those
of the School of Constantinople, he is the normal theo-
logian of the Greek Church. Theophanes states that he
was called Chrysorrhoas, ‘“Stream of Gold’—literally
pouring forth gold—‘because of that grace of the spirit
which shines like gold both in his doctrine and in his
life.”

THE MEDIZEVAL PERIOD

The Medizval Period covers nearly seven hundred
years, and extends from the death of John of Damascus
to the beginning of the Reformation (A.D. 754-1517).
It is pre-eminently the period of the doctors or school-
men, and is frequently called the Scholastic Period.
Turner in his History of Philosophy, and Kurtz in his
Church History subdivide this period into four main
divisions. “From the tenth century, almost completely
destitute of any scientific movement, the so-called Secu-
lum Obscurum, there sprang forth the first buds of
scholarship without, however, any distinct impress up-
on them of scholasticism. In the eleventh century
scholasticism began to show itself, and that in the form
of dialectic, both skeptical and dogmatic. In the twelfth
century mysticism assumed an independent place along-
side of dialectic, carried on a war of extermination
against skeptical dialectic, and finally appeared in a .
more peaceful aspect, contributing material to the posi-
tive dogmatic dialectic. In the thirteenth century dia-
lectic scholasticism gained the complete ascendancy, and
reached its highest glory in the form of dogmatism in
league with mysticism, and never, in the persons of its
greatest representatives, in opposition to it” (Kurrz,
Church Hist., II, p. 81).

The earlier part of this period, to the beginning of
the eleventh century, while a Seeculum Obscurum; as to
outstanding scholarship, was not so as to the events of
church history. It was marked by constant strife in both
church and state. In the Eastern Church there was
the controversy over images, in which the Iconduli as
image worshipers triumphed over the Iconoclasts or
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image-breakers. It was during this period also, that the
great controversy arose over the insertion of the word
filioque in the Western Creed, a controversy which fin-
ally resulted in the separation of the Eastern and West-
ern Churches. From this one word, filioque, by which is
meant the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son as
well as from the Father, two great systems of theology
arose, widely different in both material and type. The
Eastern theology was contemplative and mystical, and
sought to teach by symbol rather than creed; the the-
ology of the West was more analytical and progressive,
and taught more by the logical presentation of truth as
found in the creeds and confessions. The principal
theologians of this period were Alcuin (735-804), a
great teacher whose writings mostly concerned the doc-
trine of the Trinity. He was a tutor of Rabanus Maurus
(776-856) known as the greatest teacher in Germany.
Alcuin was himself an assistant of Charlemagne in his
attempt at the revival of learning, and under his care
the monastery of Tours became a great center of theo-
logical learning. Another great theologian of this period
was John Scotus Erigena (c. 815-875), known as “the
father of scholastic theology.” In addition to his De
Divisione Naturce, a system of natural and speculative
theology, for which he claimed a common source in the
Divine Wisdom, he also wrote a treatise, De Divina
Preedestinatione, directed against Gottschalk and his
high Augustinian position on predestination. Other and
oS P B sama b e o
education.,” Of Alcuin it was said that he buted “the honey of the

sacred writings,” “the wine of ancient learning,” and “the apples of gram-
matical subtlety.”

Rabanus has this interesting ph: “If anyone would master the
Scriptures, he must first of all tly find out the amount of history,
allegory, anagoge and trope there may be in the under considera-

youngahdheglnningtoleamshe ves the milk of history; to those ad-
vancing in the faith the bread of ; those who are truly and -
stantly doing fgood so that htﬁey abo thereho l‘iihe satisfies with the
savory meat of tropology; while finally, those w espise earthly things
and ardently desire the i:ea\renly. she fills to the full with the wine of
anagoge.—Cf. Scuarr, Hist. Chr. Ch,, IV, p. 7T19.
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lesser writers of this period were Strabo (809-849) who
was the originator of the Glossa Ordinaris, or brief
commentaries on the Scripture. He is known also for
his Vision of Wettin which Sandys calls “an early pre-
cursor of Dante’s Divine Comedy.” Servetus Lupus
(805-862), a pupil of Rabanus, wrote a treatise on pre-
destination. The works of Rabanus were more exegetical
than theological and included commentaries on both the
Bible and the Apocrypha. To him is attributed also the
great hymn of Pentecost, Veni Creator Spiritus (Cf.
further, Brices, Hist. Th., II, pp. 4-7).

The latter part of this period, beginning with the
eleventh century and extending to the sixteenth, is
known as the Scholastic Period, in both philosophy and
theology. The rise of Mohammedanism in the East did
much to bring about the transfer of theology from the
churches to the schools in the West. Of this period,
the first two centuries—the eleventh and the twelfth—
were preparatory, and are characterized by the sub-
ordination of philosophy to theology. The schools ac-
cepted the theological doctrines as they were delivered
to them by the Church, and assuming their truth sought
to adjust them to human reason and deduce from them
whatever corollaries were possible. Yet it is this period
which marks the beginning of Systematic Theology. Fol-
lowing John of Damascus, who represented the theology
of the East, were Anselm, Abelard, and Peter Lombard
who marked the beginning of systematic treatises in the
West. Anselm (1033-1109) was the first to attempt a
rational theory of the atonement, and his Cur Deus Homo,
as well as his Monologium and Proslogium, was an influ-
ential contribution to the literature of theology. Abelard
(1079-1142) is known especially for his conceptualism in
philosophy, a mediating position between the realism
of Anselm and the nominalism of Roscelinus (1050-
1100). His two principal theological works are De uni-
tate et Trinitate Divina, which was condemned at Sois-
sons under the title, Theologia Christiana, and Intro-
ductio ad Theologam. Peter Lombard (1100-1164) rep-
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resented one of the earliest attempts toward a systema-
tization of doctrine in the West.

The thirteenth century represents the period of per-
fection in scholasticism. Philosophy is here character-
ized by a friendly alliance with theology, rather than as
subordinate to it. The revival of Aristotelian philosophy
gave to the theologians a new principle of co-ordination
and systematization. The theology of this period is
therefore, the doctrines of the fathers systematized ac-
cording to Aristotle. While in the former period, Sys-
tematic Theology took the form of Sententie or sentences
from the Fathers, arranged in systematic order under
certain rubrics, in this period it took the character of
Summa Theologice, which in reality were independent
systems of theology. Duns Scotus (1276-1308), was
born shortly after the death of Thomas Aquinas, and
though he lived only about thirty-three years, began
a movement in philosophy and theology, which finally
resulted in the downfall of scholasticism, and the usher-
ing in of the period of the Reformation.

The Development of Theology in the Scholastic
Period. The first great systematic work of the Scholastic
Period was Peter Lombard’s Libri Sententiarum Quat-
tuor, or Four Books of Sentences. These were an arrange-
ment of excerpts in systematic order from the writings of
Augustine and other Church Fathers. The first book
treats of God, the second, of creatures; the third, of re-
demption; and the fourth, of the sacraments and last
things. It was adopted as a textbook by the Lateran
Council (1215) and used as a text in theology for more
than five hundred years. Peter Lombard, known as
the Magister Sententiarum was a pupil of Abelard. Pre-
vious to this there were other books of sentences such
as Hugo of St. Victor, Summa Sententiarum, and Robert
Pulleyn, Sententiarum, but these were not as extensive
as that of Peter Lombard.

The second great treatise on theology during the
Scholastic Period, was the Summa Theologica of Thomas
Aquinas, a work of great value and a source book even
in modern times.
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THE REFORMATION PERIOD

The preceding age was characterized by a systematiz-
ing of the results of the Polemic Period, but the Reforma-
tion becomes again a period of controversies and creed
formulations, thus marking the transition from the medi-
@val to the modern world. The Reformation as such was
the outgrowth of the Renaissance. It was in fact, a con-
tinuation of the Renaissance as it affected matters of re-
ligion, especially in Germany and England. Reuchlin and
Erasmus have been called the two eyes of Germany, the
one on account of his knowledge of Hebrew language and
literature; the other because of his Greek learning
and labors. A recent writer traces the development of
thought through the four Johns—John Duns Scotus,
John Tauler, John Huss and John Wesley, and then
adds a fifth and a sixth—John Wessel and John Reuch-
lin.

The most important event of this period, and that
which gave rise to the development of two radically dif-
ferent types of theology, was the separation of the
Church into two main divisions, Roman Catholicism and
Protestantism. Since that time each type has developed
into a large body of divinity. While there are funda-
mental unities, the differences are manifest at almost
every essential point in theology. The Roman Catholic
positions were expressed in the Tridentine Decrees,
formulated by the Council of Trent (1545-1563). They
were in effect a complete system of Roman Catholic
theology, and were wrought out by the indefatigable
labors of the schoolmen in the universities of the Church.
The positions of the Protestant Reformation were ex-
pressed in the Formula of the Concord (1580) and later
in the Canons of the Synod of Dort (1618-1619). Prot-
estantism accepted the teachings of the creeds of Niczea,
Constantinople and Chalcedon, and also in the main the
Augustinian doctrines of sin and grace. It rejected the
absolute authority of ecclesiastical tradition and the find-
ings of the Church Councils. It maintained the supreme
authority of the Scriptures in faith and morals, the uni-
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versal priesthood of believers, and the doctrine of justi-
fication by faith alone.

The Theology of the Reformation period. The theol-
ogy of the Reformation Period falls into two broad divi-
sions—the Lutheran and the Reformed. The Lutheran
may in general be characterized as more deeply sacra-
mentarian, while the Reformed is more intellectualistic
and doctrinal. Luther and Melanchthon are the repre-
sentatives of the former, and Zwingli and Calvin of the
latter. Luther and Zwingli were primarily the reformers,
and Melanchthon and Calvin the theologians of early
Protestantism. In a discussion of the Lutheran theo-
logians, however, it would not do to pass by Martin
Luther himself (1483-1546), whose chief work De Servo
Arbitrio written in 1525 has been compared to a doc-
trinal. manifesto. But the first systematic theologian of
the Reformation period was Melanchthon (1497-1560),
who published his Loci Communes in 1521. This work
ran through eighty editions during the lifetime of the
author, and gave its name to countless successors. It is
characteristic of the practical spirit of the Reformation
that the Loci of Melanchthon grew out of his lectures on
the Epistle to the Romans and he treated the various
topics in the order in which they occurred in that epistle.
While Zwingli (1484-1531) is not generally regarded as a
theologian, he published in 1525 his Commentarius de
Vera et Falsa Religione, a dogmatic work which begins
with a discussion of religion, and follows with the
usual order of theology. The work stresses the sov-
ereignty of God and absolute predestination. The epoch
making work of Reformed theology was Calvin’s In-
stitutio Christianee Religionis (1509-1564). The “In-
stitutes” appeared first in 1536 and later in 1559, and
consisted of four books divided into one hundred and four
chapters. The first three books follow the creed and the
fourth contains the doctrine of the Church. The central

Among the earlier followers of Melanchthon were Strigel (1514~
1569), Loci Theologici; Chemnitz (1522-1586), Loci Theologici; and Sel-
neccer (1530-1592), Institutio Relig. Christ. In connection with Cal
two other Swiss divines are worthy of mention, Ursinus (1534-1583)
Olevianus (1536-1587) authors of the Heidelberg Catechism.
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idea like that of Zwmgh is the sovereignty of God, and
the arrangement is essentially Trinitarian.

The Controversies of the Reformation Period. The
controversial periods in Church History are usually re-
garded as barren and uninteresting. It is true that they
are never accompanied by either the systematic develop-
ment of theology or the spiritual force of evangelism,
but only in this way it seems, could the materials of
truth be prepared for later systematization and thence
become the ground for great periods of spiritual revival.
No earnest student of theology can afford to overlook
the importance of these controversies, nor once he gives
them his attention can he fail to admire the intellectual
acuteness and moral heroism of these defenders of the
faith. We can but enumerate them here as a suggestion
for further study, and give them in historical order.

1. The First Eucharistic Controversy (1524-1529).
This controversy was between Luther and Carlstadt
(1481-1541) and also between Zwingli and those who
upheld the Mass. Zwingli's positions were independent
of Luther who could have tolerated them had he not
thought them associated with the teachings of Carlstadt.
As early as 1524 Luther wrote that “Carlstadt’s poison
is spreading in Switzerland.”

2. The Anabaptist Controversy (1525) was con-
cerned with the subjects and modes of baptism.

3. The Antinomian Controversy (1527-1566) grew
out of the extreme statements of John Agricola, who
insisted upon justification by faith in such a manner as
to minify allegiance to the law.

4. The Adiaphoristic Controversy (1548) concerned
certain questions of faith and morals. In its earlier form
it was concerned with the question as to whether or not
there was any doctrine which was purely neutral as to
right or wrong. Melanchthon and Bugenhagen asserted
that there were such neutral doctrines, while Placeus
and Westphal held to the negative. Thomas Aquinas
attempted to make a distinction between right and
wrong per se, and right and wrong in the concrete.
In the seventeenth century it broke out again; Spener
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and the pietists denying any neutral positions while the
opposers of the pietists affirmed that there were such.

5. The Synmergistic Controversy (1543-1580) con-
cerned the relation of the human and divine elements
in salvation. The followers of Melanchthon affirmed
that there was co-operation between the divine and the
human, the Flacians denied that the sinner could be
other than purely passive. The Formula of Concord
rather favored the latter position. Calvinism in the
main is monogeristic, while Armlmamsm is strictly
synergistic.

6. The Osiandric Controversy (1549-1552) had to
do with the nature of justification, Osiander (1498-1552)
maintaining that it consists in the infuvion of essential
righteousness, or the .divine nature. His position ex-
hibits the confusion of justification with sanctification
found in Roman Catholic theology, though Osiander him-
self was a staunch Protestant. This view of justification
has never found acceptance in Protestant theology.

7. The Second Eucharistic Controversy (1552) was
between Luther and Zwingli, and served to develop
and clarify the differences between the Lutheran and
Reformed Churches. Zwingli denied (a) that the body
of Christ corporeally eaten does or can confirm the faith;
(b) that the body of Christ corporeally or naturally
eaten can or does forgive sin; (¢) that the body of Christ
is corporeally present in the Eucharist as soon as the
words, “This is my body,” are spoken over the elements.
This Luther never taught: (d) that the body of Christ
can be corporeally present in the elements. Luther on
the other hand, asserted (a) that in the Eucharist Christ
is present only to faith; (b) that whoever accepts the
miracle of the incarnation has no ground for doubting
.the presence of Christ in and with the elements; (c) that
Christ is not shut up in heaven. This Zwingli never
taught: (d) that it is necessary for Christ’s body and
blood to be present in the Eucharist to assure the believer
of the forgiveness of sins.

8. The Majoristic Controversy (1559) concerned
the nature of good works. Major declared that good
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works were essential to salvation, while Amsdorf, who
led the opposition, declared them to be detrimental. The
dispute was settled by the Formula of Concord which
took the middle ground and laid the foundations for the
generally accepted Protestant doctrine, which is, that
good works are necessary as a consequence of faith, but
not necessary as a condition of justification.

9. The Arminian Controversy (1560-1619) dealt
with the doctrine of grace. The Arminians, so-called
from the type of theology represented, remonstrated
against five points in the Calvinistic theology. On ac-
count of this they were called Remonstrants. The
Arminians were excluded from the Reformed Church,
and their teachings condemned by the Synod of Dort.
The Arminian theology forms the basis of the Wesleyan
teaching as held by the great body of Methodism. It is
also the basis of the theology of the Church of England
after the time of Bishop Cranmer. The importance of
this controversy demands further attention, and will be
more fully discussed under the doctrines of grace.

10. The Deistic Controversy in England (1581-
1648) was a form of the rationalistic controversy which
appeared at a later period.

11. The Pietistic Controversy (1650). This con-
troversy occurred a little later than the century in ques-
tion but is placed here because of its connection with
the earlier controversies. It was occasioned by a reac-
tion against the dogmatic formalism of the times. The
reformers had emphasized the efficacy of faith in Christ
as the means of securing the forgiveness of sin, but the
controversies which arose among them gradually gave
a too exclusively doctrinal and polemical character to
the sermons and writings of both the Lutheran and
Calvinistic divines. The reaction took the form of a
renewed emphasis upon feeling and good works. The
direct originator of this movement was Philip Jacob
Spener (1635-1705), who at meetings held in his home,
repeated his sermons, expounded passages from the
New Testament, and induced those present to join in
conversation on religious subjects. From this they were
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given the name of Pietists. The purpose of Spener was
to combine the Lutheran emphasis upon Bible doctrine,
with the Reformed tendency to a vigorous life.

12. The Placean Controversy (1633-1685). This
controversy also falls outside the limits of the Reforma-
tion period. It was concerned with “mediate imputa-
tion.”

Thus through struggle and debate, often with much
odium theologicum attached, and sometimes with prac-
tices that must be viewed with disapproval, were the
doctrines of the Church wrought out and preserved.
Great issues were at stake, and men of intellectual acute-
ness and moral heroism rushed to the defense of the
faith. We must believe, also, that above all was a super-
intending Providence which overruled the failures and
shortcomings of men, and that the Holy Spirit as a Guide
into all truth, Himself shaped the destinies of the Church.

THE CONFESSIONAL PERIOD

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (c. 1600-
1800) represent the Confessional Period in theological
development. During this time the doctrinal statements
of the larger communions were worked out in systematic
form and given to the Church as varying types of Chris-
tian Dogmatics. The theologians of this period are fre-
quently classified as Protestant Scholastics, due to the
fact that they followed in the main the same principles
of systematization as were observed by the older school-
men. Two phases of this subject demand our attention:
(I) the various confessional types, and (II) the different
forms which theology assumed, due to the varying in-
fluences of external circumstances. These divisions will
be treated from the genetic viewpoint.

L

The different types of theology are found within the
New Testament itself, and mark the beginning of the
developments found in later periods of dogmatic history.
Peter represented the practical tendency; James a com-
bination of the practical and philosophical, giving us
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the Wisdom Literature of the New Testament; Paul was
a logician and systematizer, and gives us the Systematic
Theology of the New Testament; while John was primar-
ily a seer, announcing dogmatically what he had seen
by intuition. The differentiating features of these types
of theology will best be set forth by the contrasts found
in chronological order in the history of the Church:
(1) Eastern and Western; (2) Roman Catholic and
Protestant; (3) Lutheran and Reformed; and (4) Re-
formed and Arminian.

The Eastern and the Western Churches. The East
and the West hold in common the three Ecumenical
Creeds, and also the findings of the four Ecumenical
Councils—Nicza (325) ; Constantinople (381) ; Ephesus
(431); and Chalcedon (451). They separated over the
controversy which began with the insertion of the word
filioque in the creed, but perhaps the separation was due
more to political and ecclesiastical reasons than to the
doctrinal point of a single or double procession of the
Spirit. There were two rival pontiffs, one at Constantin-
ople in the East and one at Rome in the West. The de-
cline of the Eastern Empire greatly aided in the develop-
ment of power at Rome. After their separation they de-
veloped two distinct types of theology. That of the East
was more philosophical and speculative, that of the West
more progressive and practical. To the former with
its fondness for metaphysical subtleties, we are indebted
for the doctrines of the Trinity and the Nature of the
Godhead. To the West with its more practical trend,
we are indebted for the doctrines of grace and the or-
ganization of the Church.

The Confessional Standards of the Eastern Church
are the three creeds mentioned above, to which were
added later, the Confessio Gennadii (1453), and the
Confessio Orthodoxa (1643). The doctrinal differences
between the Eastern and Western Churches are these—
the East (1) rejects the doctrine of the papacy; (2)
modifies the seven sacraments; (3) denies the immacu-
late conception of the virgin; (4) circulates the Bible
in the vernacular; and (5) asserts its own supremacy,
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viewing the Church of Rome as the eldest born among
the schisms and heresies.

The Roman Catholic and the Protestant Churches.
As different types of theology developed in the Eastern
and Western Churches, so in the West itself, the differ-
entiating features of Roman Catholicism and Protestant-
ism were marked and distinct. The Roman Catholic
Church is sacramentarian, the Protestant Church is
evangelical. Evangelical Christianity holds that God
saves men directly by entering into personal and spirit-
ual relations with them. Roman Catholicism, on the
contrary, teaches that the Church is the one divinely ap-
pointed instrument, through which spiritual blessings
are communicated by means of the sacraments. Evan-
gelical Christianity maintains that the true Church is
composed of the whole number of those redeemed
through Christ, and that its authority is conditioned
by the immediate spiritual relation existing between its
constituent members, and the one living Lord who is its
Divine Head. While Roman Catholic theology technic-
ally admits that there is an invisible Church, practically
it identifies it with the visible organization, which it
maintains is commissioned to accomplish a certain work
in the world. It further maintains that it derives its
authority from this commission alone, apart from any
personal relation existing spiritually between Christ and
its members, or even the officials in whom the authority
is vested. Thus in the West the two branches build up an
extensive though widely divergent theology.

The Roman Catholic Standards are the three creeds,
and as especially directed against Protestantism, the
Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent, (1545-
1563) ; Professio Fidei Tridentina (1564), which is the
creed of Pius IV; to which were added later the Vatican
decisions on the Immaculate Conception (1854), and
Papal Infallibility (1870).

Protestant Theology and Its Divergent Types. While
the divergent views of the Roman Catholic and the
Protestant Churches center largely in the conception
of the Church itself, these differences have been devel-
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oped into two systems of theology which are opposed to
each other at almost every point. First, Protestantism
maintains the universality of the priesthood of believers,
as over against a special order of priesthood held by
Roman Catholicism; second, it believes that grace is
communicated through the truth received in faith, as
over against that which vests it solely in the sacraments;
third, it exalts the preaching of the Word above the
sacramental ministry at the altar; and fourth, it insists
that grace is received directly from Christ through the
Spirit, and that this gives membership in the Church
as Christ’s spiritual body, as over against the teaching
that a spiritual relation with Christ must be established
through the Church. The evangelical view that the
Church must be approached through Christ, rather than
Christ through the Church, not only marks a distinction
in theology, but gives rise also to widely different types
of Christian experience.

In the discussion of Protestant theology we shall con-
sider the four following types: (1) Lutheran Dogmatics;
(2) Reformed Dogmatics; (3) Arminian Dogmatics; and
(4) Socinian Dogmatics.

1. The Lutheran Dogmatic. The Lutheran Stand-
ards are the Augsburg Confession with its Apology
(1530) ; the Smalcald Articles (1537) ; Luther’s Smaller
and Larger Catechisms (1529), and the Formulas of
Concord (1577). There have been three marked ten-
dencies in Lutheranism, first, a movement toward the
end of the sixteenth century and the earlier years of
the seventeenth which manifested a renewed attach-
ment to the positions of Luther as opposed to those of
Melanchthon; second, a reaction against strict Luther-
anism in favor of the earlier Ecumenical Creeds; and
third, the mediating positions. The Lutheran theologians
will be grouped under this classification.

In the movement toward a return to Luther may be
mentioned Leonard Hutter (1563-1616) who is com-
monly known as “Luther Redivivus.” His chief work,
Compendium Locorum Theologicorum, was published in
1610, and consisted of extracts from Lutheran standards.
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A second edition was published by Twesten in 1855.
Here also must be classed John Gerhard (1582-1637),
who was regarded as the most learned theologian of his
age. His great work Loci Communes Theologici was pub-
lished in nine volumes (1610-1622), and far excels the
work of Hutter in systematic arrangement. Chemnitz
(1522-1586) in his earlier years followed Melanchthon
but later turned to Lutheranism. He is described as
“clear and accurate, the most learned of the disciples of
Melanchthon.” In opposition to strict Lutheranism,
George Calixtus (1586-1656) started a reactionary
movement by insisting on a return to the great Ecu-
menical Creeds. While he followed Melanchthon rather
than Luther, he was known as the “syncretistic theo-
logian” and endeavored to find the truth in both the Re-
formed and the Romanist positions. His chief work was
the Epitome Theologice, and represents a change from
the analytical to the synthetic method of treatment.
Aside from Danzeus, he is the first theologian to separate
between Ethics and Dogmatics. The opponent of Calix-
tus was Calovius (1612-1686) who in defense of Luth-
eranism undertakes to confute the errors which arose
after the time of Gerhard. His work is entitled Sys-
tema Locorum Theologicorum and was published in
twelve volumes. It follows the scholastic style. Akin to
this, but even more dialectical in style was the Theologia
Didactico-polemica Theologice of Quenstedt (1617-1688).
Hollaz (1648-1713) whose work consists largely of ex-
tracts from Gerhard, Calovius and others, and shows
the influence of mysticism, marks in some sense the tran-
sition from the severely scholastic theology of the seven-
teenth century to the pietistic type of the eighteenth cen-
tury. The mediating theologians of the Jena school
held a position midway between that of Calixtus and
Hutter, the chief representatives being Muszus (1613-
1681) and Baier (1647-1695). The latter’s work, Com-
pendium Theologice Positive, became an important and
popular textbook for the study of the old Lutheran Dog-
matic.
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2. The Reformed Dogmatic. A movement similar
to that noticed in Lutheranism is found in even a more
marked manner in Reformed theology. Starting with
the theology of Calvin, there was a movement in the
direction of overstraining his position which led prac-
tically to “hyper-Calvinism.” Against this was a reac-
tionary movement which could not be called a return
to Calvinism but to an avowed modification of it. This
was represented by the Amyraldists and the Arminians,
but the latter must be regarded not merely as a modifi-
cation of Reformed theology but a distinct type of Dog-
matics.

The Reformed theologians which immediately fol-
lowed Zwingli and Calvin, were able representatives of
the true Calvinistic positions. Among these may be
mentioned Peter Martyr (1500-1562); Chamier (1565-
1621); Wolleb (1536-1626) author of Compendium
Theologie Christiance; and Wendelin (1584-1652) whose
principal works are Compendium Christiana Theologice
(1634) and Christianee Theologice Systema Majus
(1656) both of these being expositions of the strict Cal-
vinism of that period. Theodore Beza (1519-1605) who
produced no distinctly dogmatic work, began neverthe-
less, a powerful movement toward hyper-Calvinism
which greatly influenced the theology of his time. Dr.
William Twisse (1578-1646) wrote a book published
posthumously at Oxford in 1653, the title of which
translated is “The Riches of God’s Love unto the Vessels
of Mercy Consistent with His Absolute Hatred or Repro-
bation of the Vessels of Wrath.” MacPherson says that
this affords “perhaps the very best example of supralap-
sarianism developed by fearless application of logic,
without necessary qualifications or reservations, to the
doctrinal principles of Calvinism” (MacPHERsON, Chris-
tian Dogmatics, p. 63). Following him was Francis
Turretin of Geneva (the father) (1623-1687) whose
Institutio Theologice Elencticce shows the influence of
the rising federal school of theology, and Jean Alphonso
Turretin (the son) (1671-1737) who sought to modify
the strict Calvinism of the father, and also to promote



86 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

a union of the Reformed and Lutheran Churches. Tur-
retin, the younger, and Benedict Pictet (1655-1725), his
contemporary, may both be classed as federalists and
were influenced by the Cartesian philosophy.

The reactionary movement in the Reformed Church
of this period was begun by Cocceius (1603-1669) who
renounced the scholastic method and accepted in its
stead a purely biblical method. He distributed his ma-
terials according to the covenant idea and became in this
sense a federalist. His principal work was entitled
Summa Doctrinee de Foedere et Testamentis Dei pub-
lished in two volumes. Witsius (1636-1708) attempted
to reconcile the Federalists and the Orthodox party but
without success. The intermediate group was repre-
sented in England by John Owen (1616-1683), Richard
Baxter (1616-1685) ; and Thomas Ridgeley (1666-1734).
The School of Saumur in France was represented by
two outstanding theologians, Amyraldus (1596-1664)
who made an attempt to modify the positions of the
Synod of Dort; and La Place, or Placeus (1606-1655)
as he is commonly known, who advanced the theory of
mediate imputation of Adam’s sin. The Calvinism of
the School of Saumur did not meet with approval on the
part of the Reformed Churches of Geneva and was con-
demned by the Formula Consensus at the Synod of
Charenton (1675). The Scotch Presbyterian theologians
were Thomas Boston (1676-1732); John Dick (1764-
1833) and Thomas Chalmers (1780-1847). Jonathan
Edwards (1703-1758) and Samuel Hopkins (1721-1803)
were the chief American theologians of the period.

3. The Arminian Dogmatic. The Arminian or Re-
monstrant school arose in Holland at the opening of the
seventeenth century, and came as a protest against the
Calvinism of that day. James Arminius (1560-1609)
was “a learned and able divine, of a meek Christian
spirit.” As a youth he was precocious and studied the-
ology under Theodore Beza, a rigid Calvinist and the
leading spirit in the development of hyper-Calvinism.
In later life, Arminius was drawn away from the earlier
positions of Reformed theology, and while a professor
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at Leyden, broke into a fierce conflict with Gomarius
(1563-1641). Arminius did not live long after this, but
his death witnessed no cessation of the controversy.
Following James Arminius, from whom this type of
theology took its name, may be mentioned Simon Epis-
copius (1583-1643), who after the death of Arminius
became the leader of the movement and carried on the
controversy before the Synod of Dort. His Institutiones
Theologicee, published in 1643 is the clearest and most
authoritative statement on earlier Arminianism. Epis-
copius was opposed at Dort by Gomarius, and by Mac-
covius (1588-1644). Voetius of Utrecht (1588-1676)
was the bitterest and most violent of all the opposers of
Arminianism, his Selecte Disputationes Theologicce be-
ing directed against the Arminians, the Cartesians and
the Cocceians. Hugo Grotius (1583-1645) was perhaps
the most outstanding theologian of the Dutch school.
He is celebrated both for his “governmental theory of
the atonement” and for his contribution to international
law. Chief among his apologetical writings are De Veri-
tate Chr. Religionis, and Defensio Fidei Catholicee de
Satisfactione Christi, this latter being directed against
the Pelagians and Socinians but upholding the Arminian
positions. Philipp van Limborch (1633-1702) not only
by his life span linked the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, but marks also the transition to rationalism.
He was a professor of theology in Utrecht and a friend
of John Locke, the English philosopher. His exegesis of
the New Testament proved to be popular and enduring,
and his Institutes of Christian Theology formed the most
complete and best known exposition of the earlier Ar-
minianism.

Among the Puritans in England, the most noted
representative of evangelical Arminianism was John
Goodwin (1593-1665). His Redemption Redeemed pub-
lished in 1651 dealt with the questions of election, repro-
bation and perseverance, and his Imputatio Fidei or a
Treatise on Justification (1642) was greatly valued by
John Wesley and Richard Watson. His Exposition of
the Ninth Chapter of Romans and On Being Filled with
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the Spirit were further contributions to the evangelical
cause. John William Fletcher (1729-1785), Vicar of
Madeley has been called the “Arminian of the Armin-
ians.” He was the apologist of early Methodism and his
Checks to Antinomianism is still the best treatise on
this subject. He is perhaps best known for his saintly
character and his spiritual ministry. John Wesley (1703-
1791) was the Father of Methodism both as to the doc-
trine and the polity of the Church. The development
of later Arminianism commonly known as Wesleyanism
occurs in the following century.

While not strictly of the Arminian type of theology,
and yet thoroughly evangelical, we may mention here,
George Fox (1624-1691) the founder of the Society of
Friends or Quakers, and George Barclay (1648-1690)
whose Apology represents the doctrinal standards of
the society. The English Churchmen of this period were
Richard Hooker (1553-1600); Gilbert Burnett (1643-
1715) ) and John Pearson (1613-1685) whose works on
the Creed, the Parables and the Miracles are still stand-
ard authorities.

4. The Socinian Dogmatic. Frequently the Socinian
theology is not regarded as a distinct type of dogmatics,
but since the movement dates back to the Reformation
period it is best treated here. Laelius Socinus (the
uncle) (1525-1562) and Faustus Socinus (the nephew)
(1539-1604) are the founders of what is known in
modern times as Unitarianism. Socinianism takes its
name from the former, and the latter is regarded as the
founder of the sect. Their writings are collected in the
Biblotheca Fratrum Polonorum. In the seventeenth cen-
tury the doctrines were defended by Crell (1590-1631)
who wrote a treatise against the Trinitarian conception
of God, and Schlichting (1592-1662) who wrote a con-
fession of faith for Polish Christians. The father of
English Unitarianism was John Biddle (1615-1662) who
wrote a series of tracts on The Faith of One God, who is
only the Father; and of one Mediator between God and
men, who is only the man Christ Jesus; and of one Holy
Spirit, the gift of God: asserted and defended. The doc-
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trinal standards are found in the Racovian Catechism.
This appeared as the Rakow Catechism in the Polish
language in 1605, immediately after the death of Socinus,
and was completed on the basis of his writings by Sta-
torius, Schmalz, Moscorovius, and Volkel. Latin trans-
lations appeared in 1665, 1680 and 1684.

IL.

We have now to consider some of the forms which
theology assumed due to the varying influences of ex-
ternal circumstances. We shall notice briefly (1) The
Pietistic Movement; (2) The Rationalistic Movement;
and (3) The Biblical Movement.

1. The Pietistic Movement. A strong opposition grew
up in the latter part of the seventeenth and the earlier
part of the eighteenth centuries against the barrenness
of scholasticism, which resulted in the Pietistic Move-
ment in Germany. Andrez (1586-1654) and Spener
(1635-1705) had waged war against a dead orthodoxy
and proclaimed the need for a theologia regenitorum or a
regeneration of theology. Spener advocated the substi-
tution of a prayerful study of the Holy Scriptures for
the official theology of his time. His special work, how-
ever, was in Eschatology, where he attempted to fill in
that which he considered lacking in the Dogmatics of
Luther. His views of the millennium were later worked
out systematically by two of his pupils, Johann Wilhelm
Peterson (1694-1727), a Lutheran mystic who was
expelled from Luneburg because of his millenarian
views; and Johann Konrad Dippel (1673-1734) who
was known as a religious enthusiast. The work of
Spener was continued by Francke (1663-1727) who
was the founder of the Francke Institute at Halle. Bene-
dict Carpzon (1679-1767) was a decided adversary of
the whole Pietistic movement and under his leadership
the breach widened between Scholasticism and Pietism.
There developed in the minds of the people a repugnance
to Scholasticism which was typically displayed in the
writings of Hollaz, who has been called “the last of the
orthodox theologians.”
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2. The Rationalistic Movement. Here there begins
to be felt the varying influence of the systems of philos-
ophy upon dogmatics. There was a school of Descartes
in Holland represented by Bekker (1634-1698). His
book, Strong Food for the Perfect, aroused suspicions
of Socinianism and later he was deposed from the min-
istry. There were also schools of Wolff (1659-1754)
and Leibnitz (1646-1716) in Germany and these greatly
influenced theological study. Among the theologians of
the school of Wolff may be mentioned Stapfer (1708-
1775) whose Theological Institutes were widely known;
Baumgarten (1706-1757); Endemann (d. 1789); Bern-
sau (d. 1763) and Wyttenbach (d. 1779). These theo-
logians of the earlier rationalistic period were not un-
orthodox and had as their motive the exact demonstra-
tion of dogma in such a clear manner that there could
be no true opposition offered to it. However, their very
attempts at accurate statement developed an intellectu-
alism that later gave rise to the skeptical tendencies of
rationalism. The separation between Natural Theology
and Revealed Theology became widened, and Natural
Theology was exalted at the expense of revelation. This
issued in the Deism of England and the period of the “en-
lightenment” as it is generally termed, in philosophy.
Here are the beginnings of the Rationalistic Period of the
early nineteenth century which set itself up in such
strong opposition to the truth of Christianity. After the
Reformation had freed theology in a large measure, from
the bonds of scholasticism, other philosophies soon took
its place. Semler built upon the philosophy of Wolff and
Leibnitz, and consequently represented the Scriptures as
having merely a local and temporary character. Michzlis
(1716-1784) and Doederlein (1714-1789) followed Sem-
ler (1725-1791), both being aided by the philosophy of
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). The philosophy of Herder
(1744-1803) and Jacobi (1743-1819) exemplified greater
spirituality and prepared the way for the “Father of
Modern Theology” Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleier-
macher (1768-1834).
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3. The Biblical Movement. Against the growing
tendency toward rationalism there arose a Biblical
Theistic tendency which served to preserve the truth
against the attacks of the rationalists. Bengel (1687-
1751) with a firm faith in the inspiration and absolute
authority of the Bible was perplexed at the great num-
ber of variations in the text. He set himself to study, and
after twenty years published his Apparatus Criticus,
which became the starting point for modern textual
criticism of the New Testament. In his Essay on the
Right Way of Handling Divine Subjects he states that
in brief it is to “put nothing into the Scriptures, but to
draw everything from them, and suffer nothing to re-
main hidden that is really in them.” Oetinger (1702-
1782) followed Bengel in theology and Boehme in phil-
osophy. He maintained that life is not only the fruit
of doctrine but also its starting point and basis. Bud-
deus (1667-1729) was a man of genuine piety and
learning, and by the conciliatory position he occupied,
exerted a profound Christian influence. His Institu-
tiones Theologice Moralis (1711) removed the casuis-
tical elements from the Protestant treatment of Chris-
tian morals. Ernesti (1707-1781) was noted for his
proficiency in Classical Languages, Rhetoric and The-
ology. His principal work was Institutio Interpretis
N.T. (1761) which opened a new epoch in the history
of Hermeneutics. J. H. Michaelis (1668-1738) made
valuable contributions to Old Testament criticism and
exegesis. He lectured at Halle and was closely associated
with Francke. J. D. Michaelis (1717-1791) was recog-
nized as an indefatigable investigator, and a prolific
writer. His exegetical works on both the Old and the
New Testaments are numerous, his work on the Psalms
being of special importance.

THE MODERN PERIOD

Schleiermacher, the “Father of Modern Theology,”
may be said to have introduced into modern thought the
vitality of the evangelical teaching, much as did his con-
temporary, John Wesley, in the field of religion. As over
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against the positions of the rationalists, he understood
the Christian faith as something given, not merely in
an external manner, but as having its seat in the con-
sciousness. It was a consequence, therefore, not of ra-
tional thinking, but had its origin in the heart. Religion
was a “feeling of dependence” and Christ and His re-
demption were made the center of his system of theol-
ogy. As to the range of his influence Schleiermacher
has been compared to Augustine and Calvin. So ex-
tensive does the history of Dogmatics become in the
modern period, that it will be necessary for us to con-
fine our thought to a mere classification of the greater
theologians according to their particular schools. We
shall consider the development of theology during this
period under the following divisions. (1) The School of
Schleiermacher; (2) The Rationalistic School; (3) The
Mediating School; (4) Ritschl and His School; and (5)
British and American Theology.

1. The School of Schleiermacher. Schleiermacher
and his successors are generally regarded as belonging
to the transitional school, which marks the distinction
between the thought of the mediseval and that of the
distinctly modern period. Here following Schleiermach-
er may be mentioned Alexander Schweitzer (1808-1888),
who attempted to work out a system of theology based
upon Christian consciousness, historical Christianity be-
ing the religion in which this ideal was realized. Schen-
kel (1813-1885) made conscience the distinct organ of
religion. Lipsius (1830-1892) sought to develop a Chris-
tian Dogmatic purely from the standpoint of Christian
consciousness, his threefold division heing, (1) God-
consciousness; (2) Self-consciousness; and (3) World-
consciousness. Rothe (1799-1867) the pupil of Daub,
occupied a position midway between rationalism and
supernaturalism, and in this respect his theology is com-
parable to that of Schleiermacher.

2. The Rationalistic School. This is sometimes
known as the philosophical school, due to the fact that
the theology of the period was largely influenced by
philosophy—especially that of Kant, Fichte, Schelling
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and Hegel. Among the earlier followers of Hegel were
Daub (1765-1836), Goschel (1784-1862), Hasse (1697-
1783), Rosenkranz (1805-1879), Erdmann (1821-1905),
and Marheineke (1780-1846). Daub was the teacher
of Rothe, and shows the influence of Fichte, Schelling
and Hegel in successive stages. Marheineke was a col-
league of Schleiermacher and a thorough-going Hegel-
ian. The outline of his System of Christian Doctrine is
derived from the Hegelian triad: (1) the pure notion
of God himself, embracing His nature and attributes;
(2) God distinguishing Himself from Himself, the God-
man, at once substance and subject. This embraces the
subject of Christology and Soteriology. (3) God re-
turning out of this distinction into eternal unity with
Himself, which embraces the doctrine of the Trinity,
the Administration of Grace, and the Kingdom of God.
Biedermann (1819-1885) in his Christliche Dogmatik
develops the principles of Hegelianism in a somewhat
pantheistic manner. With the advent of Hegelianism in
philosophy, it was asserted for a time that peace had
been declared between belief and knowledge, and that
theology presented the same truth in formal statement,
that philosophy acknowledges in a higher conception.
This self-deception, however, did not last long, and the
school of Hegel split up into two parties, the first cling-
ing to the orthodox faith, and the second making a sharp
distinction between faith and knowledge as the highest
wisdom. The left wing of Hegelianism was represented
by Bauer (1792-1860) and the Tubingen School. Bauer
applied Hegel’s method of dialectical development to
church history and the New Testament, and thus found-
ed the Tubingen School which became a center of
rationalism and destructive criticism. It was in Strauss
(1808-1874) that the most extreme positions were
reached, of whose teachings it was said, that they re-
sembled “Christian theology as a cemetery resembles
a town.” Here also we should mention as having in
some sense been influenced by Hegel, but more evan-
gelical in their teaching, Otto Pfleiderer (1839-1908)
and Lipsius (1830-1892). Pfleiderer’s Philosophy of
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Religion (1896) and his Evolution and Theology (1900)
were widely influential in American thought during the
latter part of the nineteenth century.

3. The Mediating School. This is represented by a
group of outstanding theologians who sought to main-
tain evangelical principles and yet combine them with
the best thought of modern times. As showing the
marked influence of Schleiermacher there should be
mentioned first of all, the incomplete Dogmatik of Twes-
ten (1789-1876), who was inclined toward ecclesiastical
orthodoxy, and Nitzsch (1787-1868) whose System of
Christian Faith was a vigorous attempt to unite Dog-
matics ‘and Ethics. As other outstanding members of
this school we may mention Isaac A. Dorner (1809-
1884) whose great work is entitled a System of Chris-
tian Doctrine. His rationalistic positions appear pri-
marily in his doctrine of the Trinity and in his Chris-
tology. Bishop H. L. Martensen (1808-1884), a Danish
writer and friend of Dorner, follows in general the teach-
ings of Lutheranism, although in the later portion of his
work entitled Christian Dogmatics he swings more to
the Reformed position. Written in an attractive style,
his great contribution to theological thought exerted a
wide influence in the later nineteenth and earlier twen-
tieth centuries. This influence was due perhaps to his
attractive style, and to his unusual blending of mysti-
cism and philosophical speculation. Thomasius (1802-
1875) is classed among the new Lutherans and is known
especially for his treatment of the Kenosis. Kahnis (1814-
1888) inclined toward the Sabellian idea of the Trinity.
Philippi (1809-1882) bases his dogmatic on the thought
of fellowship, (1) Original fellowship with God; (2)
the breach of fellowship; (3) objective restoration of
fellowship through Christ; (4) subjective appropriation
of fellowship with God; and (5) the future completion
of the restored and appropriated fellowship. Martin
Kahler of Halle (1835-1912) arranges his dogmatic in
three divisions: (1) the confession of the need of salva-
tion; (2) the confession of the possession of salvation;
and (3) the confession of the hope of salvation. Ebrard




THEOLOGY IN THE CHURCH 95

presented the Reformed Dogmatic from a study of its
sources in opposition to the principles of A. Schweitzer.
J. P. Lange (1802-1884) in an elaborate work on dog-
matics, starts with the Reformed principles and endeav-
ors to harmonize these with later thought.

More or less independent of any particular school
may be mentioned Carl Hase of Jena, who though he
accepted the rationalistic position in some measure,
reached his conclusions in a manner independent of other
thinkers. His chief theological work is the Evang. Dog-
matik (1826). Here also may be mentioned Cramer
(1723-1788), Baumgarten-Crusius (1788-1843), and
especially the Philosophische Dogmatik of C. H. Weisse
(1801-1866) written in an attempt to harmonize the vari-
ous philosophical positions. J. Miiller (1801-1878) con-
tributed to the field of theology a masterly treatise on the
Christian Doctrine of Sin (tr. 1868). Among the apolo-
gists of this period may be mentioned C. Ullman (1796-
1865) and A. Tholuck (1799-1877). Continuing the
supranaturalistic position of the former period are the
names of A. Hahn (1792-1863) and J. T. Beck (1804-
1878) the latter endeavoring to open a new pathway in
theology by using a special terminology. He was a stu-
dent at Tubingen but reacted against the rationalism
prevalent there. He is usually classified as a follower of
Schleiermacher, but allied himself with the earlier bibli-
cal realism of Bengel. It was against his teaching that
Strauss reacted so violently. A. Vinet (1797-1847),
Godet (1812-1900) and Poulain (1807-1868) stand high
in Switzerland and France, the latter being one of the
strongest apologists against modern Naturalism.

4. Ritschl and His School. Albrecht Ritschl of Bonn
(1822-1889) may be said more than any other of this
period, to have founded a distinct school of theology.
His chief work, Justification and Reconciliation, is the
third volume of a larger work setting forth his own posi-
tions. Ritschl rejects the scholastic position, and in fact
all philosophy, maintaining that philosophy and theology
have no valid connection with each other. He was a
firm adherent of the historical movement and therefore




96 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

insists strongly upon the recognition of the historical
Christ, and the acceptance of the Scriptures as a record
of revelation. His theory of knowledge is empirical,
and confusion arose from an attempted union of the
idealistic and realistic elements of knowledge, borrowed
from Kant on the one hand and Lotze on the other. The
term “value judgments” belongs peculiarly to Ritschl
and his school. By these they are meant those judgments
which are true and important only as they have value in
producing emotional or other effects in the conscious-
ness of the one who entertains them. This gave rise to
certain phases of Higher Criticism in its destructive
tendencies, such as the position that the miracles might
not have been historical facts, and yet, since they pro-
duce the effect of omnipotent power, they have “value”
for religion. Some of the more radical adherents of this
position extended the value judgment to Christ him-
self, maintaining that the religious value could be dis-
sociated from the historical background.

Among the theologians classified as Ritschlians may
be mentioned Gottschick (b. 1847), Hermann of Mar-
burg (b. 1846), Hermann Schultz (b. 1836), and per-
haps Adolph Harnack (b. 1851). Julius Kaftan (b.
1848), the successor of Dorner at Berlin, modified
Ritschl’s position, abandoning the distinctions between
scientific and religious knowledge; and Theodor Hzring
(b. 1848), more than any other of the Ritschlians returns
closer to the Orthodox Church.

5. British and American Theology. The earliest
Methodist writings of a doctrinal character were John
Wesley’s Sermons, which together with his Notes and
the Twenty-five Articles constitute the doctrinal stand-
ards of Methodism. John Fletcher, while in some sense
the apologist of Methodism, was a member of the Estab-
lished Church and Vicar of Madeley. The earliest Meth-
odist writer to formulate a complete system of doctrine
was Richard Watson (1781-1823) who published his
Theological Institutes in 1823. This work was revised
by Wakefield and with some additional material is found
in Wakefield’s Christian Theology. William Burton Pope
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(1822-1903) in his Compendium of Christian Theology,
published in three volumes is the first Btitish writer to
compare favorably with Richard Watson. In America,
Miner Raymond (1813-1897) published his Systematic
Theology, a monumental work in three volumes (1877-
1879) ; Thomas Neely Ralston, his Elements of Divinity
(1847) which was revised and enlarged by the addition
of his Evidences, Morals and Institutions of Christianity
(1871). In its first form it was translated into Norwegian
(1858) and in its enlarged form translated and published
in the Chinese language in 1886. Henry Clay Sheldon
published his History of Christian Doctrine in 1886 and
his System of Christian Doctrine in 1903. John J. Tigert
revised and published in 1888 the Systematic Theology of
Thomas O. Summers (1812-1882). John Miley’s excel-
lent work on Systematic Theology in two volumes ap-
peared in 1892. Olin A. Curtis published his Christian
Faith in 1905, S. J. Gamertfelder, his Systematic Theol-
ogy (Evangelical Association) in 1913; and A. M. Hills,
his Fundamental Christian Theology in 1931. In addition
to these a number of smaller works have been published
representative of the Arminian type of theology, among
which are Bank’s Manual of Christian Doctrine (1897);
Binney’s Theological Compend, (Binney and Steele)
(1875) ; Field, Handbook of Christian Theology (1887);
Ellyson, New Theological Compend (1905); Lowrey,
Positive Theology (1853); Weaver, Christian Theology
(1900).

The Lutheran and Reformed Churches in the United
States have depended largely upon German sources for
their theological teaching. Knapp, Lectures on Christian
Theology was translated by Leonard Woods (1831) and
widely read in America. Nitzsch, System of Christian
Doctrine (1849); Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, a
Danish work translated from the German by William
Urwick (1892); Van Oosterzee, Christian Dogmatics
(translated 1874), and Schmid, Doctrinal Theology of the
Evangelical Lutheran Church (translated 1876) repre-
sent the principal evangelical works of Lutheranism. A



98 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

more recent work, published in the United States is
Stump, The Christian Faith (1932)

The theologians of the Reformed Church represent
two different schools. The Older Calvinism is repre-
sented by Charles Hodge (1797-1878) Systematic The-
ology; A. A. Hodge, the son (1823-1886) Outlines of
Theology; Robert J. Breckinridge (1800-1871) The
Knowledge of God Objectively Considered (1859) and
The Knowledge of God Subjectively Considered (1860);
William G. T. Shedd (1820-1894) Dogmatic Theology;
Henry B. Smith (1815-1877) Introduction to Theology
(1883), Systematic Theology (1884), a representative of
the Christocentric viewpoint. These writers hold to the
views of human depravity and divine grace as advocated
by Augustine and Calvin and for this reason were known
popularly as the Old School. The New School modified
the older Calvinistic positions through a succession of
writers from Jonathan Edwards (1703-1758) to Horace
Bushnell (1802-1876). These writers follow Jonathan
Edwards in the following order: Joseph Bellamy (1719-
1790), Samuel Hopkins (1721-1803), Timothy Dwight
(1752-1817), Nathanael Emmons (1745-1840), Leonard
Woods (1774-1854), Charles G. Finney (1792-1875),
Nathaniel W. Taylor (1786-1858) and Horace Bushnell,
who held to a more or less Sabellian view of the Trinity,
and to the moral influence theory of the atonement.

Other works of Reformed writers, are Gerhart, In-
stitutes of the Christian Religion, William Adams Brown,
Christian Theology in Outline (1906); Pond, Lectures
on Christian Theology (1867); Dickie, Organism of
Christian Truth (1930); John MacPherson, Christian
Dogmatics (1898), and James Orr, Christian View of
God and the World (1893).

The Baptist theologians are A. H. Strong, System-
atic Theology (1907), Alvah Hovey, Outline of Chris-
tian Theology (1870), William Newton Clarke, An Out-
line of Christian Theology (1917) ; Ezekiel Gilman Rob-
inson, Christian Theology (1894); J. P. Boyce, Abstract
of Systematic Theology (1887).
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The Anglican Theology is represented by Pearson
On the Creed, Burnet, The Thirty-nine Articles, Bick-
nell, Thirty-nine Articles (a more recent work 1919,
last edition 1936), Hall, Dogmatic Theology (a complete
treatise in ten volumes), Mortimer, Catholic Faith and
Practice, Lacey, Elements of Christian Doctrine, Perci-
val, A Digest of Theology, Mason, The Faith of the Gos-
pel, Litton, Introduction to Dogmatic Theology, William
and Scannell, A Manual of Catholic Theology, and Dar-
well Stone, OQutline of Christian Dogma.



CHAPTER V

THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

Christian Theology as the science of the Christian
religion, brings us at once to a consideration of its first
underlying postulate, the fundamental nature of religion.
The word religion is simply the Latin word religio
brought over into the English language, and is derived
from religere which means literally to go over again, or
to carefully ponder. In the free translation of MacPher-
son it means “a careful reconsideration, a brooding over,
a giving of the mind and all the faculties to a study of
what seems to call for respectful and reverential in-
quiry.” Lactantius held that the word is derived from
religare, to bind back and therefore was significant of
the personal relationship existing between man and
his Creator. While most etymologists follow Cicero in
rejecting this definition, Dr. Pope makes use of the two
explanations together in describing the nature of re-
ligion. Following Lactantius, religion signifies ‘“‘the
eternal bond which binds man to God” and is therefore
the relation of the human creature to the Supreme
Creator, as acknowledged and borne witness to in all
forms of theological teaching and worship; while with
Cicero, the exercise of the human mind in pondering
and considering divine things is signified by religion,
which is, as it were, an instinctive and inwrought aspira-
tion of human nature corrected and purified and directed
to its highest issues in the true faith. Thus it is that
both the objective and subjective relations of man meet
in Religion, which is one of the largest and deepest terms
with which we have to do (Pope, Compend Chr. Th., I,

B b 5
¢ There are two other words used in the New Testa-
ment to express the idea of religion. The first is eusebeia
(edoéBera) which is used in the sense of a reverential
fear of God. At first it signified only the careful hand-
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ling of anything in a general way, but finally came to
mean the careful, reverential treatment of divine things
(Cf. Luke 2:25, Acts 2:5; 8:2). The second word is
threskeia (fpnokeia) (Cf. James 1:26, 27) and is used
in a more outward sense to distinguish one form of wor-
ship from other forms (Cf. Acts 26: 5, Col. 2: 18, James
1:26, 27). A community, therefore, may be threskos
(@pfioxos James 1:26) because of its adherence to pre-
scribed forms of worship; but it can be eusebeia (eioéBea
Cf. Acts 3:12, I Tim. 2:2) only in the sense of being
made up of pious individuals. This is further evidenced
by the fact that the adjective of eusebeia, edoeBrs (CE.
Acts 2:5) is translated in our English version by the
words “devout” and “godly” while the substantive is
translated “godliness.”

Definitions of Religion. In its essential idea, religion
is a life in God. Stewart defines it as “fellowship with
God”; Sterrett as “the reciprocal relation or communion
with God and man, involving first, revelation; and
second, faith”; while William Newton Clarke, fol-
lowed by William Adams Brown, defines it as “the life
of man in his superhuman relations.” Herbert Spencer
maintained that “religion is an a priori theory of the
universe,” to which Romanes added the qualifying
statement, “which assumes intelligent personality as
the originating cause of the universe, science as dealing
with the ‘how,” the phenomenal process, and religion
dealing with the ‘who,’ the intelligent personality who
works through the process.” Holland makes the follow-
ing distinction between natural life, which is “the life
in God which has not yet arrived at this recognition
that God is in all things, and is not yet as such religious.
Religion is the discovery by the son of a Father who is
in all His works, yet is distinct from them all.” MacPher-
son says that “religion consists in the fact of a real re-
lationship subsisting between God and man.”

Objectively considered, religion is man’s relation to the infinite

and subjecti Z' it is the determination of human life by that relation.—
Hase, Dogmatik.
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ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF RELIGION

The question of the origin of religion has given oc-
casion to many and widely divergent theories. Three
branches of modern investigation have centered their
attention upon this subject and through observation and
research have made valuable contributions. These are
first, the History of Religion, sometimes known as Com-
parative Religion; second, the Psychology of Religion;
and third, the Philosophy of Religion.

The History of Religion. Great advances have been
made in the study of religion since the publication of
E. B. Tylor’s famous work on Primitive Culture in 1871.
Other works which have greatly aided this study are
Menzies, History of Religion; M. Jastrow, The Study of
Religion; C. P. Tiele, Elements of the Science of Relig-
ion; A. Lang, Myth, Ritual and Religion; Frazer, The
Golden Bough; Brinton, Religions of Primitive Peoples,
and De la Saussaye, Handbook of Religions. The fascin-
ation of this study in a field never before opened, led to
many hasty deductions and ill-founded theories as to the
origin and nature of religion. One of the distinct gains,
however, was the collation of material drawn from wide
?elds of investigation, and its arrangement in scientific
orm.

The objects of worship in primitive culture were
found to fall into four more or less distinct groups, (1)
Nature worship; (2) Ancestor worship; (3) Fetish
worship; and (4) the worship of a Supreme Being. As
to which of these groups represented the most primitive
form of religion was early a matter of controversy.
Fetichism was for a time regarded as the earliest form
of worship and the root from which all others sprang.
The savage, according to this theory, took for his god
some causal object of worship, and from this he was
led to higher objects such as trees and mountains, sun
and stars, until at last heaven became his supreme fetish.
Then when he learned of spirits, he made spirit his fetish
and came finally to the worship of the Supreme Being.
Herbert Spencer and E. B. Tylor maintained that the
worship of spirits was the earliest form of religion, but
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Tylor’s system of animism seemed more comprehensive.
The term “animatism” has been frequently applied to
Spencer’s system which regarded all nature as alive or
animated. Tylor, however, regarded nature as ‘‘en-
souled” in man. “As the human body was held to live
and act by virtue of its own inhabiting spirit-soul, so the
operations of the world seem to be carried on by other
spirits.” It was therefore an easy step to the belief in
spirits separable from the body, and moving about
freely like the genii, demons and fairies which crowded
the minds of antiquity. M. Reville advanced the theory
that the minor nature worship was the earliest form of
religion, while Max Muller and Ed. von Hartmann con-
tended with like zeal for the primacy of the greater
nature worship.

While hasty and ill-formed conclusions were soon
superseded, it is now generally admitted that the most
primitive form of religion known to science is a belief in
mana as a nonpersonal, but supernatural force. It is
in Melanesia that this idea finds its fullest development.
Bishop Codrington says, “The Melanesian mind is en-
tirely possessed by the belief in a supernatural power or
influence, called almost universally mana. This is what
works to effect everything which is beyond the ordinary
power of men outside the common processes of nature;
it is present in the atmosphere of life, attaches itself to
persons and things, and is manifested by results which
can only be ascribed to its operations (Cf. WriGHT,
Philos. Religion, p. 25). Similar conceptions are found
among the pygmies of Africa where the word used is

h. Among the American Indians there was a similar
conception of a supernatural force, which the Algon-
quins called manitou, the Sioux wakonda, and the Iro-
quois arenda. Wright asserts that the mana idea may
contain a further truth—that of a spiritual Being sepa-
rate from the human minds whose support is available
to men through worship. To him, therefore, mana may
be the crude conception by which these lower strata of
civilization become aware of the existence of God and
the manner in which this assistance is to be obtained.
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The material which enriched the study of historical
religion was, according to the dominant philosophy of the
time in which it was gathered, arranged on the evolu-
tionary hypothesis. The natural religions were regarded
as the basis from which, according to the process of evo-
lution, man rose from animism and totemism to the high-
er religions of the spirit. These culminated in Christianity
as the true ethical and spiritual religion. Hegel in his phi-
losophy of religion classifies the lower primitive religions
as the infancy of the race, the Greek religion as its child-
hood, the Roman religion as its early maturity, and the
Christian religion as the full expression of man’s re-
ligious nature. We cannot so regard it. John Caird has
pointed out that one “can never get at the true idea or
essence of religion merely by trying to find out some-
thing that is common to all religions; and it is not the
lower religions that explain the higher, but conversely
the higher religion explains all the lower religions”
(Carp, Fund. Ideas of Christianity, I, p. 25). The origin
of religion must be traced back to man’s original con-
stitution. Man was made for personal fellowship with
God, and as originally. endowed, he had personal in-
tegrity and a sufficient knowledge of God to preserve
him in the state in which he was created. But with the
fall and the introduction of sin, fellowship with God was
broken, and man’s mind became darkened through the
loss of that spiritual light which forms the true principle
of illumination in the things of God. We must, therefore,
with Stump, regard the natural religion as “an attenuated
and diluted remainder of man’s original constitution and
endowment.” It is true that these religions possess some
elements of truth, but they have lost much of what was

originally revealed, and are destitute of the saving
knowledge of God.

The Scriptures regard the degeneracy of religion as
a direct consequence of man’s sin, in which he willfully
turned away from the purer knowledge and service of
God. St. Paul outlines the steps in this decline in the
following manner: (I) A rejection of the true God.
Because that, when they knew God, they glorified him
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not as God, neither were thankful; but became vain in
their imaginations, and their foolish heart was dark-
ened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became
fools, and changed the glory of the uncorruptible God
into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds,
and four-footed beasts, and creeping things (Rom.
1:21-23). Here is indicated (a) A direct refusal to wor-
ship God. The rejection is ethical. The psalmist in
the expression The fool hath said in his heart, There
is no God meant not so much a denial of the existence
of God as an ethical and spiritual rejection, “No God for
me.” (b) Rejecting God and setting himself up in his
own right, man conceived of himself in a false inde-
pendence which destroyed the ground of thankfulness.
(c) Man, having lost the object of his worship, did not
thereby lose his craving after God, and was compelled
through vain imaginations to posit objects of worship
for himself. (d) These objects of worship took the
character of his own corrupt heart. (e) Through a
profession of worldly wisdom, systems of religion were
devised which included in their scope, man, birds, four-
footed beasts and creeping things. (f) Evidently St.
Paul intends to indicate a gradual decline in the value of
the objects of worship, through a blind impulse of a
foolish and darkened heart. Man naturally would be
the first object of worship, since in the rejection of God
he set himself up in his own right. Dr. Dorner remarks
the history of the anci
e as T e e e A e S Gt
by St. Paul in the first chapter of his Epistle to the Romans. He asserts
that they changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image
made like unto corruptible man, and to bi and four-footed beasts
and creeping things. divine worship to oxen, to crocodiles,
to birds and to reptiles. ey metamo beasts into gods, and
conversely transformed their tgods into beasts, ascribing to them drunk-
enness, unnatural lusts, and the most loathsome vices. They womhipgd
drunkenn under the name of Bacchus; and lasciviousness, under
of Venus. mus was to them the god of calumny, and Mercury the
god of thieves. Even Jupiter, the greatest of their they considered
to be an adulterer. At length the worship of avowedly evil beings became
prevalent among them; and hence many of their rites were cruel and
y obscene. The floralia among the Romans, their festival in
honor of Flora, the mdess of flowers, was celebrated for four -
eful and wi

gether by the most th the most unbounded licen-
tiousness.”—WAKEFmELD, Christian logy, pp. 33, 34.
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that the oriental religions set out from the divine, and
attempt to bring God down to the human, issuing often
in Pantheism; but the western religions set out from the
finite and attempt to lift man up to God, issuing in the
deification of heroes (DorNER, Doct. Person of Christ,
I, p. 697). The second stage would include the zsthetical
and useful, hence the totemistic birds and animals; while
the third would extend the deification to all life as
sacred, as in some of the forms of religion found in
India. (II) The second downward step is a judicial
abandonment to a perverse will. Through the lusts of
their hearts they desired to serve creatures and crea-
turely things more than the Creator who is blessed for-
ever. Amen. Unregulated by truth and moved by a false
impulse worship became dishonorable even to man’s
physical nature. Wherefore God also gave them up to
uncleanness through the lusts of their own hearts, to
dishonor their own bodies between themselves: who
changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped
and served the creature more than the Creator, who is
blessed forever. Amen (Rom. 1:24, 25). (III) The third
stage downward is a judicial abandonment to evil affec-
tions. Glorifying the unclean and actuated by inordin-
ate and unregulated affection, man degenerated into the
abnormal and obscene, the results of which St. Paul
presents in the shocking picture found in the next
two paragraphs—Rom. 1:26, 27. Analogous appear-
ances of degeneration are facts which must be taken into
account in any theory of religion found in organic life.
(IV) The fourth and last step in the decline is a judicial
abandonment to a reprobate mind. This St. Paul sums
up by saying that Even as they did not like to retain
God in their knowledge, God gave them over to a repro-
PR g gy ol i ity ks oy S Yol e
practice of these rites spread far and wide, and formed a part of the
public worship at Rome. The aphrodisia, or festivals in honor of Ven

were obaerveg with lascivious ceremonies in many parts of Greece; .:3
Strabo tells us that there was a temple at Corinth so rich that it main.
tained more than a thousand prostitute women sacred to her service.—

WaxkzerELp, Chr. Th., pp. 33, 34.
{&fi‘ s)mn: Chr. Relig. Swiss: Apoc. Churches, Other references on Prim.
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bate mind, to do those things which are not convenient,
being filled with all unrighteousness (Rom. 1:28, 29).
The three judicial sentences cover the entire range of
personality in its volitions, its affections and its intellect.
Desiring perverse things, they were abandoned to their
own lusts; following their own lusts they were aban-
doned to evil affections; and in their degeneracy, they
were given over to a reprobate mind. Or viewed from
St. Paul’s summary, there was first the substitution of
a lie for the truth; then the love of that lie instead of
the truth; and lastly, the belief of that lie for the truth.
The last stage, therefore, in degeneracy, is to be filled with
all unrighteousness, which the apostle proceeds to
analyze into its constituent elements (Cf. Rom. 1: 29-31).
The culmination of degeneracy, he finds in those who
knowing the judgment of God, that they which commit
such things are worthy of death, not only do the same,
but have pleasure in them that do them (Rom. 1:32).
According to St. Paul, then, the depth of wickedness con-
sists in a direct and conscious violation of the will of
God, in the clear knowledge of its consequences, and con-
joined with pleasure in others who are alike sinfully
minded. Thus there is built up what Martensen calls, a
“sinful society.”

The arrangement of the facts in the science of re-
ligion does not concern us primarily, only in so far as they
are woven into a philosophy which is contradictory to
the plain teachings of the Scriptures. The facts them-
selves, however, are of great value to theology in estab-
lishing the universality of religion, and the certainty of
its being grounded in the nature and constitution of
man. For a time this was denied. Sir John Lubbock
insisted that some atheistic tribes had been found among
savage peoples, but later writers, with a much better
understanding of primitive religion, have refuted this
position. Quaterfages says, “Little by little the light has
appeared and the result has been that Australians, Kaf-
firs, Bechuanas and other savage tribes have been with-
drawn from the lists of atheistic people and are recog-
nized as religious.” Tiele affirms that “No tribe or nation
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has yet been met with, destitute of belief in any higher
beings, and travelers who asserted their existence have
been afterward refuted by the facts (TieLE, Outlines
Hist. Relig., p. 6). Thus the History of Religion becomes
a valuable propadeutic to the study of Christian Theol-
ogy, and serves to clarify and establish the view that re-
ligion belongs to the constitution and nature of man.

The Psychology of Religion. Another field of investi-
gation has made a valuable contribution to this funda-
mental postulate—the Psychology of Religion. Like its
companion study, the History of Religion, this new
science entered with some hesitancy into its investiga-
tions, on account of the sacredness of the subject. Once,
however, that it was under way, the very novelty of the
field commanded the attention of scholars. Perhaps the
greatest contribution that has been made to the study
of religion is in establishing the fact of the variety and
validity of religious experience. But in its attempts to
explain the origin of religion it has made many and
grotesque errors. These are not attributable to the
science as such, but to the antagonistic attitude which has
characterized many of its investigators. Many of the
errors originate in a supposed projection of the idea of
God from some inner human experience. God, therefore,
on this basis has no reality. He is merely the objectifica-
tion of certain inner psychological concepts. Wobbermin
applies the term “illusionistic” to these theories of re-
ligion, and Knudson classifies them in three main divi-
sions: Psychological, Sociological, and Intellectualistic.

The Psychological Theory of Illusionism, with which
we are now concerned, attributes the origin of religion to
a projection of psychic phenomena. This theory was held
by Lucretius of Rome (B.C. 99-55), who maintained that
religion had its origin in fear—especially the fear of
death. Religion would not therefore exist, were it not
for ignorance and timidity. But the theory that men
make gods in their own likeness dates back into the
dawn of Greek history. It is found in the writings of
Xenophanes, the philosopher (e. 570 B.C.), whose at-
tack was not against the existence of God, but against
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the anthropomorphic conception of God which men
held. “If cattle could paint,” he said, “horses would
describe gods as horses, and oxen would describe them as
oxen.,” For this reason “the Ethiopians represent their
deities as having flat noses and black faces, while the
Thracians picture theirs with red hair and blue eyes.”
Yet despite this attack, Xenophanes had a profound sense
of the existence of God. “This Deity,” he said, “is not
begotten, for how can He be born of His equal; how of His
unequal. If not born He cannot perish, since He is in-
dependent and by Himself.”

It is in Feuerbach that this psychological type of
illusionism finds its most significant expression in mod-
ern times. Here the origin of religion is attributed, not
to fear, but to the quest after life and happiness. Accord-
ing to this theory, religion is “man’s instinct for happi-
ness which is satisfied in the imagination.” The idea of
God is “the realized salvation, the bliss of man.” Wob-
bermin points out, that while Feuerbach in the begin-
ning sought only to advance a speculative theory, he at
last succumbed to the error he sought to avoid, and gave
to the world a completely rationalized theory of relig-
ions—a system as completely rationalized as that of
Hegel, whose philosophy he opposed. ‘“The necessary
turning point of the whole matter is this frank confes-
sion and admission that the consciousness of God is noth-
ing but the consciousness of the species.” Here one can-
not fail to see the influence of Fichte’s philosophy of sub-
jectivism, which for a time was popular in philosophy
as subjective theism, but which Professor Howison
frankly termed “objective atheism.” It must be evident
to all that the philosophy of Feuerbach furnished the
germ of that which later issued in Humanism. Since
this theory is closely related to Positivism, it will be
given further treatment as one of the Anti-Theistic
Theories. But the error of Feuerbach not only issued in

Concerning his illusionistic theory of religion, Feuerbach says, “Man
—this is the mystery of religion—projects his being into objectivity, and
then again makes himself an object of this projected image of himself thus
converted into a subject. ... . As God is nothing else than the nature of
the man purified from that which to the human individual appears,
whether in feeling or thought, a limitation of evil.
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Humanism, it laid the foundation for the modern de-
velopment of two other theories antagonmistic to the
Christian faith — Freudianism, and Marxianism. The
latter of these, however, must be classified as Sociological
Illusionism.

Freudianism has greatly colored psychological and
sociological studies in recent years. Through its theory
of psychoanalysis, it has been closely related to medical
science, and has sometimes been known as “medical
materialism.” Sigmund Freud (1856-1928) was a Vien-
nese neuropathologist. Psychoanalysis, as he advanced
it, was purely a medical method of technique. It con-
sisted in an attempt to gain control over the subconscious
life, and so of the unconscious forces in the substructure
of the psychic world. Psychoanalysts have assumed that
there are elementary wishes or instincts that have been
repressed in the course of conscious development, but are
still latent and may be uncovered. Freud and his fol-
lowers, however, claim to have found these repressed
instincts, almost if not exclusively, in the sphere of sexual
pathology. They begin with totemism, which they at-
tempt to explain by what they judge to have happened
in the primitive horde of men. This gives rise to what is
termed the Oedipus Complex in the emotional life of
youth. These formulations claim to be decisive answers
to the question as to what is the origin and nature of
religion. Through totemism belated love and reverence
were bestowed upon an animal as a substitute for the
father; and this feeling for the animal as a totem and
representative of the father, was in time heightened and
thus arose the idea of God. It would seem that nothing
could more exactly meet the description of St. Paul
when he spoke of those who professing themselves to
be wise they became fools, and changed the glory of the
uncorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible
man, and to birds and four-footed beasts, and creeping
things. The theory has been exceptionally devastating to
the minds of college youth.

The Philosophy of Religion. Having pointed out the
contributions made by the History and Psychology of
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Religion, we must now examine briefly the manner in
which the philosophy of religion has built upon these
fundamental presuppositions its various explanations
of religion. These are necessary, first, in order to a proper
understanding of the true nature of religion; and second,
as a basis for the discrimination between a true and false
emphasis of religion i the conduct of the Christian life.

The philosophy of religion has a different function
from the science of religion. The former deals with the
mental processes of inward development, while the lat-
ter is concerned with material processes of outward de-
velopment. Comparative religion relies upon the simi-
larities found in a community of experience, while the
philosophy of religion is concerned with the eternal prin-
ciple of religion which is manifested within itself. Neither
of these can tell what religion is, but only the form in
which it manifests itself. Nor can these afford assurance
in personal religious experience. At best they can serve
only as confirmatory evidences and furnish means of
expression. Personal religion can be known only by the
religious themselves, and carries with it the assurance
of the truth of their convictions. He that believeth on
the Son of God hath the witness in himself (I John
5:10). But religion is never belief alone. The just shall
live by faith (Gal. 3:11). Life is equally fundamental
with faith, and the adjustments of life are an essential
element in religion. The broad fact, to which all religion
bears witness, is a belief in a higher order, proper rela-
tion to which is essential to the right adjustments of
life. Here is a sufficient basis for the philosophy of re-
ligion, but we are concerned primarily with religion
itself and the possibilities contained in it for the develop-
ment of a theistic and Christian conception of God. Thus
we lay the foundations upon which we shall later build
our theistic arguments, and gather the material which
we shall use in our criticism of the antitheistic theories.

Waterhouse in his Modern Theories of Religion re-
views nine developments in the philosophy of religion.
These are (I )Religion as Feeling: Schleiermacher; (II)
Personal Monism: Lotze; (III) Religious Conceptions as
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Value Judgments: Ritschl; (IV) The Transcendental
Philosophy of Religion: the Neo-Hegelians; (V) Mysti-
cism as a Religious Philosophy: Dean Inge; (VI) The
Ethical Philosophy of Religion: Martineau; (VII) The
Religious Philosophy of Activism: Eucken; (VIII) Prag-
matism as a Religious Philosophy: William James; (IX)
Personal Idealism: Rashdall. It would take us too far
afield to study these various developments, and, further-
more, it is aside from our purpose.

Schleiermacher (1768-1834) paved the way for the
modern developments in the philosophy of religion.
“Wherever a philosophy of religion is found,” says
Waterhouse, “which arises from the psychology of re-
ligious experience, there is a line which runs direct,
through many junctions of converging tracts to the fer-
vent speculation of Schleiermacher.” He was- the first
to analyze and evaluate religion for its own sake. Pre.
vious to his time, little was known of the true inward-
ness of religion except among the mystics; since his time,
no philosophy or theology can reckon without it. Schlei-
ermacher was brought up among the Moravians at Halle
and was early the recipient of a profound religious ex-
perience. His entire system of theology and his phi-
losophy as well, were dominated by his desire to give ex-
pression to the work of divine grace in his own soul. But
anchored to this intense religious experience, he allowed
himself to wander in the fields of philosophical specu-
lation, so that he has been aptly characterized as “the
union of a pious soul with a philosophical mind.” The
Moravian influence, therefore, did more than create
through Wesley, his contemporary, a revival of religion;
it created through Schleiermacher, a revival of religious
philosophy. The evangelical revival and the new epoch
in philosophy, heralded by Schleiermacher, may be justly
regarded as two sides of one and the same fact.

Like W , Schleiermacher found it necessary to break with the
Moravian brethren, but the breach was caused by his intellectual in-
ence rather than lgl any revolt from their spirit or from their
methods. The letters whi between him and his father at the
time he had decided to break with the Brethren and was pleading to
be allowed to enter the wider ere of the University, show clearly
enough the agony that he suffered.—Cf. SeLeIE, Schleirmacher, pp. 16, 17.
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Religion is, according to Schleiermacher, a “feeling of
dependence.” It neither seeks like metaphysics to de-
termine and explain the universe, nor like morals to
advance and perfect the universe through the power of
freedom. The feeling of dependence leads immediately
to the thought of God upon which the soul must depend.
Religious knowledge, therefore, is “the immediate con-
sciousness of the universal existence of all finite things
in and through the Infinite, and of all temporal things
in and through the Eternal.” It is to have life and to
know life in immediate feeling. When this is found, re-
ligion is satisfied, when it hides itself, there is unrest
and anguish, extremity and death (Cf. Reden p. 36).
Out of this conscious knowledge of a sense of depend-
ence and a personal relationship with the divine is built
up a philosophy of religion.

Hegel (1770-1831) regarded religion as absolute
knowledge. It is the relation of spirit to Absolute Spirit,
and it is the Spirit only which knows and is known. Re-
ligion, therefore, becomes the standpoint for the con-
sciousness of the True, and God is this Absolute Truth.
God is conceived by Hegel, not as a Supreme Being who
is back of all experience, God is rather in all experience.
It may be said that the sum total of all finite experience
is the Mind of God. There is according to this theory
but one experience—that of the Absolute. The finite
is merely an essential moment in the experience of the
Infinite. Religion is not so much our knowledge of

God, as God coming to a knowledge of himself through

Waterhouse maintains that Schleiermacher finds the birth chamber
of religion in the mysterious moment immediately prior to the breaking
forth of consciousness, an instant so momentary that it can scarcely be
described as an instant—a term which implies at least a fraction of
time, in which sense and object are one and indistinguishable, when
there arises the first contact of the universal life with an individual and
in Schleiermacher’s own words “you lie directly on the bosom of the
infinite world.” It should be constantly borne in mind that for him,
feeling stands primarily for the unity of consciousness, in which the
ogjosition of knowledge passing through feeling to will, and will through
feeling to knowledge, the common relation to feeling forming the bond
of connection between them. The sphere of religion is found in this uni-
fying element of feeling. He therefore regards sin as the conflict and
salvation as the reconciliation between the God-consciousness and the
world consciousness, and this is accomplished by Christ who
the God-consciousness in absolute measure, thereby establ His
perfection and His divinity.
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finite experience. It is a function of the human spirit
through which it comes to know the universe, or what
is equally true, the Absolute coming to full conscious-
ness of itself. The universe therefore is to be conceived
as a single huge process in which the Absolute is con-
stantly coming to consciousness, or in Hegel’s words,
“the Divine Spirit’s knowledge of itself through the
mediation of a finite spirit.” Thus is built up on the
fundamental concept of religion, a system of monism
closely related to ancient gnosticism. Nor does it differ
greatly from the Stoicism of the ancient Greeks. In
modern philosophy, Spinoza and Hegel are closely related
in their theories of a single Substance.

Ritschl (1822-1889) followed Schleiermacher and
Hegel, but discounted philosophy as being detrimental to
religion. His system has been characterized as “anti-
dogmatic, antimystical and antimetaphysical.” While
Schleiermacher regards religion as feeling, and Hegel
as knowledge, Ritschl regards it more from the yolitional
standpoint as power. Starting from the fundamental
concept of religion, he draws a sharp distinction between
the nature of things in themselves on the one hand, and
what they mean for us, on the other. Science and phi-
losophy attempt to explain the nature of things, and
therefore deal with what he calls “existential judg-
ments.” This, however, is not the only way in which an
object may be judged. Instead of inquiring as to its
nature, we may ask, “What does it mean for us?”’ From
this standpoint it takes on meaning as it affects the sub-
ject. This is a “value-judgment.” Science and philoso-
phy are concerned with the former, but religion is ex-
pressed in value-judgments. Thus he swings over from
the idea of feeling or knowledge to that of volition, and

William Adams Brown points out that the sudden downfall of Hegel-
ianism is one of the most striking facts in the history of philosophy.
There were two tendencies, one which tended to identify religion and
philosophy and developed into a critical movement. The other tended to
monch the positions of traditional theology. Men like Daub and

heinecke attempted to make Christianity the final synthesis, but
the elements of conservatism were even overpowered by those
morendlcal.Dr.BmwnlndlcatesﬂuttheeLrest ression of this
destructive tendency is found in Feuerbach’s Essence ofgumwy.
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religion becomes a practical affair. “In every religion,”
he says, “what is sought with the help of the super-
natural spiritual power reverenced by man, is a solution
of the contradiction in which man finds himself, as both
a part of the world of nature and a spiritual personality
claiming to dominate nature. For in the former role
he is a part of nature, dependent upon her, subject to
her, and confined by other things; but as spirit he is
moved by the impulse to maintain his independence
against them. In this juncture, religion springs up as
faith in superhuman spiritual powers, by whose help the
power which man possesses of himself is in some way
supplemented, and elevated into a unity of its own kind
which is a match for the pressure of the natural world
(Cf. RrrscHL, Justification and Reconciliation, p. 199).

Edward Caird (1835-1908) and John Caird (1820-
1898) are commonly known, together with Thomas Hill
Green, as Neo-Hegelians. Following the customary
Hegelian procedure, Dr. Edward Caird finds in conscious
life, a thesis, the self; an antithesis, a not-self or the ob-
jective world; and a synthesis which is God. He differs
from Hegel, however, in that he does not make this triad
in consciousness, but is more closely related to Lotze,
who identifies God with the principle of unity. He sets
out from the basic principle of religion to demonstrate
the necessity of God, and he does this by interpreting
religion as a rational consciousness. The principle, then,
out of which the consciousness of God arises, is as much
a primary element of knowledge as our consciousness of
the self or of the objective world. The idea of God is
accordingly described as “the ultimate presupposition of
our consciousness.”

Martineau (1805-1900) develops an ethical philoso-
phy of religion. Here one would suppose the Kantian
idea of religion as morality would be given a modern
turn, but Martineau gives more attention to the argu-
ment from causality than he does from conscience,
though the latter is not neglected. His idea of causality
is that of Will, and that Will regarded as free. He admits
of no second causes other than that of created minds.
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Religion resolves itself, therefore, into “a conscious rela-
tion on our part, to a higher than we; and on the part of
a rational universe as large, to a higher than all” (Maz-
TINEAU, Study of Religion, II, p. 1). It consists of an in-
ward source, personally revealed, though Martineau
regards this as intuition rather than as feeling. “Just as
in perception we are immediately introduced to another
than ourselves that gives us what we feel, so in the acts
of consciousness we are immediately introduced to a
Higher than ourselves which gives us what we feel.”
“I care not,” he says, “whether this be called an im-
mediate vision of God in the experience of conscience, or
whether it is to be taken as an inference drawn from
the data they supply. It is the truth contained in them”
(MarTINEAU, Study of Religion, pp. 27, 28).

FALSE CONCEPTIONS OF RELIGION

The philosophies which have been advanced in sup-
port of religion have, in most instances, served an ad-
mirable purpose. But philosophy has a tendency to
usurp the place of religion and as such its influence is
always baneful. The false conceptions of religion to
which we call attention are such by virtue of an im-
proper synthesis of the factors of personality. True re-
ligion must call out the whole personality and in its
forms of expression represent a balanced emphasis up-
on the primary element of feeling, intellect and will.

Religion is not mere feeling. We tread on delicate
ground here, for the term feeling is used in widely dif-
ferent senses. As Schleiermacher most commonly uses
it, feeling is the unity of consciousness in which knowl-
edge and volition meet. It is not, therefore, what is com-

In order to complete his eonstrucdoﬁ Martineau produces three
reasons for the identification of the Will he has discovered behind
with the Law-giver revealed by conscience: (1) We unite

our persons subjection to both moral and physical law, bly
intertwined. (2) Our springs of action are aroused by the external
world; the data of conscience are found in life and humanity, and its
blems set by the condition these impose. (3) The discipline required
E;omoral law is enforced by physical law. .. .. These two aspects, how-
ever, the ahd the moral, are separate o in human apprehen-
sion, not in the divine existence.—MarTINEAU, Study of Religion, pp. 26fl.
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monly termed emotion, but the deep underlying source
out of which both intuition and emotion arise. Re-
ligion is neither doctrine nor ceremony, but experience.
It is deeper down than either thought or conscience. It
is to know life in immediate feeling. Those who agree
with Schleiermacher interpret his idea of feeling in the
scriptural sense of the heart or the spirit. To this there
can be no exception, but it is not always clear that
Schleiermacher uses the term feeling wholly in this
sense. Apparently he sometimes means merely organic
sensation. He argues that since “religion is feeling,”
then “feeling is religion.” Consequently he maintains
that there is in the breast of every man, that which needs
only recognition to be religion. Such a confusion of the
spiritual affections of the heart with mere organic sensa-
tion destroys the very place which religion should oc-
cupy, and reduces it from the supernatural to a mere
naturalistic plane. This position finds a modern expon-
ent in Horace Bushnell, who conceived of grace as com-
municated through the natural relations of life, and
therefore stated as a thesis, that the child should grow
up so as to never know himself other than as a Chris-
tian. This theory forms the basis of much of the present
day teaching on religious education. Religion is not a
matter of unregulated emotion, nor is it “morality tinged
with emotion.” The religion of the heart must develop
into a living consciousness through rational thinking,
and must test its validity through action—the processes
of which are induced and perfected by the conscience.
In the Pauline statement, it is Love out of a pure heart,
and a good conscience and a faith unfeigned (I Tim.
1:5) that is, the stream of perfect love, flowing out of
a pure heart, regulated by a good conscience, and kept
full and fresh and flowing by an unfeigned faith.
Religion is not mere knowledge. Hegelianism has
been a determining factor in the rationalization of relig-
ion. But it has also emptied it of its emotional content
and left it barren and unfruitful. Hegel did not entirely
ignore feeling. Like Schleiermacher, he made it the
primal element in consciousness, but he makes it too
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elemental to be of any worth. Feeling as such, he says,
is full of contradictions, the most debased as well as the
highest and noblest. The value of religion lies in its ra-
tional content. Emotion in religion therefore came un-
der the ban and the feelings were repressed until their
sources were dried up.

The Hegelian triad furnished an unworthy concept
of sin. All progress is by means of a thesis, an antithesis
and a synthesis. Evil is such on any plane merely
through contrast with its corresponding thesis. It may,
however, be conjoined with this thesis in a higher syn-
thesis, thus removing the distinctions and forming a new
and higher thesis. Sin, therefore, is merely a relative
matter. It is only partial good. It is regarded as evil,
solely because we fail to see it in its higher meanings.
It therefore becomes impossible to hold to the exceeding
sinfulness of sin as the Scriptures teach us, and thus the
whole redemptive idea is weakened. It is for this reason
that Dr. Olin A. Curtis abhors any touch of the psycho-
logical climate of naturalism. The emphasis upon devel-
opment has weakened also the belief in the crises of re-
ligion, at least in its practical outworkings. The deter-
ministic position of Hegelianism has given rise to a new
interpretation of freedom which regards man as self-
determined in the sense that his actions are the expres-
sion or realization of himself. This puts the ultimate
source of moral accountability in character, which is
regarded, not as the result of free and responsible choices,
but proceeds from man’s will as the expression of his
whole self. Qutward authority is therefore minified and
man’s will becomes his rule of life.

Religion is not simply action. We have pointed out
some of the dangers of a disproportionate emphasis up-
on feeling and knowledge as factors in religion, and it re-
mains to be shown that volition can no more lay claim
to the prime place than those just considered. Attempts
to identify religion with morality usually date back to the
philosophy of Kant with its categorical imperative. While
the two coincide, and there can be no true religion with-
out morality, nor no true morality without religion, the
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two must be clearly distinguished in thought. Morality
presupposes a capacity which has been developed by
practice, while religion is a power bestowed from above.
Morality knows no sin as such, only failure or deficiency.
Sin and repentance are distinctively religious terms.
The moral life calls for no worship and is essentially
action; religion, while manifesting itself in activity
toward men, manifests itself also in worship toward
God. Morality is primarily obedience to law; religion
is submission to a Person. Christianity forever sweeps
away all hope of justification through law, for by the
law is the knowledge of sin; but as a redemptive religion
declares that men may be justified freely by his grace
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus (Rom.
3:24). Neither ethical philosophies, metaphysical cults,
formal worship nor any other form of religion relying
upon self-righteous works can bring man to a sense of
deliverance from sin. “You are doubtless acquainted
with the histories of human follies,” cried Schleier-
macher, “and have reviewed the various structures of
religious doctrine, from the senseless fables of wanton
peoples to the most refined deism, from the rude super-
stition of human sacrifice to the ill-put-together frag-
ments of metaphysics and ethics, now called purified
Christianity, and you have found them all without
rhyme or reason. I am far from wishing to contradict
you-’!

THE NATURE OF RELIGION

Having examined the results of both the science of
religion and the philosophical developments based upon
the history and psychology of religion, we are now
able to determine more fully the true nature of religion
regarded in its most general sense. Four fundamental
characteristics appear, and these may be found, whether
in the lowest and most primitive forms of religion, orin
the supreme and final Christian religion. No form or
degree of religion is without them. First, there is the
thought of a supernatural power—God—in the religion
of revelation, or gods in the naturalistic religions.
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Second, there is a sense of need which seeks satisfac-
tion from this supernatural power. Third, there is the
idea of reverence, and the feeling that it is incumbent to
do homage in worship, and to render willing obedienee
to the supernatural. Fourth, there is some sort of as-
surance of the manifestation of God. It is evident that
the first three are dependent upon the interchange of
relations between God and man; while the fourth or
Revelation is recognized as a special favor from God.
A careful consideration of these characteristics re-
veal the fact of their necessity in religion. The Super-
natural, for instance, may be regarded as the gods in
polytheism, or even lower powers in animism, totemism,
and Shamanism. In Christianity, there is a clear idea
of the personal God as Father. The sense of need like-
wise may reach to the lowest forms of physical necessi-
ty in which divine aid is sought through superstitious
practices and for lower ends. The third likewise varies,
giving rise to heathen sacrifices on the one hand, and
on the other to the loftiest moments of prayer and adora-
tion in Christian worship. The fourth approaches the
distinctness of the Christian religion, for only in the Old
and New Testaments, given to Judaism and to Christian-
ity as parts of one revelation, do we find a true manifesta-
tion of God, and this is in turn dependent upon Christ
as the Eternal Word made flesh, thereby bringing to
man the glorious and express image of the Father.
From the time of Barnabas the early apologist, to
that of Kant in modern times, it was the custom of the
Church to draw a sharp line of demarcation between
the Christian religion and ethnic religions, declaring that
the former was true and the others totally false. The
fact that these other religions contained much of truth
was wholly overlooked. With the development of the
modern science of religion there has come a changed
attitude, and with it the recognition of the true Pauline
view so long submerged—that the Gentile religions were
“wild olive branches” as over against the cultured
branches of Judaism. But neither has St. Paul any place
for the modern syncretistic position that Christianity is
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but one among many other religions, which are equally
beneficial expressions of the profound religious nature
of man. While admitting the truth in any and all ethnic
religions, he makes a sharp distinction between these and
Christianity on a twofold basis, first the difference in
ethical quality; and second, the difference in the char-
acter of the Founder. The first is found in his condem-
nation of the heathen religions, a fact attested by all who
are familiar with the low moral tone, not only of primi-
tive religion, but also of the so-called universal religions.
The latter will form the basis of our next proposition.

From the historical viewpoint, we base our argu-
ment for the supremacy of the Christian religion over
the ethnic religions on the fact of its all inclusiveness.
Christianity is distinctive and therefore exclusive, be-
cause it is absolutely inclusive. “It is not an amalgama-
tion of other religions,” says Matheson, “but it has
in it all that is best and truest in other religions. It is the
white light that contains all the colored rays. God may
have made disclosures of truth outside of Judaism, and
did so in Balaam and Melchizedek. But while other re-
ligions have a relative excellence, Christianity is the
absolute religion that contains all excellencies.” By this
method, therefore, we take firmer ground for the dis-
tinctness and finality of the Christian religion, than is
possible by regarding it either as one religion among
many, or one over against many, and we preserve what
is true in both positions.

Christianity is the distinctive and final religion. Hav-
ing examined the false religions, it is evident that there
is and can be but one religion in the sense of embracing
all truth within itself. “Man is a religious being, in-
deed, as having the capacity for the divine life. He is
actually religious, however, only when he enters into
this living relation to God. False religions are the cari-
catures which men give to sin, or the imaginations which
men, groping after light, form of this life of the soul in
God” (Cf. StronG, Systematic Theology, I, p. 23). We
sum up our arguments for Christianity as the distinctive
and final religion in the following propositions:
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1. Christianity Is a Historic Religion. Christianity
is something more than a philosophy of religion or a cult
of worship. It is not a theory of the intellect but a re-
demptive power worked out on the plane of human his-
tory in the person of Jesus Christ, who, tested in all
points as are other men, was yet triumphant over sin
and death. It must therefore occupy a place in the his-
tory of religion, and be classified with the so-called uni-
versal religions which take their character from the
personality of their founders. The difference between
Christianity and the ethnic religions lies in the character
of the founders—the infinite stretch between the human
and the divine.

2. The Founder of Christianity Is Jesus Christ, the
Divine Son of God. Christianity takes both its distinctive
character and its exclusiveness from the personality of its
Founder. The argument of the author to the Hebrews
is essentially this: God, who at sundry times and in
divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by
the prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by
his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by
whom also he made the worlds (Heb. 1:1, 2). Here the
argument is, that in the olden time the revelation of God
was partial and imperfect in that it was mediated
through human means; now it can be perfect because
mediated through divine means. This is the essential
difference between Judaism and Christianity. The
prophets furnishing only a human mediation, the revela-
tion must therefore be external; being external it must
necessarily be ceremonial; and being ceremonial must
be preparatory. Christianity mediated through the
divine Son is internal rather than external; is spiritual
rather than ceremonial, and perfect instead of prepara-
tory. Thus Judaism with its prophetic offices could be
only preparatory to the fuller revelation of Christianity.
This is brought out clearly by St. Paul, who, being asked
what advantage the Jews have over the Gentiles, says,
Much every way; chiefly because unto them were the
oracles of God—that is, they were the intermediaries
between God and the religions of the world. They were
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thus not an end but a means—elected for a purpose.
Their condemnation lay in this, that they ceased to
regard themselves as a people with a ministry, and
made themselves an end in the revelation of God, and
consequently despised others. But the Apostle John, in
the Fourth Gospel, links the work of Christ directly to
that of the Father apart from all earthly relationships.
Choosing for his words, not the Jewish but the Greek
concepts and terminology, he declares that In the be-
ginning was the Word, and the Word was with God.

Paul’s argument has been condensed into what
amounts to a creedal statement— Qur Lord Jesus
Christ—the Lord (or kurios) signifying his divinity
as the highest term applied to deity; Jesus the human
and historical relationship, and Christ, or the anointed
one, as the office or mission of Christ.

3. Christianity Is a Redemptive Religion. Through-
out the entire New Testament, Christ is regarded in his
redemptive aspects. Perhaps the most familiar text il-
lustrative of the purpose of God in the incarnation is
that of John 3: 16, God so loved the world, that he gave
his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him
should not perish but have everlasting life. Paul makes
the soteriological aspect of Christ’s coming the thesis
of perhaps his most outstanding and systematic treatise
on theology—the Epistle to the Romans. This thesis is,
I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, for it is the
power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth.
For therein is the righteousness of God revealed from
faith to faith: as it is written, the just shall live by faith.
St. Peter likewise expresses the same profound truth.
Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
which according to his abundant mercy hath begotten
us again unto a lively hope by the resurrection of Jesus
Christ from the dead, to an inheritance incorruptible,
and undefiled, and that fadeth not away, reserved in
heaven for you, who are kept by the power of God
through faith unto salvation ready to be revealed in the
last time (I Peter 1:3-5). To Paul and Peter and John,
Christianity was not simply a doctrine but a power. To
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the Jews it might appear a stumblingblock, and to the
Greeks foolishness, but to the saved, Christ was the
power of God and the wisdom of God. Christ they re-
garded not solely as a prophet, or a teacher, or a great
man, but as a redeemer. Much that passes for the gospel
therefore is no more than a system of ethics, or a pro-
found philosophy of life. Anything which stops short
of the power of God in salvation, stops short of the place
where the message of Christ becomes a gospel.



CHAPTER VI

THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION

Christian Theology is based upon the revelation of
God in Christ, the record of which, in both its preliminary
and its perfect stages, is given in the Scriptures of the Old
and New Testaments. Referring the reader to our basic
assumptions concerning the relation of the written word
to that of the Personal and Eternal Word, as found in our
discussion of the Scriptures, we may here in an intro-
ductory way speak of revelation and the Christian faith
as the objective and subjective forms of God’s disclosure
of Himself to man. But Revelation refers them to God
as the Revealer, while the Christian faith regards them
as received by men. It is well to keep this before us in our
discussions, for thus we preserve intact, both the formal
and the material principles of revelation. What God is
pleased to make known, man’s acceptance makes his
faith. Both the revelation and the Christian faith are
coincident with the Scriptures. We do not say identical,
for Christian Theology must ever make Christ, the Liv-
ing and Eternal Word, the supreme revelation of God.
But the Holy Scriptures as the true and inerrant record
of the Personal Word, and the medium of continued ut-
terance through the Holy Spirit, must'in a true and deep
sense become the formal aspect of the one true and per-
fect revelation. Regarding the Scriptures, therefore, as
the formal Rule of Faith, our subject divides itself natur-
ally into three main divisions: (I) The Nature of the
Christian Revelation; or ReveraTiON; (II) The Origin of
the Christian Revelation, or INSPIRATION OF THE ScRIP-
TURES; and (III) The Evidences of the Christian Faith,
or THE CaNoN oF HoLY SCRIPTURE.

By revelation, in the broader sense of the term, is
meant every manifestation of God to the consciousness
of man, whether through nature and the course of
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human history, or through the higher disclosures of the
Incarnate Word and the Holy Scriptures. It thus be-
comes at once, “the most elementary and the most com-
prehensive word of our theological system.” It is cus-
tomary to divide the subject broadly into (I) General
Revelation; and (II) Special Revelation. Other terms
used to express this twofold division are Natural and
Supernatural, or External and Internal Revelation. Mac-
Pherson suggests the use of the terms Mediate and Im-
mediate—the former being that made indirectly through
the various mediating agencies and instrumentalities,
the latter, the revelation made immediately to the spirit-
ual nature of man. While these divisions are more or
less conventional, they are distinctions admitted by the
Scriptures themselves (Psalm 19, Romans 1:20, 2:15,
Acts 14:17, 17:22-31) ; and the later and higher revela-
tions of divine truth instead of abrogating them, seem to
set them out in clearer light.

GENERAL REVELATION

By General Revelation as the term is used in theol-
ogy, we mean that disclosure of Himself which God
makes to all men—in nature, in the constitution of the
mind, and in the progress of human history. There is a
tendency frequently found among certain classes of the-
ologians, to regard revelation as the divine aspect, of
that which from the human plane may be viewed as the
ordinary learning process. Thus Lipsius states that all
revelation, both as to its form and its contents, is at once
supernatural and natural; supernatural because it is
the effect of the Divine Spirit in man, natural because
it operates both psychologically and historically through
consciousness regarded as embraced within the spiritual
nature of man. MacPherson calls attention to this fal-
lacy, and warns us that it resolves itself into practically
a deistical theory of God and the universe. More mod-
ern views of inspiration, as being merely differences in
degree rather than in kind, have likewise proved detri-
mental to a right conception of the Holy Scriptures.
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From the scriptural standpoint, however, the two terms
amokaAwjns or an “unveiling,” and ¢avépwos or a “show-
ing forth” or “making known” are applied to the mys-
teries of religion solely, and not to the mere discoveries
made slowly and gradually through the intellectual pro-
cesses of learning.

We have now to set forth in an enlarged manner, the
results of the investigations learned in the science and
philosophy of religion. These furnish undisputed evi-
dence of the universality of religion, and of its ground in
the nature and constitution of man. The philosophy of
religion has shown that this natural religiousness of man
is itself a revelation, and in its unfoldings, directly and of
necessity leads to the revelation of the objective existence
of God. Religion takes its moral character from the fact
of conscience, by which man knows the fundamental
distinction between right and wrong, and this leads
immediately to the nature of the Supreme Being as holy.
We approach the subject from a different angle, but we
reach the same results when we use the term Revelation
instead of Religion. Revelation in its general sense is
made to man, (I) through nature, (II) through the con-
stitution of man himself; and (III) through the progress
of human history.

Revelation through Nature. Here we mean the dis-
closure of God through the physical universe considered
apart from man. This we have already pointed out in
our discussion of nature as a source of theology. The
argument need not be repeated. Nature is filled with the
Divine Spirit and reveals God as the atmosphere is filled
with sunlight and reveals the sun. But the language
of nature falls upon darkened intellects and dulled sensi-
bilities and must be read in the dim light of a vitiated

In this more general application other words are used besides
awoxdAvyus or revelation: such as gwrifer or the light of the Son in human
reason which lighteth every man that cometh into the world; ¢arepovr,
or the declaration of the divine glory in the universe, and of the testimony
of the Supreme to all men which may be manifest (Rom. 1:19) and to the
providential guidance of the Gentiles before whom He left not himself
without a witness ofx apdprupor (Acts 14:17). All of these lower and more

restricted or improper revelations and methods of revelation are taken
up into Revelation proper.—Pore, Compend Chr, Th,, I, pp. 38, 37.
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spiritual nature. However, as Ewald points out, “the
more God is otherwise known, the more this whole
infinite, visible creation declares His invisible glory,
and reveals His hidden nature and will,” and to this the
testimony of every spiritually renewed soul bears joyful
witness.

It may be well to call attention to the fact also, that
otherwise extraordinary experiences become through
frequent repetition common and ordinary, and thereby
lose the aspect of the miraculous. The most illuminat-
ing presentation of this fact which we have found is
by Dr. Samuel Harris of Yale in his Self-revelation of
God—an older work but a rich apologetic for Christian
Theology. ‘“Persons sometimes imagine,” he says, “that
if God had revealed Himself continually and to all men
by working miracles before them, it would have been
impossible to doubt His existence. But miracles are pre-
sented to the senses, and therefore, like the familiar
works of nature are a veil which hides God while re-
vealing Him; the mind must pass through them; just as
it passes through the sensible phenomena of nature, to
the God unseen and spiritual, behind the veil. And if
miracles were as common as summer showers and rain-
bows, they would attract no more attention than they.
It is sometimes thought that if God should habitually re-
veal Himself in theophanies such as the Bible records,
doubt would be no longer possible. But even in the
theophanies the prophets did not see God; they saw only
signs and symbols through which their spiritual eyes
saw what can be only spiritually discerned. Ezekiel
saw a cloud coming out of the north with whirlwind
and with infolding fire and flashing lightning; and from
its amber brightness a crystal firmament evolved borne
on four cherubim, with wheels of beryl so high that
they were dreadful, and all moving with flashing light
and, to the very wheels, instinct with the spirit of life.
On the firmament was a sapphire throne, and on the
throne the appearance of a man. But if that vision
should rise on our view every morning from the north,
wherein would that miniature firmament reveal God
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any more than the sun which rises every morning in
the east, or the firmament with its thousands of stars
which wheels majestically above us every night? What
theophany presented to the senses can open to view

energies, such swiftness of motion, such greatness
and such fineness of being, such grand and harmonious
systems, such powers instinct with the spirit of life, such
manifestations of reason, such manifestations of God, as
science is disclosing in the physical universe itself. We
discover also a certain limitation in the nature of things
to the revelation of God through words. Some may think
it would be a great help to faith if “GOD IS LOVE”
were written across the sky in letters of stars. We might
ask in what language it should be written, and might
suggest that such an arrangement would imply that the
earth is the center of the universe, and that all other
worlds exist for it. But were the words written thus,
it would still be only an orderly arrangement of the stars
through which the mind must look to read its signifi-
cance; and such orderly arrangements we see everywhere
in nature. How immeasurably more significant the reve-
lation of His love which God has made in the life and
self-sacrificing love of Jesus the Christ. .. .. So the words
of the prophets and apostles fall without significance on
the ear, until God by His divine action has disclosed their
meaning. The hearer must first know God by his own
experience of God’s grace, or by his knowledge of God’s
action in nature, or in human history, or above all in
Christ, in order to understand the prophet’s communica-
tion” (Harris, Self-revelation of God, pp. 70, 71). Here
we anticipate our argument for the necessity of a supple-
mentary revelation.

The Revelation of God in the Nature and Constitu-
tion of Man. The next stage in natural revelation is to
be found in the nature and constitution of man himself.
Man knows himself to be a spiritual, personal being, and
in the unity of this personality, he finds three moments
or aspects of his being, that of intellect, feeling and will.
Man knows himself also to have a conscience, from which
arises a sense of duty to an over Master or Lord. Nor
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can the root word be entirely overlooked. Conscience
is the knowing along with someone. We may say, there-
fore, that consciousness is the self, apprehending the
world and thereby distinguishing itself from the world;
and we may say that conscience is the self apprehend-
ing God and thereby distinguishing itself from God.
It knows further that as a person it is made for fellow-
ship with the Supreme Person. In thinking of creation,
the self posits a Creator; and in the idea of preservation,
it posits a Ruler. But we are not through with this mat-
ter of conscience. Dr. Phineas F. Bresee in his chapel
addresses frequently referred to Carlyle’s definition
which he would ask the students to repeat with him,
commenting on the importance of each word. Con-
science is “that Somewhat or Someone within us which
pronounces as to the rightness or wrongness of the choice
of motives.” Were the word “Somewhat” omitted, he
asserted, we should have Isaiah’s definition of con-
science. What is this which is a very part of our being,
which when we have done our best to identify it with
our own inner impulses, and know that however in-
timately it is related to our selfhood, it is not of our
earth-born nature, nor is it an individual possession,
but is in its essence, timeless and eternal? Nor is this in-
ner reality impersonal, a mere abstraction or quality,
but “a vital, concrete personal Presence.” This is what
Dr. Bresee sought to impress upon those who were so
fortunate as to sit under his ministry. We are driven to
the conclusion, that as consciousness is that quality of
the self which knows itself in relation to external things,
and cannot exist apart from its object in the temporal
order; so also conscience cannot exist without a Personal
Object in the timeless and eternal order.

Referring again to the elements of personality, we
may say that God is known to man through his reason,
both immediately in his consciousness and mediately
through the universe. It is a necessary intuition of the
mind. “By a necessary intuition,” says Dr. Miley, “we
mean one that springs immediately from the constitution
of the mind, and that, under proper conditions, must so
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spring” (MiLEy, Syst. Th., I, p. 68). These revelations
are not merely products of thought. “As everywhere
diffused daylight comes from the reflection of the light
of the sun from the atmosphere and innumerable ob-
jects, the mind is illuminated with intelligence by
thought reflected from innumerable points of reality
around it.” Goethe says, “All thinking in the world does
not bring us to thought. We must be right by nature,
so that good thoughts may come before us like free chil-
dren of God, and cry, ‘Here we are!”” These thoughts
are reflected from the objects of the physical and moral
universe, and reveal the spiritual and divine that is in
them. “So in the spiritual life,” continues Dr. Harris,
“the knowledge of God is not originated by thinking,
but presupposes revelation. And there is a spiritual in-
sight which sees into the significance of the reality re-
vealed. In the revelation of God in Christian conscious-
ness, the humblest mind has a vision of God and of the
universe in relation to Him, which ungodly genius with
all its powers cannot see” (Cf. Harris, Self-revelation
of God, p. 87).

We must not allow a mechanistic psychology, or an
agnostic philosophy to tie us down to the earth, nor
must we lose the sense of reality through a false ideal-
ism. “Rationalism dug so deep for a foundation for
faith,” says Dr. Buckham, “that it was buried under the
soil upon which it should have built. Absolute Ideal-
ism spurned the earth and has always remained in the
air.” Man is at once a creature in nature, and a personal
being transcending nature. The Scriptures tell us that
he is the highest of the created earthly creatures from
the physical standpoint, and also that God breathed into
his nostrils the breath of life and man became a living
soul. In this he is the recipient of an imparted life and
thus a son of God. Dr. Harris uses the terms “natural”
and “supernatural” in this connection, but he does so by
limiting the term “supernatural” to its strictly literal
meaning as being “above nature,” not as divine. The
contrast between the human and the divine he thinks
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is better expressed by the terms “finite” and “infinite.”
“Man, therefore, as a personal and spiritual being is
supernatural. He knows in himself reason and free will
and rational motives, the essential attributes of a super-
natural or spiritual being. As a spirit, he is like God
who is a Spirit; he participates in reason the same as
God, the eternal Reason; he recognizes as imperative
in his own reason the same law of love which God
commands, he can love like God. Thus he has some-
thing in common with God, while as to his physical
" organization he is in nature as really as the trees, is
sensitive to its action on him, and so knows it in his con-
scious experience. In his spirit he is supernatural, is
sensitive to the action of the supernatural on him, and
knows it in his conscious experience. Thus he knows
two systems in the universe, the natural and the spirit-
ual or supernatural. . ... His consciousness is the center
upon which the powers of nature converge and reveal
themselves; it is likewise the center on which the powers
of the spiritual system converge, and in which they
reveal themselves. Thus he has knowledge of the sys-
tem of nature and of the rational and moral system, and
of their unity in the universe, which is the manifestation
of God. The unity of the two appears in the subordina-
tion of nature to spirit and its harmony with it as the
sphere in which it acts and through which it is revealed.
If the physical organization of man is but the form and
medium through which the human spirit reveals itself,
if all nature is but the form and medium in and through
which God and the spiritual system are revealed, the
antagonism between nature and the supernatural dis-
appears, but the distinction between them remains; and
man by virtue of his spiritual and supernatural powers
is participant in the light of the Divine Reason, and is
capable of knowing God and communing with Him, of
knowing the supernatural and participating in it. Thus
man is at once a supernatural being in a supernatural or
spiritual environment, and a participant of nature in a
physical environment. If we once grasp this reality it
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will be impossible to doubt that his spiritual environ-
ment may reveal itself in his consciousness through his
spiritual sensibilities or susceptibilities, as his physical
environment reveals itself through his senses. The spirit
will no longer be conceived as ghostly or ghastly, but as
essentially and distinctively human” (Harris, Self-
revelation of God, pp. 85, 86).

The Revelation of God in History. The progress of
human history reveals the purpose of God in a higher
manner than is possible in the constitution of a single
individual. This fact, which forms the basis of the
teleological argument concerning the existence of God,
must likewise be unfolded in our discussion of the sub-
ject of Divine Providence. It is sufficient here, however,
to deal only with those aspects which will not be in-
cluded in the later discussions. History is not a discon-
nected series of events. History belongs to human voli-
tion. It is a record of what men have done. But there
is an inner directing Presence in history and an Authori-
tative Will above it which directs all to an expressed
goal, a fullness of time. This goal is the coming of the
Word made flesh, the Incarnate Son of God standing
out on the plane of human history as God manifest in the
flesh. In the light of this historical fact, we are able to
look back through the pages of history and recognize
purpose in its events; and we are able to read the words
of the prophets and see their predictions fulfilled. But
as the central point of all history, He has had His impress
upon it. “The striking and significant fact concerning
this fresh illumination of the Jesus of history is that He
proves so real and so magnetic to the world of today.
Many centuries separate Him from us; mighty changes
have swept across the intervening generations; civiliza-
tion has moved on through diverse periods and vast de-
velopments, but the Man of Nazareth is the same yes-
terday, today and forever in His hold upon men. Above

MacPherson emphasizes the fact that although revelation is a spiritual
communication to man, it is not concerned with natural know! and
therefore does not take into consideration the niceties of a metaphysical

or psychological kind, but only with the facts that bear upon the relation
of man to God (Cf. MacPuErsoN, Chr. Dogm., p. 20).
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the now curious and outgrown ideas of His time, the
meager life, the archaic customs, He rises supremely
real, supremely commanding and supremely winsome”
(BuckuamMm, Christ and the Eternal Order, p. 65). His-
tory in its clearer light of the revealed Christ, sheds its
searching rays back along the path and we see that He
was in the world, and the world was made by him, and
the world knew him not. As in the metaphysical realm,
He was the Light that lighteth every man coming into
the world, and yet a Light which shined in the darkness,
and the darkness apprehended it not; so in the course of
human history he was forever coming to His own, yet
His own received Him not. This “somewhat” proves to
be in clearer light a “some one,” who as the pre-existent
and eternal Word, in whose image man was made, by
whose power the worlds were formed, and by whose
presence the course of history has developed in spite of
the darkness and antagonism of sin; so this One must
continue until, according to the Scriptures, all things are
gathered together in one, both in heaven and in earth,
even in Him (Eph. 1:10).

Watson tell us that Revelation gives information on those subjects
which most immediately concern the Divine Government. It must,
therefore, (1) contain e.xplicit information on those important sub-
jects on which mankind had most greatly and most fa erred. (2)
That it should accord with the principles of former revelations, given to
men in the same state of guilt and moral incapacity as we find them in
the present day. (3) That it should have a satisfactory external authenti-
cation. (4) That it should contain provisions for its effectual promulga-
tion among all classes of men. The Christian Revelation therefore must
give us a knowledge of God’s will, the knowledge of the Mediator be-
tween God and man, Divine Providence, the chief good of man, his im-
mortality and accountability and the future state (WaTson, Institutes, I,
PpP. 62, 63).

The writers of the medizval period made this distinction: Natural
religion gives truths which can be learned by the unaided reason;
Revelation is concerned with truths which are beyond the power of
n{;;nu;:l reason. l}latuirnl Theology, however, has senernlly gone too far

claiming for its arguments a stronger and more coercive

than righ attaches to it; and (2)themumpﬁonthatﬂnve£:w
lies wholly without the realm of reason. Thomas uinas maintained
t.hat revelation operates through an inward light, which exalts the mind

rception of those things which it cannot of itself attain. Just
u l.nte ence, therefore, is assured of what it knows by the light of
reason, so in the realm of revelation it has an assurance by means of this
inward supernatural light.
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SPECIAL REVELATION

By Special Revelation we refer to the redemptive
purpose of God manifested in Christ Jesus, as over
against the more general revelation of His power as
manifested in His creative works. Some have objected
to the idea of a special revelation as being derogatory to
the wisdom of God in that it appears to represent Him as
mending or supplementing the former disclosures of
Himself. The objection is not valid. God created the
earth as a theater for the activities of men as personal
beings, who indeed as to their bodies are an integral
part of nature, but who in their spiritual beings tran-
scend nature and form a spiritual fellowship. General
revelation is basic and fundamental, but from the very
nature of things, implies a revelation on a higher and
personal plane. Thus by the union of these two forms
of revelation, man comes to know God not as mere law,
or as force working through law, but as a Supreme Per-
sonality, who is not only capable of entering into fellow-
ship with men, but who has created men specifically
for communion with Himself. Again, since man has
been created for personal fellowship with God, it is ra-
tional to suppose that He would make disclosures of
Himself through human personality beyond those pos-
sible through restricted and impersonal nature. Finally,
the fact that sin entered the world as an event later than
the creative fiat, necessitates a special revelation if God’s
attitude toward sin is to be understood, and His purpose
of redemption effectually made known to men. As a
corollary to this last position, a special revelation is
necessary, because divine tuition must contend against
the abnormal consequences of sin as discovered in the
apathy, perversity and spiritual darkness which charac-
terize the minds of men. “A single glance,” says Shel-
don, “at the tragedy of human sin and folly, ought to
dissipate the fiction that nature affords an adequate
revelation for man in his actual condition. It may indeed
be sufficient to involve a measure of responsibility, but
it is not sufficient to supply the highest motive power or
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the most efficient guidance” (SueLpoN, System of Chr.
Doct., p. 73).

Strictly speaking we have here three grades of
revelation—that made through impersonal nature, that
made through man as a personal being in a peculiar
sense transcending nature; and lastly that made through
Jesus Christ as the Incarnate Word of God. It is evident,

“therefore, that the spiritual nature of man becomes the

theater for the special revelation of God. Regarded
from the lower standpoint, man represents the culmin-
ation of the revelation of God through Nature. Viewed
from above, human nature becomes the organ of the
Divine Revelation through Christ. In man, the human
spirit rests in nature; in Christ the divine rests in the
human. From the days of the early Church, there has
been a speculative interest in the question as to whether
or not Christ would have become incarnate in order to
perfect the revelation of God through man, or whether
He came solely in His redemptive purpose and power.
However we view the question two comings are in-
volved—one in humiliation, due to sin; the other a
second coming in glory without sin unto salvation.
Whether this second coming would have become a first,
had sin not entered the world, can be only a matter of
private conjecture. We are on safe ground, however,
when we consider the revelation of God in Christ in its
profoundest depths as an unfolding of the redemptive
purpose of God.

In thus limiting the idea of a special revelation to
the unfolding of the eternal counsel of God as it con-
cerns the redemption of men through Christ, we bring
before us three salient points. First, the redemptive
purpose of God as revealed in Christ; second, the per-
fected Scriptures as the final testimony of Jesus to sin-
ful men; and third, the coincidence of these with the
Christian Faith.

Christ’s Redemptive Mission. Only in a preliminary
manner, and as it is directly concerned with the reveal-
ing work of Christ, do we call attention to the nature of
His mission. ‘“Revelation proper,” says Pope, “is con-



THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION 137

secrated to the mystery hid with Christ in God, the one
secret which it unfolds.” To this the prophets bear wit-
ness, and it is common burden of both our Lord and His
apostles. Christ himself is the sum of all revelation,
the brightness of his glory, and the express image of
his person, and upholding all things by the word of his
power (Heb. 1:3). The incarnation is referred to as the
mystery of godliness (I Tim. 3:16); and Christ is him-
self called the Mystery of God (Col. 2:2) in whom are
hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge (Col.
2:3). St. Paul tells us that the knowledge of the glory
of God is seen in the face of Jesus Christ (II Cor. 4:6).
John sounds a deep and authoritative note in the pro-
logue to the Fourth Gospel especially in such verses as
In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with
God and the Word was God (John 1:1); and again, No
man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son
which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared
him (1:18). And in another place, He that hath seen
me hath seen the Father (John 14:9). Matthew like-
wise tells us that no man knoweth the Son, but the Fa-
ther; neither knoweth any man the Father, save the
Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him
(Matt. 11:27). In Christ, all the prophets with their
lamps, all the priests with their altars and sacrifices,
and all the kings with their thrones and scepters, are lost
in Him who is our Prophet, Priest and King.

The Scriptures Contain and Are the Word of God.
Christ was Himself the full and perfect revelation of the
Father—the effulgence of His glory and the express or
exact image of His Person. His testimony is the spirit of
prophecy—the last word of all objective revelation. It
is because this testimony is perfected in the Scriptures,
that they become the Word of God objectified. Dorner
maintains that neither faith nor the Scriptures but
only God in Christ, and in the Holy Spirit, is the prin-
ciple of the existence of Christianity (principium es-
sendi), while faith is primarily the principle of the
knowledge of Christianity (principium cognoscendi);
and that for dogmatic theology, faith with its contents
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appropriated from the Scriptures, constitutes the im-
mediate material. On the contrary, we must hold with
MacPherson, that it is not faith with the Scriptures as its
content, but the Scriptures, as the record of divine reve-
lation, which claim acceptance from man. When received
by faith in God who therein reveals Himself, the Scrip-
tures become the principle of knowledge, and the Rule
of Faith. Francke’s position against which Dorner ar-
gues, is much more in harmony with the Protestant doc-
trine of the Holy Scriptures, which makes the Scriptures
the principium cognoscendi objectivum, and then places
the believing subject alongside, co-ordinated with the
Scriptures as the principium cognoscendi subjectivum.
God himself, then as the principium essendi, binds these
two together into ultimate unity. ‘“Christianity thus
owes its existence to Christ, the revealer of God, but the
knowledge of Christianity is immediately set forth in the
Scriptures, which must be received and understood by
the heart and mind of the believer” (Cf. MACPHERSON,
Chr. Dogm., p. 27).

The Scriptures and the Christian Faith. The Revela-
tion of God given to man in the Holy Scriptures, be-
comes the Christian faith when received by him. We
must therefore regard the body of truth as addressed
primarily to the principle of faith, and secondarily as
presenting its credentials to reason in order to win the
assent of those who are not yet of the household of
faith. Concerning the first, we must now discuss more
at length (I) The Christian Book and (II) The Chris-
tian Faith. Concerning the second we must give at-
tention to (III) The Credentials of Revelation with its
subtopics.

THE CHRISTIAN BOOK

The first subject in any discussion of the Christian
revelation must of necessity be the Christian Book since
here alone are to be found its documentary records.
This leads us immediately to a consideration of the na-
ture and function of the Scriptures as the oracles of God.
Christ the Personal Word was Himself the full and final



THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION 139

revelation of the Father. He alone is the true Revealer.
Not merely His words and acts, but He himself as mani-
fested in His words and acts. In this sense it may be
truly said that “the Oracle and the oracles are one.”
To rightly understand, then, the nature and function of
the Bible, it must be viewed as occupying an intermedi-
ate position between the primary revelation of God in
nature, and the perfect revelation of God in Christ—the
Personal Word. If we place at the very center of Reve-
lation the idea of the Eternal Word, and draw about it a
series of concentric circles, the first and nearest would
represent the Word incarnate or the revelation of God
in Christ the Personal Word. The second circle farther
removed would represent the Bible as the written Word.
It is in this sense that the Bible is at once the Word of
God and the record of that Word. The Gospels were
given to us by the evangelists who, under the inspiration
of the Spirit, recorded the words and deeds of the Christ
in the flesh. The Acts, the Epistles and the Apocalypse
were given by the direct energizing of the Spirit, in ful-
fillment of Christ’s purpose to give the Church the Scrip-
tures of the New Testament as supplementary to, and a
completion of, the Old Testament. It is evident, then,
that the Bible bears the same relation to the Living and
Personal Word, that our words spoken and recorded
bear to our own persons. The third and outer circle
would represent the revelation of God in nature and the
created universe. In order, therefore, to correctly under-
stand the Bible as the written Word, we must estimate
it in its relation to nature on the one hand, and the Per-
sonal Word on the other.

The Relation of the Bible to Nature. The revelation
of God in the Holy Scriptures is not meant to supersede
His revelation in nature but to supplement it. It is im-
portant that we keep before us, constantly, the fact that
the mind rises to spiritual conceptions through the use
of material things. That was not first which is spiritual,
but that which is natural: and afterward that which is
spiritual (I Cor. 15:46). What did we know of spirit-
ual things when we were children? And how could we
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ever have learned them, had it not been for the analogy
of earthly things? Is not this the meaning of Jesus of
whom it is recorded that without a parable spake he
not unto them? (Matt. 13:34). When Jesus would
lead His disciples into the deeper truths of the Spirit, He
pointed to the lilies by the roadside, the grass of the
field, the sparrows. From these observations He leads
not directly to spiritual truth, but first to the realm of
historical fact and then to spiritual values. Consider
the lilies of the field—this is His primary observation,
the basis of all scientific investigation. Solomon in all
his glory was not arrayed like one of these—this is the
realm of secondary or historical knowledge. How much
more shall your heavenly Father clothe you—this is
the spiritual value which forms the ultimate goal of His
instruction—a knowledge of the Father and personal
trust in Him. There is a deep and profound philosophy
here. The Earth and the Bible are God’s two texts, each
having its place, time and function in progressive reve-
lation. Nature is the primary source of knowledge, the
Bible is the supplementary source. Nature proposes
mysterious questions, and the Bible in so far as it is
understood. solves them. The Bible furnishes us with
ideals, Nature gives us the tools with which to work
them out. The one tells us of His eternal power and
Godhead, the other of His mercy and love. Without the
Bible the universe would be a riddle; without Nature,
the Bible would be meaningless. When Nicodemus de-
sired the knowledge of spiritual things, Jesus said unto
him, If I have told you earthly things, and ye believe not,
how shall ye believe, if I tell you of heavenly things?
(John 3:12).

The Relation of the Written Word to the Personal
Word. The Bible on the other hand, must be considered
in relation to Christ the Living Word. Not from them-
selves do the inspired books give forth light. The
original source of the Christian knowledge of God must
ever be, the Lord Jesus Christ. To Him as the ever-
living Light the written word is subordinate. The Per-
sonal Word manifests Himself in and through the writ-
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ten Word. The books which were written concerning
Him by evangelists and apostles bear a relation to His
Divine-human life resembling His own spoken words to
His Person; and these books through the succeeding ages
derive their light and their truth uninterruptedly from
Him who is the Light and the Truth. Mystically con-
nected with the Christ of God, the Scriptures continue
to be the objective medium through which by the Spirit,
the original Light shines into the hearts of true believers.
When, however, the living synthesis of the written Word
and the Personal Word is lost, the Church thereby sun-
ders the Bible from the spiritual communion in which
it perpetually stands, and comes to view it as an inde-
pendent book, apart from the living Presence of its
Author. Divorced from its true meaning and mystical
ground, the Bible holds a false position for both theo-
logian and teacher.

False Conceptions of the Bible. It is evident that any-
thing, however good, which sets itself up in a false in-
dependency and thus obscures or obstructs the revela-
tion of the Living Word, becomes in so far a usurper or
pretender to the throne. The history of Christendom
reveals three such perversions of divine things. Three
worthy monarchs have had scepters thrust into their
hands and were thereby forced into a false and unworthy
position before both God and man. The first of these was
the Church. Founded by her Lord as a holy fellowship
of Christ with His people, the Church was composed of
redeemed saints in loving obedience to their Lord. As
such, the Church was spiritual and triumphant. Nothing
could withstand the power and the glory which were
hers in communion with her Lord. But through false
teachers and a mistaken concept of the Church itself,
she soon set herself up in the place of her Lord. She be-
came an end in herself, instead of a medium through
which the believer could approach to God, and thus a
usurper of Christ’s throne. It was against the tyranny
of a false position concerning the Church that Protest-
tantism revolted. Those who protested did not thereby
cease to be Christians, but they did assert that they were
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free in Christ, and refused to be entangled again with
the yoke of bondage. They insisted that one is their
Master, even Christ, and that all they are brethren
(Matt. 23: 8-10).

The next worthy monarch to be forced into the posi-
tion of a usurper was the Bible. Before the second gen-
eration of Reformers had passed away, a movement was
set up to place the Bible in the position formerly held by
the Church. The Reformers themselves strove earnestly
to maintain the balance between the formal and the
material principles of salvation, the Word and Faith,
but gradually the formal principle superseded the ma-
terial, and men began unconsciously to substitute the
written Word for Christ the Living Word. They divorced
the written Word from the Personal Word and thus
forced it into a false position. No longer was it the fresh
utterance of Christ, the outflow of the Spirit’s presence,
but merely a recorded utterance which bound men by
legal rather than spiritual bonds. Men’s knowledge be-
came formal rather than spiritual. The views of God
attained were merely those of a book, not those of the
Living Christ which the book was intended to reveal.
As a consequence Christ became to them merely a his-
torical figure, not a living Reality; and men sought more
for a knowledge of God’s will than for God himself.
They gave more attention to creeds than to Christ. They
rested in the letter, which according to Scripture itself
kills, and never rose to a concept of Him whose words
are spirit and life. The Bible thus divorced from its mys-
tical connection with the Personal Word, became in
some sense a usurper, a pretender to the throne.

Lastly, Reason itself was forced into a false authority.
Severed from its Living Source, the Bible was debased
to the position of a mere book among books. It was thus
subjected to the test of human reason, and as a conse-
quence there arose the critical or critico-historical move-
ment of the last century known as ‘“destructive criti-
cism.” Over against this as a protest arose a reactionary
party, which originating in a worthy desire to maintain
belief in the plenary inspiration of the Bible, and its
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genuineness, authenticity and authority as the Rule of
Faith, resorted to a mere legalistic defense of the Scrip-
tures. It depended upon logic rather than life. Spiritual
men and women—those filled with the Holy Spirit, are
not unduly concerned with either higher or lower criti-
cism. They do not rest merely in the letter which must
be defended by argument. They have a broader and
more substantial basis for their faith. It rests in their
risen Lord, the glorified Christ. They know that the
Bible is true, not primarily through the efforts of the
apologists, but because they are acquainted with its
Author. The Spirit which inspired the Word dwells
within them and witnesses to its truth. In them the
formal and material principles of the Reformation are
conjoined. The Holy Spirit is the great conservator of
orthodoxy. To the Jew, Christ was a stumblingblock,
and to the Greeks foolishness; but unto them which are
called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God,
and the wisdom of God (I Cor. 1:24).

THE CHRISTIAN FAITH

The next subject in our discussion of revelation is
the Christian Faith, which may be defined as the accept-
ance by man of the revelation of God given in Christ and
recorded in the Holy Secriptures. It becomes, therefore,
the body of external revelation as surely accepted and
believed by all Christians, because they are assured of
its evidences, and have made it the ground of their per-
sonal trust. It is something more than merely external
revelation, it is that revealed truth incorporated in per-
sonal life, it is the truth made vital and living by being
embodied in human personality. The body of Christian
truth is addressed primarily to faith, and only secondar-
ily to reason. As appealing to that universal principle
of human nature, the faculty of believing, this body of
truth is the Christian Faith. As related to reason, it pre-
sents its credentials in order to acceptance on the part
of those who seek the truth.
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The Body of Truth as Addressed to Faith. The prin-
ciple of faith belongs to human nature as certainly as
does reason. Faith is the highest exercise of man as a
personal being, and calls into action the full range of his
powers—the understanding of the mind, the love of the
heart and the volitional powers of the will. It is that
power of personality, deep-seated in its spiritual con-
stitution, by which it is able to accept truth presented to
it on sufficient evidences, whether that evidence be
consciousness, intuition or testimony. The revelation
of God is personal. The Spirit demonstrates the truth
to the intellect, the feelings and the will. Furthermore,
the divine revelation is always made ultimately to the
understanding. It is not always immediately so, for it is
frequently mediated through the feelings, or the will.
As such, however, the revelation may not be said to be
fully personal. If the feelings be overemphasized in
our knowledge of God, we have mysticism, which in so
far as it insists upon immediate communion with God
in the conscious experiences of men, is true and strong.
Its chief error lies in the fact that it attempts to limit re-

We are justified, therefore, in holding that the Scriptures of revela-
tion and Christianity, as the Christian Faith, cover same ground
and strictly coincide. . . .. We have to do only with the general fact
that in all sound theology the Bible and Christ are inseparably con-
nected. Not that they are in the nature of things identical: we can
su the possibility of an Incarnate Revealer present in the world
without the mediation of the written Word. Indeed we are bound to
assume, as has already been seen, that there is a wider revelation of
the Word in the world than the Scriptures cover. Moreover we may
assert that His revelation of Himself is still, and even in connection
with the Seriptures, more or less dent of the Word. But as the
basis for the science of theology the e is Christianity. It has pleased
God from the beginning to conduct the development of great mystery
by documents containing the attested facts, authenticated doctrines,
and the sealed predictions of enlargement of the Volume of the Book.
That Book is the foundation of Christianity; the Lord of the Bible and
the.Bible are indissolubly the Rock on which it is based. We have no
other Christian religion than that which is one with its document and
records; we have no documents and records which do not directly pay
their tribute to the Christian Religion; and there is no revelation in any
department of truth of which the same may be said. All revelation is
identical wictlh Cl;rtisﬁani antltlle sﬂ;immed up in it !]‘{omee, generally
g, andasy g ptures only as a whole, we say
t the character of ty is the character of the Bible; th’:bvnlma
and credentials of the one are the claims and credentials of the other.
This observation will lead us by an easy transition to the counte: of
Revelatl:'tin: the Christian Faith.—Pore, Compendium of Christian 1-
ogy, p. 4L,



THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION 145

ligious experience to the range of the emotions, instead
of recognizing it as rooted in the spiritual constitution of
man. It thus excludes the light of reason, and degrades
the Word of God by claiming for itself an inspiration
equal to the theopneustic utterances of Holy Scripture.
It is a direct inlet to the most baneful error, that the body
of truth accepted as the Christian Faith was not given
from above as a complete whole, but left by the spirit of
inspiration to be finished by endless supplements and
communications made to individuals. On the other hand,
if reason be unduly emphasized, or unchecked by religi-
ous experience and historical revelation, it issues in ra-
tionalism and falls short of the true knowledge of God.
To those who receive the truth, however, revelation be-
comes an organic whole. To them it is both objectively
and subjectively the Christian Faith—objectively as a
body of revealed truth, subjectively as having become
their own in faith and assurance. It is more than a
philosophy of life, the glory of their powers of reason;
and it is more than a tradition received by inheritance
however rich that might be—it is the richer inheritance
of the Holy Spirit who has quickened their belief into the
assurance of personal knowledge and experience. As
reason did not give them this body of truth, it cannot

Dr. Daniel Steele describes a fanatic as one who “abjures and pours
contempt t';.txlpon that scintillation of the eternal Logos, human reason.
This torch placed in man's hand for his guidance in certain mat-
ters, he extinguishes in order ostensibly to exalt the candle of the Lord,
the Hols;’ Gh(;}.t b‘l.}f. really to lift u;t) the lamp of hJ%own flickering fal:txcy
Reason a of God, worthy of our respect. e are to accept it as
our surest guide in its appropriate sphere. Beyond this sphere we should
seek the light of revelation and the guidance of the Spirit. The fanatic
depreciates one perfect gift from the Father of ts, that he may
magnify another. Both of these lights, reason and the Holy Ghost, are
necessary to our perfect guidance. To reject one is to assume greater
wisdom than God's. Such presumptuous folly He will glaringly expose.
He who spurns the Spirit will be left to darkness outside narrow
sphere of reason; and he who scorns reason will be left to follow the
hallucinations of his heated imagination, instead of the dictates of com-
mon sense.”

“"Tis reason our great Master holds so dear;
"Tis reason’s injured rights His wrath resents;
"Tis reason’s voice obeyed His glorious crown;
To give lost reason life, He poured His own;
Believe, and show the reason of a man;
Believe, and taste the pleasure of a God.
Through reason’s wounds alone thy faith can die.”
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take it away. They received it by faith, and hence live
and move in that realm which is the substance of things
hoped for, the evidence of things not seen (Heb. 11:1).

Faith as Allied with Reason. The Christian Faith is
addressed to the principle of believing in man, and also
to reason as subordinate to that faith. God is revealed
to man through reason, both immediately in conscious-
ness and mediately through the physical and moral sys-
tems of the universe. Basing his argument upon the
threefold nature of personality as involving the affec-
tions, the will and the reason, Harris points out that
there are three elements in our knowledge of God—the
experiential, the historical, and the rational; and that
only in the synthesis of these three is the largest knowl-
edge of God possible. Each of these must test, correct
and restrain the others, and at the same time clarify,
verify and supplement them. To attain this synthesis
is the great problem of religious thinking, a synthesis
which can be attained only through the medium of his-
torical revelation. Religious experience and theological
thought must center in the living Christ. In Him is life;

There are therefore three elements in the knowledge of God, which
may be called the experiential, the historical, and the rational or ideal.
Theological knowl is the comprehension of these three elements
in a unity or syn of thought. The historical is the medium for the
il 15 Svident fiuin e Thet Tk el SHUD T waly
syn is t m ct w

one or two of these three elements, issues in disastrous error. When the
experiential belief withdraws into itself, the result is m When
the rational or ideal isolates itself, the first result is dogmatism; the
later result is rationalism. In each case the Bible, as the record of God’s
revelation of Himself recedes toward the background, and ultimately is
disregarded. When the historical isolates itself, the result is tual
and arid criticism of the Bible, and anthropological and archzological in-
vestigation.—HAarr1s, Self-Revelation of God, p. 122,

Christiani doesnotmmetomenteﬁrimarﬂyunlyxtemofdoc-
trine deman the assent of the intellect, but rather as a practical
remedy for sin the consent of the will to its application. The
gospel offers pardon for sin on the ground of Christ’s atoning work,
restoration to fellowship and sonship with God, and the grace of the
Holy Spirit as the power by which sin may be overcome and holiness
attained. The means or instrument by which this is appropriated is
faith in Christ—a faith which consists primarily in trust, an act of the
will, a gi of oneself in entire submission into the hands of the Saviour.
Now this offer can be tested in only one way, that is, by personal trial. It
belongs to the realm of inward and peraonni experience, and those who
have fully and fairly tried it have never found it to fail—STEARNS,
Present Day Theology, pp. 37, 38,
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in Him also are hid all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge. The Bible as the objective body of Chris-
tian truth must be held in solution in theological
thought, and through the Spirit must be made vital in
Christian experience. The gracious work of the Holy
Spirit which awakens faith in the believer exerts an in-
fluence upon the whole range of his being. It not only
purifies the affections so that they center in their living
Lord, but it humbles reason to receive those mysteries
which it cannot understand. Nor is this in any sense
derogatory to reason. Faith honors reason, when thus
restored to soundness, and gives to it perfect authority
in that field over which reason should preside. Reason
approves the evidences upon which faith rests, and
therefore in the whole economy of redemption, the
Scriptures of revelation and the voice of sound reason
blend into one perfect and harmonious whole. This leads
us immediately to the credentials of revelation, presented
to the reason as evidences.

THE CREDENTIALS OF REVELATION

Having discussed the objective character of revela-
tion, and having treated it from the subjective stand-
point as the Christian faith presented for man’s accept-
ance, it remains now to consider the subject as present-
ing its evidences to reason. For this we have scriptural
authority. The believer is exhorted to be ready, or pre-
pared, to give a reason or an apology (wpos dmoloyiav)
for the hope that is within him (I Peter 3:15). So also
Luke, known as the Evangelist of the Evidences, ad-

The Christian Faith egresents to the faculty by which the infinite
and eternal are perceived a system of truth which human reason can-
not fathom or understand, against which it naturally rebels. But the
same Spirit who opens the eye of faith gives reason its perfect sound-
ness, so that it consents to accept what it cannot itself verify. Here, of
course, we regard Revelation as one organic whole, which has for its
unifying principle one overwhel truth, the union of God and man
in Christ. Around this center revolve other equally incomprehensible
doctrines; and beyond these in a wider orbit many which are not in
the same sense beyond the human faculties. And speaking of the one
vast Revelation we may say that it is committed to faith and submissively
wondered at by reason. Faith is elevated to receive it and reason humbled
to submit to it.—PorE, Compendium of Christian Theology, I, pp. 45, 46.
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dresses his Gospel to Theophilus that he might “know
the certainty of those things” wherein he had been in-
structed (Luke 1:4). Here the word émyv@s denotes
accurate and systematic knowledge. While the Christian
believer has the stronger evidence of the testimonii
Spiritus sancti, he must not overlook the value of the
credentials as a means of bringing the unbeliever to
listen to the voice of revelation. And yet these external
evidences apart from the internal demonstration of
truth by the Holy Spirit, cannot have the same strength
as the combined credentials and therefore too much can-
not be expected of this form of evidence.

We present the Credentials of Revelation under the
following heads: (1) Miracles; (2) Prophecy; (3) The
Unique Personality of Christ; and (4) The Witness of the
Holy Spirit.

We cannot give attention to the so-called “presump-
tive evidences” other than to point out that the rudi-
mentary nature of religion as grounded in a feeling of
dependence, necessitates such a revelation of God as
shall satisfy the natural cravings of his heart. This was
the plea of Augustine—"“Thou hast created us for Thy-
self, and our hearts are restless till they rest in Thee.”
The Christian revelation evidences its value in that it
appeals directly to a preparation in the human spirit.
Throughout the whole of Scripture, the Voice of the
Creator speaks directly to the inner needs of His crea-
tures. The positive strength of the Scriptures, therefore,
lie in this, that there is no possible question growing out
of created human nature, to which response is not given
by the Creator. Again, man requires immediate com-
munion with God in order to preserve him from moral
degradation. We have shown that the ethnic religions
are the outgrowth of a failure to retain the knowledge
of God. It may be presumed, therefore, that God who
created man a social being, would provide such instruc-
tion as to order social institutions in righteousness. Con-
sequently, not only did John, the Forerunner of Jesus,
begin his preparatory mmlstry with the cry, Repent,
for the kingdom of heaven is at hand (Matt. 3:2); but
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Jesus also came preaching the gospel of the kingdom of
God (Mark 1:14). Thus there is given a corrective to
the false structures of religious and social life by the
revelation of Jesus Christ who becomes the center of a
new redemptive order. Thus, also, is fulfilled the ancient
prophecy, he correcteth the Gentiles—their chastise-
ment performing the functions of the law in Israel—that
of a schoolmaster to bring them to Christ (Cf. Psalm
94:10; Gal. 3:24). Lastly, since the former revelations
were imperfect, we may presume that God, who reveals
Himself through His created works and in the progress
of human history, would perfect this revelation by an
authoritative and satisfying disclosure of Himself in His
spiritual perfections. Christianity answers as a creden-
tial of revelation, in that it is the explanation of all the
preparatory disclosures, and the consummation of them
all. God has not left Himself without a witness in every
age, a chosen company to whom He has made known
His will, and these preliminary revelations of truth
have at once satisfied human hearts and kindled within
them deeper desires and higher aspirations. Christianity
comes, then, as the final answer to this continuous ex-
pectation. It comes “as the perfecting of its earlier self,
the final and sufficient response to the expectation it had
kept up from the beginning. This is its supreme prepara-
tory credential. It is the last of many words, and leaves
nothing to be desired in the present estate of mankind”
(Poprg, Compend. Chr. Th., I, p. 59).

This is in fact, the crowning presumptive argument in its favor,
that it is the end and completion of a revelation that has been 5 oilng on
from the beginning. It is not a religion that literally began in Judea with
the advent of Jesus. It does not profess to be the supernatural com-
munication to mankind, it is not the opening of the heavens for the first
time. It finishes a testimony that began with the fall of man; in the best
sense, therefore, it is as old as Creation. . ... This is in fact its glory.
It is the last accent of a Voice which spoke first at the gate of Paradise.
That Voice was the primitive revelation from the perversions of which all
the innumerable forms of mythology arose. But that Voice awakened the
desire of the human race to which all revelation has been a response, and
has constantly deepened that desire whilst it responded to it} but only
in a line and within a limited area. On either side of that line,
and beyond that area, men groped after the lost Creator and the for-
feited Paradise in their own way, being dealt with in both justice and
mercy. The mercy of the Supreme has in every age guided the instincts
of all the sincere. (Cf. Acts 10:34, 35; Rom. 1:21) PorE, Compendium of
Christian Theology, I, p. 58.
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The Evidence of Miracles. Before turning our atten-
tion directly to a consideration of miracles, we need to
remind ourselves that Revelation is throughout wholly
supernatural. God is immanent in the world, but not in
the same sense that He is the Personal Presence in the
economy of revealed Truth. Nature, as governed by cer-
tain fixed physical and metaphysical laws, must be
touched if not permeated by the supernatural. But God
is transcendent as well as immanent, and the invisible
world and all spiritual interventions must necessarily
be supernatural, if they are to bear witness to the tran-
scendent purpose of God. “Hence it follows that the in-
troduction of man into this system of things was a super-
natural intervention; and all revelations of the unseen
in the constitution of his nature are supernatural; and
all evidences of the presence and glory of God in the uni-
verse as seen by man are supernatural” (Pore, CCT,
I, p. 62). God, as a free Personality, is not merely back
of nature as its metaphysical ground, but over it, and
free to work within it or upon it according to His pleas-
ure. It is manifest, says St. Paul, that he is excepted
which did put all things under him. In a preliminary
way we may say, then, that an intervention of Divine
Power in the established course of nature, beyond that
of creaturely measure, is regarded as a Miracle; while the
same intervention in the realm of knowledge is termed
Prophecy.

The intervention of God as a free Personal Being, is
not a violation of law nor a suspension of it, but the intro-
duction of a sufficient cause for any effect He would
produce. Sheldon points out that the free working of
men introduces effects into nature without destroying
the integrity of the system, and the higher range of mir-
W oo Ko b g b e g
est when combined. The miracle, of course, is most demonstrative to
extant generations of beholders, the prophecy only to the generations
which come afterward. . ... Inspiration embraces the two in one; it
e et o
fillment as f it were siready : AIEaRy Pt 5 these wii

fillment as if it were already come or were
hear it—Pore, Compendium of Christian Theology, I, p. 98.
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acles has the same effect, so that the greatest miracle is
as harmless as the least physical expression of man’s
free agency. As an illustration of the harmonious blend-
ing of the natural and supernatural, he calls attention
to a man who may by his free choice cast a branch into
a stream, which is immediately borne on in accordance
with the laws of nature, though those laws might never
have brought it into the stream. So also the physical
effect of a miraculous work enters immediately into the
stream of natural causes and is borne on by its cease-
less flow. Miracles, then, do not undermine nature, any
more than the stream generates the effect or is turned
aside by it (Cf. SHELDON, System of Christian Doctrine,
p- 106f%).

Miracles are expressed in the Scriptures by a variety
of terms. In his sermon on the Day of Pentecost Peter
describes the Lord Jesus as a man approved of God
among you by miracles and wonders and signs, which
God did by him in the midst of you (Acts 2:22). Here
are three words used to describe what we commonly
term miracles, and the Apostle John uses a fourth, that
of “works.” The first is dunamis (dvvdues), which sig-
nifies “powers” and looks more especially to the agency
by which they were produced—which God did by Him.
This power dwells in the Divine Messenger (Acts 6:8,
10: 38, Rom. 15:19), and is that by which he is equipped
of God for his mission. The word came later to mean
“powers” in the plural, as separate exertions of power,
and is translated “wonderful works” (Cf. Matt. 7:22).
The second term is terata (répara), which denotes won-
ders, and has regard primarily to the effect produced on
the spectator. The astonishment with which the be-
holders were seized is frequently described by the evan-
gelists in graphic terms. Origen points out that the
term “wonders” is never applied to the miracles except
in connection with some other name. They are constant-
ly described as “signs and wonders” (Cf. Acts 14:3,
Rom. 15:19, Matt. 24:24, Heb. 2:4). The third term
semeia (omueia) is that of signs. It has particular ref-
erence to their significance as the seals which God uses
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to authenticate the persons by whom they are wrought.
These three terms, “wonders,” “signs,” and ‘“powers”
occur three times in connection with one another (Acts
2:22, II Cor. 13:12 and II Thess. 2:9) and are to be re-
garded as different aspects of the same work rather than
different classes of works. This is illustrated in the
healing of the paralytic (Mark 2:1, 2) which was a
wonder for “they were all amazed”; it was a power,
for at Christ’s word the man took up his bed and went
out before them all; it was a sign, for it was a token that
One greater than man was among them, and was
wrought that they might know that the Son of man
hath power on earth to forgive sins (Cf. also I Kings
13:3, II Kings 1:10). The fourth term erga (épya),
signifying works, occurs only in the Gospel of John. It
occurs frequently in the words of Jesus himself as when
He says, though ye believe not me, believe the works”;
or again, if I had not done among them works which
none other man did, they had not had sin (John 10: 38,
15:24). Taken in connection with the deity of Christ,
the term suggests that what men regarded as wonders
requiring the exercise of mighty power, were in the
estimation of the Lord himself simply works. They re-
quired no more exertion at His hands than that which
was common or ordinary with Him as Divine. In this
connection Trench says, “He must, out of the necessity
of His higher being, bring forth these works, greater
than man’s. They are the periphery of that circle where-
of He is the center. The great miracle is the Incarnation;
all else, so to speak (Isaiah 9:6), are works of wonder;
the only wonder would be if He did them not. The sun in
the heavens is a wonder; but it is not a wonder that,
being what it is, it rays forth effluences of light and
heat. These miracles are the fruit after its kind which

The Hebrew historian or prophet regarded miracles as only the
emergence into sensible experience of that divine force which was all
along, though invisibly, controlling the course of nature.—SOUTHAMPTON,

Place of Miracles, p. 18.

If we look at a conflagration through smoked glass, we see build-
ings collapsing, but we see no fire. So science sees results, but not the
power which produces them; sees cause and effect, but does not see
God—GEoRGE Apam SmrTH, Isaiah 33:14.
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the divine tree brings forth; and may, therefore, with
deep truth, be styled the “works” of Christ with no fur-
ther addition or explanation” (TreENcH, The Miracles,
p. 6). Donne calls attention to the fact, also, that there is
in every miracle a silent chiding of the world, and a
tacit reprehension of them who require or need miracles.
Did they serve no other purpose than to testify of the
liberty of God, whose will, however habitually declared
in nature, is yet above nature; were it only to break a
link in the chain of cause and effect which otherwise we
should substitute for God, and be brought thereby under

The miracles, then, not being against nature, however they may be
beside and beyond it, are in no respects slights cast upon its everyday
workings; but rather when contemplated aright, are an honoring of
these in the witness which they render to the source from which these
all originally proceed, for Christ healing a sick man with His word,
is in fact claiming in this to be the Lord and Author of all the heal-
ing powers which have exerted their beneficent influence on the bodies
of men, and saying, “I will prove this fact, which you are ever
sight of, that in me, the fontal power, which goes forth in a tho
gradual cures resides and is manifested on this occasion by only speak-
in&g a word and bringing back a man to perfect health”; not thus cutting
oft those other and more gradual healings from His person, but truly
linking them to it. So when He multiplied the bread, when He changed
the water into wine, what does He but say, “It is I and no other, who
by the sunshine and the shower, by the seedtime and the harvest, give
food for the use of man; and you shall learn this, which you are ever-
more unthankfully forgetting, witnessing for once or twice, or if not
actually witnessing, yet having it rehearsed in your ears forever, how
the essence of things are mine, how the bread grows in my hands, how
the water, not drawn up into the vine, nor slowly transmuted into the
juices of the grape, but simply at my bidding changes into wine. The
children of this world sacrifice to their net, and burn incense to their
drag, but it is I who glvlngbzou in a moment the draught of fishes which
you yourselves had ions labored for in vain, will remind you who guides
them through the ocean paths, and suffer you either to toil 1:-:; and to
take nothing, or to crown your labors with a rich and unexpected harvest
of the season.” Even the single miracle which wears an aspect of severity,
that of the withered fig tree, speaks the same language, for in that the
same gracious Lord is declaring, “The scourges are mine, wherewith I
punish your sins, and summon you to repentance, continually miss their
purpose altogether, or need to be repeated again and again; and this
mainly because you see in them only the evil accidents of a blind nature;
but I will show you that it is I and no other who smites the earth with
a curse, who both can and do send these strokes for the punishing of
the sins of men.” And we can perceive how all this should have been
necessary. For if in one sense the orderly workliln!g of nature reveal the
glory of God (Psalm 19:1-6), in another they that glory from our
eyes; if they ought to make us continually remember Him, yet there is
dz:ﬁer that they may lead us to forget Him until this world around us
s prove not a translucent medium through which we behold Him,;
but a thick, impenetrable curtain, concealing Him wholly from our sight.
—TrencH, The Miracles, pp. 15, 16.
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the iron chain of inexorable necessity, miracles would
serve a great purpose in the religious life of mankind.

Miracles are commonly defined as manifestations of
the supernatural which have their theater in the sphere
of sense-perceptions. Fisher defines a miracle as an event
which occurs in connection with religious teaching, and
which the forces of nature, including the natural powers
of man, cannot of themselves produce, and which must
therefore be referred to a supernatural agency. Dor-
ner’s definition is similar: “Miracles,” he says, “are
sensuously cognizable events not comprehensible on
the ground of causality of nature and the given system
of nature as such, but essentially on the ground of God’s
free action alone” (DoRNER, System of Chr. Doct., Sect.
55).

We come now to a consideration of the nature of
miracles as credentials, and to an examination as to
wherein their value as evidences lies. We may say, in a
general way, that revelation appeals to the whole body of
evidence that God has interposed in human affairs; and
that this evidence is so transcendent and extraordinary
as to warrant a belief in the miraculous. Christian Faith,
therefore, rests a strong claim on the fact that to the
whole scope of Christianity, in both its preparatory stage
and its perfect fulfillment, there attaches a series of mir-
acles and signs and wonders which no candid person
should deny. But in a more specific sense, their value

A created universe which was in itself so perfectly organized that
the entrance of the direct agency of God could not be admitted

would be a barrier for God, and consequently, as a creature, most im-
perfect.—RicHARD RoTHE.

Lotze, that great philosopher, whose influence is more potent now
than at any other time in present thought, does not regard universe
as a plenum to which nothing can be added in the way of force. He looks
upon the universe rather as a lglastic organism to which new impulses
can be imparted from him of whose thought and will it is an e: s
These impulses, once imparted, abide in the organism and are therefore
subject to its law. Though these im come from within, they come
not from the finite mechanism, but from the immanent God. “He makes
the possibility of the miracle depend upon the close and intimate action
and reaction between the world and the personal Absolute, in consequence
of which the movements of the natural world are carried on only through
the Absolute, with the possibility of a variation in the general course of
things, according to the existing facts and the pu of the Divine
Governor” (Cf. STrRONG, Systematic Theology, I, p. 123).
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lies in the fact that they are an authentication of the
messengers of God to their contemporaries. This seems
to be generally expected by men and was given expres-
sion by Nicodemus in the words, Rabbi, we know that
thou art a teacher come from God; for no man could do
these miracles that thou doest, except God be with him
(John 3:2). Here, however, the sign precedes the
teaching, while for later generations, the message is the
more prominent and the attestation secondary. We must
therefore include original miracles with other branches
of evidence, and examine more particularly wherein
their evidential values lie, this being commonly known
as the criteria or test of miracles.

Since miracles are signs intended to convey truth as
well as to attest it, we may say first, that they must be an
integral part of revelation itself. Their evidential value,
important as it is, must never be regarded as secondary,
and the divine impulse and the needs of men primary.
In this sense there is not a miracle in Scripture that does
not demonstrate either the power or the wisdom of God,
His mercy or His justice. They are never regarded as
mere portents, but always faithful to the character of
God. Second, the missions which miracles authenti-
cate must be worthy of God. Here again the miracles of
the Bible meet every demand of a true credential. The
earlier miracles were not only authentications of the
messengers of God, but also of the dread name of Jeho-
vah. The miracles of Moses and his economy attested at
every critical hour that God reigned. This is equally
true in the New Testament as in the older economy. The
supreme miracle, however, is that of the Divine Person,
which because of its importance must be considered as
a separate credential. Third, as credentials, miracles
must allow the application of proper criteria in the case
of those who witnessed them, and must be supported by
such evidence as their posterity may demand. Our Lord
recognized this when He said, I spake openly to the
world; I ever taught in the synagogue, and in the temple,
whither the Jews always resort; and in secret have I
said nothing (John 18:20). What was true of His words
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was equally true of His miracles. As to the historical
evidences for posterity, there are no events which have
been better substantiated, or more circumstantially at-
tested than the whole range of central miracles. Of these
the resurrection was crucial, the establishment of which
assured all the rest. This was guaranteed by many in-
fallible proofs, and believed by a large body of mentally
sound and conscientious persons, many of whom sealed
their faith with their blood. Again, the miracles are
witnessed by their connection with public monuments.
As the Passover was an abiding testimony to the de-
liverance of Israel from Egypt, so the Lord’s day is an
undeniable testimony to the resurrection of Christ. So
also the Church as an institution is a perpetual memorial
of Christ’s life, death and resurrection, and has been so
regarded from the earliest time to the present. Fourth,
there is a credential or postulate which belongs to faith
more specifically than to reason—that which regards the
miracles as the economy of a supernatural order. This
we have discussed in the opening paragraphs of this
chapter. Two questions arise, first, the undeniable oc-
currence of what the Scripture terms “lying miracles”
and which admit that these things are permitted for
reasons too incomprehensible for us to understand. They
are readily identified as being out of harmony with the
character of God and are a stumbling block to those only
whose faith does not recognize this clear distinction. We
are commanded to try the spirits and John gives us the
distinguishing test. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God;
Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come
in the flesh is of God; and every spirit that confesseth
not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God;
and this is that spirit of antichrist, whereof ye have heard
that it should come; and even now already is it in the
world (I John 4:2, 3). Here the test is ethical and spir-
itual. That which admits the incarnation as a divine
revelation of God to man, and is in conformity with the
spirit and purpose of Jesus Christ in His life among
men, is of God. That which is out of harmony with char-
acter and works of Christ is not of God. This test is in-
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fallible. Second, there is the question of the continua-
tion of miracles in the Church. To a faith, however, that
views miracles as belonging to a supernatural economy,
and God as an Infinite Personality over against a mere
philosophical Absolute, or a metaphysical ground of
Reality, there is no occasion for doubting that God,
according to His good pleasure, may endow His servants
with the gift of prophecy or of miracle.

Prophecy as a Credential of Revelation. Prophecy,
like miracle, is vitally connected with revelation. Unlike
it, however, prophecy is cumulative in its evidential
value, each fulfilled prediction becoming the basis for
further prediction. As a credential, therefore, it is of
the highest order. Prophecy may be defined as a declar-
ation, a description, a representation, or a prediction of
that which is beyond the power of human wisdom to
discover. The primary meaning of the word is “forth-
telling” by which is meant the declaration of the will
of God without special reference to the time order. It is
also used in the narrower sense of prediction or “fore-
telling,” this latter being the meaning most commonly
attached to it in ordinary speech. There are two Hebrew
words applied to the prophets also. The earliest is that
of seer, which carries with it the implication that the
prophets received their messages through visions from
the Lord. The second term is announcer, and directs
the thought more to the message itself. This message,
however, was not merely the expounding of the law al-
ready given, as was done by the priests, but a fresh ut-
terance from the Lord, a supernatural and authoritative
disclosure of divine truth. There is a reference to this
distinction in I Samuel 3:1 where it is stated that the
word of the Lord was precious in those days; there was

No divine act can contradict divine righteousness. By the verdict
of the Bible, no impure wonder-worker has any claim to credence. All
marvels, in proportion as they are not plainly linked with the holy ends,
are properly subject to doubt, while e which are discove to be
antagonistic to moral interests are but lying wonders, products of human
or diabolical fraud. In general, it may be affirmed that an increased
demand is placed upon testimony in the measure that any supposed case

of miracles fails to meet either of the two other tests.—SHELDON, System
of Christian Doctrine, p. 107f.
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no open vision. Whether, therefore, a vision was pre-
sented to the interior eye of faith, or whether the truth
was lodged in the understanding, the prophet in his
utterance performed what in another domain would be
called miracle, and what in the realm of prophecy is
frequently termed a “miracle of knowledge.”

Prophecy as prediction is the divine impartation of
future knowledge. It is plain from the whole tenor of
the Scriptures, that prophecy in this sense of forean-
nouncement was intended to be a permanent credential
in the Church. God in speaking through Isaiah the
prophet sanctions this form of credential. Remember
the former things of old; he says, for I am God, and there
is none else; I am God and there is none like me. De-
claring the end from the beginning or, futurity from
the former time and from ancient times to the things
that are not yet done (Isa. 46:9, 10). Our Lord gives
the same sanction for the New Testament. And now I
have told you before it come to pass, that when it is come
to pass ye might believe (John 14:29). But prediction
itself follows certain well-defined principles. Dr. Pope
in his excellent discussion of this subject calls attention
to four of these laws of prophetic prediction. (1) Christ
is its Supreme Subject. It is to Him that all the prophets
give witness (Acts 10:43). “Nothing is more certain in
the annals of mankind,” he says, “than that a series of
predictions runs through the ancient literature of the
Jews which has had a most exact fulfillment in the
advent and work of Jesus. This is the supreme credential
of prophecy in revelation.” (2) The Law of Progression.
According to this principle, each age is under the sway
of some governing prophecy, the accomplishment of
which introduces a new order of prophetic expectation.
Thus the first period of prophecy was from the prote-
vangelium, which was the first prophecy with promise,
to that of the exilic prophets, the theme being the gospel
which binds time and eternity into one and commands
the whole scope of redemption. The second prophetic
period was from the exile to “the last days” or the “ful-
ness of time,” when all the prophecies were gathered up
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and fulfilled in Christ. Three things characterize the
prophecy of this period, “the voice of the Son” (Heb.
1:2), the Atoning Blood (I Peter 1:11, 20), and the
Effusion of the Spirit” (Acts 2:17). With Christ the
supreme fulfillment, a new age of prophecy begins, and
to His second coming we now bear the same relation, as
did the ancient Jews in their expectation of the Mes-
siah. (3) The Law of Reserve, by which He has so or-
dered that in every prediction, and every cycle of pre-
dictions, sufficient truth is given to encourage hope and
anticipation, and enough concealed to shut up the predic-
tion to faith. “Every generation could rejoice in the ful-
fillment of the prophecies that had gone before con-
cerning itself; but as to its own future it was under the
sway of an indefinite hope. There is no exception to this
law throughout the economy of prophecy” (Cf. Pork,
CCT, I, p. 83). (4) Prophecy has been constituted a
sign to each succeeding generation. The books of the
prophets furnish an inexhaustible fund of information
and instruction apart from the predictive elements, and
this makes it clear that prophecy was intended to be an
abiding credential throughout the whole course of time.

The Unique Personality of Christ. The supreme cre-
dential of Christianity is Christ. He is the Great Fulfill-
ment of all prophecy. In Him are hid all the treasures
of wisdom and knowledge (Col. 2:3). To Him also is
given all power in heaven and in earth (Matt. 28:18).
In Him Revelation becomes essentially an organism of
redemption. In His sacred presence, the sphere of
miracle is immediately enlarged. His advent was a
miracle, and His words and works, His life, death, resur-
rection and ascension were but a continuation of this
one great miracle. In Him there is an immediate act of
divine omnipotence and an immediate display of divine
omniscience, both of which find their expression in the
redemptive economy. Here it may be clearly seen that
miracle is essential to redemption, and without it there
can be no genuine Christian revelation.

We may be permitted now to lift our discussion of
miracles to a higher plane, and to consider them from a
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scriptural rather than a philosophical viewpoint. Since
the evangelists could not record all the miracles of our
Lord (John 20:30) a careful analysis shows that the
recorded miracles were selected according to a twofold
plan, first, their theandrical considerations as Pearson
uses the term; and second, for their evidential value.
By the first is meant a consideration of miracles as the
outflow of Christ’s nature or as an influence radiating
from His Person. The great miracle is the hypostatic
union before which the miracles of nature pale into com-
parative insignificance. Hence the Evangelists regard the
miracles of Christ as having their source in this hypo-
static union. This is perhaps expressed most simply in
the healing of the woman who touched the hem of
Christ’s garment and virtue went out from Him (Mark
5:30); and again when the whole multitude sought to
touch him; for there went virtue out of him, and healed
them all (Luke 6:19). The aim of the miracles was to
manifest the glory of God, this being expressly stated
in the first miracle of Cana in Galilee (John 2:11). The
transfiguration revealed the majesty of Christ (Matt.
17:1-8, II Peter 1:16-18; the raising of Lazarus was for
the inspiration of faith in His power (John 11:15);
while the high priestly prayer of Jesus (John 17) has
as its supreme purpose the glory of the Father (Cf.
John 17:1, 4, 5, 6, 26). The miracles of Christ were a
revelation also of His mercy, not merely as transitory
and dissociated acts of sympathy, but the deep and abid-
ing principle which characterizes the whole work of re-
demption. Both Irenzus and Athanasius taught that the
works of Christ were manifestations of the Divine Word,
who in the beginning made all things, and who in the
incarnation displayed His power over nature and man.
These works include both a manifestation of the new
life imparted to man, and a revelation of the character
and purposes of God (Cf. John 1:14). We must there-
fore regard the redemptive purpose of the miracles in
the same light as the doctrine and life of the Eternal Son
of God.
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In the second place, as indicated above, the miracles
were selected for their evidential value. This follows
naturally from the previous discussion. Referring again
to the miracle of Cana, it is recorded that because of this
the disciples believed in him. Jesus himself constantly
referred to His works as evidences of His deity and His
mission, declaring that they had greater value than the
testimony of John the Baptist (John 20:31). While a
few miracles have been selected and the details given
more or less minutely, it must be borne in mind that for
the people living in the time of Christ, the multitude
of unrecorded miracles had great bearing on His mission.

Prophecy also takes on a new aspect when considered
in direct relation to the unique personality of Christ.
What earthly biography was ever preceded by such a
preface as that furnished our Lord in the Messianic
prophecies. For a thousand years, a picture was gradu-
ally unfolded of One who should be Son of man and
Son of God; and who should within His unique person-
ality manifest the full range of both divine and human
attributes in glorious harmony. The rough outline given
at the very gates of Eden was filled in by more than a

Are the miracles, then, to occupy no place at all in the array of
proofs for the certainty of the things which we have believed? On the
contrary, a most important place. We should greatly miss them if they
did not appear in sacred history, for they belong to the very idea of a
Redeemer, which would remain most incomplete without them. We
could not without having that idea infinitely weakened and impoverished,
conceive of Him as not doing such works; and those to whom we pre-
sented Him might very well answer, “Strange that one should come to
deliver men from the bondage of nature which was crushing them, and
yet Himself have been subject to its heaviest laws—] wonderful,
and yet His appearance accompanied by no analogous wonders in nature
—claiming to Ee the Life, and yet Himself helpless in the encounter with
death; however much He promised in word, never realizing his prom-
ises indeed; giving nothing in hand, no firstfruits of power, no p!
of greater things to come.” And who would not feel that they had reason
in this . . .. that He must show Himself, if He is to meet the wants of
men, mighty not only in word but in work? When we object to the use
often made of these works, it is only because they have been forcibly
severed from the whole complex of Christ’s life and doctrine; and pre-
sented to the contemplation of men apart from these; it is because when
on His head are “many crowns,” one onlf has been singled out in proof
that He is King of kings and Lord of lords. The miracles have been
spoken of as though they borrowed nothing from the truths which they
confirmed (but those truths, everything) when indeed both are held
together in a blessed unity, in the Person of Him who spake the words
and did the works.—TrEncH, The Miracles, pp. 73, 74.
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hundred predictions uttered by men of all types and
under varying circumstances of time and place. The
psalmist describes Him as the Lord’s Son to whom the
heathen will be given as an inheritance, and the utter-
most parts of the earth for His possession (Psalm 2:7, -
8). He will be a priest forever, after the order of Mel-
chizedek (Psalm 110:4). He shall judge the people with
righteousness and the poor with judgment, and shall
have dominion from sea to sea, and His name shall en-
dure forever (Psalm 72:2, 8, 17). In glowing terms
Isaiah declares that there shall come forth a rod out of
the stem of Jesse, and a Branch shall grow out of his
roots: and the spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, the
spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of coun-
sel and might, the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of
the Lord; and shall make him of quick understanding
in the fear of the Lord (Isaiah 11:1-3). He should have
as His mission, to open the blind eyes, to bring out the
prisoners from the prison, and them that sit in darkness
out of the prison house (Isaiah 42:7), words which
Jesus applied to Himself in the synagogue at Nazareth
(Luke 4:18-21). Jeremiah shared the same hope with
the rest of the prophets and exclaimed, Behold, the days
come, saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a
righteous Branch, and a King shall reign and prosper,
and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth. In
his days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell
safely: and this is his name whereby he shall be called,
THE LORD OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS (Jer. 23:5, 6).
Micah and Zechariah give utterance to the prophecies
which were used during the lifetime of Jesus on earth as
evidences of prophetic prediction. But thou, Bethle-
hem Ephratah, though thou be little among the thou-
sands of Judah, yet out of thee shall he come forth unto
me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have
been from of old, from everlasting (Micah 5:2). Rejoice
greatly, O daughter of Zion; shout, O daughter of Jeru-
salem: behold, thy King cometh unto thee: he is just,
and having salvation; lowly, and riding upon an ass, and
upon a colt the foal of an ass (Zech. 9:9). It is Daniel,
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however, who gives us the picture of the majesty of
Christ, and who prophesies of the kingdom beginning in
Him and stretching on into the future when all things
shall be put into subjection to Him and God be all in
all. I saw in the night visions, and, behold, one like the
Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to
the Ancient of days, and they brought him near before
him. And there was given him dominion, and glory, and
a kingdom, that all people, nations and languages, should
serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion,
which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which
shall not be destroyed (Daniel 7:13, 14).

The wealth of Christ’s person, however, transcends
the predictions of prophecy. His historical manifestation
exceeds in glory anything that the heart of men might
conceive, or that perhaps the prophets themselves could
fully comprehend, even when speaking under the inspira-
tion of the Spirit. One can but sympathize with Her-
man Shultz, who in commenting upon Isaiah 53 says,
“The figure from which he starts is the actual historical
figure of which he has so often spoken. But he is raised
above himself. The figure which he beholds is embodied
in an ideal figure in which he sees salvation accom-
plished, and all the riddles of the present solved. If it
is true anywhere in the history of poetry and prophecy,
it is true here, that the writer, being full of the Spirit,
has said more than he himself meant to say, and more
than he himself understood” (ScruLrTz, Old Testament
Theology, II, pp. 431-433). That God should Himself
create a living creature in His own image, a reflection
of Himself is glorious; but that God himself in the Per-
son of His Son should appear in the flesh, and take upon
Him the likeness of men, transcends in glory all other
manifestations human or divine. When we consider
that the Incarnation was in itself redemptive as repre-
senting a new order of creation; and that it was provi-
sional in its relation to the crucifixion, resurrection and
ascension; and further, that to this glorious being was
given the power of so transforming a sinful creature as
to bring him into possession of the divine holiness, and
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so exalt a debased and groveling worm of the dust that
he shall sit with Him on the throne of His majesty; then,
this is not only indescribable but inconceivable. Yet here
the glory of God and the glory of man are conjoined. In
Him we find not only our calling’s glorious hope, but
in Him likewise are made the praise of His glory.

The Witness of the Holy Spirit. The last and highest
evidence of revelation is found in the presence of the
Holy Spirit in the Church, and His witness to sonship in
the hearts of individuals. It must be constantly kept in
mind that the Holy Spirit was not given to supersede
Christ, but to enlarge and make more effective the work
begun in the Incarnation. The spiritual Christ, or the
Christ of the Holy Ghost, is not less personal than the
historical Christ, nor is He less potent, but rather more
potent than when tabernacling in the flesh. This our
Lord himself conceded when He said to His disciples,
I have a baptism to be baptized with; and how am I
straitened till it be accomplished! (Luke 12:50). In His
farewell address, therefore, our Lord promises the Com-
forter to His disciples saying, It is expedient for you that
I go away; for if I go not away, the Comforter will not
come to you; but if I depart, I will send him unto you
(John 16: 7). This Comforter is the Spirit of truth, which
proceeds from the Father and testifies of Christ (John
15:26) ; He will reprove the world of sin, and of right-
eousness, and of judgment (John 16: 8) and shall glorify
Christ, speaking not of Himself, but receiving from Christ
the things to be revealed to the disciples (John 16:14).

The early Church recognized this testimony as its
strongest evidence. Peter in his sermon at Pentecost de-
clares, This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we are
all witnesses, and follows this with his testimony con-
cerning the Holy Ghost as the promise of the exalted
Christ. This is stated with even greater clearness in his
address to the council, where he declares that We are
his witnesses of these things; and so is also the Holy
Ghost. whom God hath given to them that obey him
(Acts 2: 32, 33, 5:32). The Apostle Paul builds a strong
argument upon the witness of the Holy Ghost, main-
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taining that the presence of unbelief as regards the
Christian revelation is directly due to the rejection of
the Spirit. He reminds the Corinthians that No man
can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost
(I Cor. 12:3). He declares further, that his preaching
was not with enticing words of man’s wisdom but in
demonstration of the Spirit and of power; that their
faith should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the
power of God (I Cor. 2:3, 4). Here St. Paul bears wit-
ness to a principle which is found throughout the Secrip-
tures, that the Christian revelation is a gift of God, be-
stowed in connection with the prudent and prayerful use
of our human faculties. John in his first epistle cites the
double witness of the human and the divine. He opens
his epistle by referring to that which we have heard,
which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked
upon, and our hands have handled of the Word of life (I
John 1:1); but adds to this if we receive the witness of
men, the witness of God is greater (I John 5:9). As to
the nature of this witness he says, it is the Spirit that
beareth witness, because the Spirit is truth (I John
5:6). But close attention to the apostle’s thought shows
that not only the individual believer hath the witness in
himself (I John 5:10); but that the Holy Spirit witnesses
to the entire objective economy of salvation, both the
water and the blood. The water evidently refers to
Christ’s baptism, by which He entered upon a new
order of ministry and opened a new order of life to the
believer; and the blood refers to the atonement by
which full propitiation was made for the sins of the
past. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews likewise
bears witness to the objective work of Christ. But this
man, he says, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins
forever, sat down on the right hand of God; from hence-
forth expecting till his enemies be made his footstool.
For by one offering he hath perfected forever them that
are sanctified. Whereof the Holy Ghost also is a witness
to us (Heb. 10:12-15). Here the Holy Spirit is regarded
not in the specific sense as witnessing to the salvation of
the individual believer, though this is included, but in
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the more general sense of attesting the truth of the aton-
ing and intercessory work of Jesus Christ. The weight
of this evidence as the writer regards it, and as the
Church has ever received and borne witness to it, is best
shown in the exhortation with which we close this dis-
cussion of the credentials of revelation. See that ye re-
fuse not him that speaketh. For if they escaped not who
refused him that spake on earth, much more shall not we
escape, if we turn away from him that speaketh from
heaven: whose voice then shook the earth: but now he
hath promised, saying, Yet once more I shake not the
earth only, but also heaven (Heb. 12:25, 26).

Works on prophecy are numerous. Ralston treats the subject under
three main heads, (I) Prophecies in relation to the Jews; (II) Proph-
ecies in relation to Nineveh, Babylon and Tyre; and (III) Messianic
Prophecies. Watson states that there are more than one hundred refer-
ences to the Messiah in the various prophecies, and discusses several of
these at great length. Riehm in his work on Messianic Prophecy cites
such references as I Kings 22:17-36 where it was predicted that Ahab
and Josiah would be defeated by the Syrians; 7:18-25; 8:5-7 that
Rezin and Pekah would not succeed in Jerusalem; also Isaiah
7:18-25 where Assyria would afflict Judah; and the destruction of Sen-
nacherib’s army 14:24-27, Jeremiah predicted the overthrow of the
Jewish kingdom (Jer. 5:15-18) and also the return after seventy years
(Jer. 25:12).—A. Kerra, “Evidences from Prophecy” is one of the older
but authoritative books on this subject. Another of the older and standard
works is Horne’s “Introduction to the Scriptures” which has in the Ap-
pendix a large collection of the prophecies and their fulfillment.



CHAPTER VII

THE INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES

Religion and Revelation as we have seen, indicate the
particular sphere in which the material of theology is to
be sought. They must, therefore, in their application to
religious faith in general, be regarded as more inclusive
than Christian Theology. But these must be regarded
in the broader sense of religious faith in general, rather
than that of Christian Theology. The latter, as the science
of Christianity, is based upon the documentary records
of God’s revelation of Himself in Christ Jesus. The
Holy Scriptures are thus recognized by all schools as the
fons primarius or true source of Christian Theology.
They are the documents of the Christian religion, the
depository of the Christian revelation. It is evident,
therefore, that we should direct our inquiry to the nature
and authority of the Holy Scriptures, which contain both
the records of historical development and the finished
result of divine revelation. This authority lies in the fact
that they are an inspired revelation of God to man. They
are divine in their origin—the product of the Holy Spirit’s
inspiration. In a theological sense, then, inspiration sig-
nifies the operation of the Holy Spirit upon the writers of
the books of the Bible in such a manner that their pro-
ductions become the expression of God’s will. It is by
this means that the Scriptures become the Word of God.

Definitions of Inspiration. Having pointed out the
general nature of inspiration, it remains for us to define
it more specifically, and to point out the varying uses of
the term. The term “inspiration” is derived from the
Greek word theopneustos, which signifies literally, “the
breathing of God,” or “the breathing into,” and is there-
fore “that extraordinary agency of the Holy Spirit upon
the mind in consequence of which the person who par-
takes of it is enabled to embrace and communicate the
truth of God without error, infirmity, or defeat” (Dg.
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HanNaH). And this must be understood to apply to the
subjects of communication whether immediately re-
vealed to them, or with which they were before ac-
quainted. “By inspiration,” says Farrar, ‘“we mean that
influence of the Holy Spirit which, when inbreathed into
the mind of man, guides and elevates and enkindles all
his powers to their highest and noblest exercises.” Pope
defines it as “the inbreathing of God and the result of
it.” Strong shifts the emphasis of inspiration from a
mode of the divine agency to the body of truth which is
a product of this agency; and further, he holds that in-
spiration applies only to the whole body of Secripture
when taken together, each part being viewed in connec-
tion with what precedes and what follows. His definition
is as follows: “Inspiration is that influence of the Spirit
of God upon the minds of the Scripture writers which
made their writings the record of a progressive divine
revelation, sufficient when taken together and inter-
preted by the same Spirit who inspired them, to lead
every honest inquirer to Christ and salvation.” In an
earlier but scholarly work entitled, The Inspiration of
Scripture, William Lee takes essentially the same posi-
tion, maintaining that “the various parts of Holy Scrip-
ture, in order to be rightly understood, or justly valued,
must be regarded as the different members of one vitally
organized structure; each performing its appropriate
function, and each conveying its own portion of truth.
.. .. Had there been but one Gospel, the Church’s teach-
ing might have been, in like manner, one-sided. From
the Gospel of St. Matthew the higher nature of Christ
could not have been so clearly proved to the Ebionites,
as from that of St. John; while the former was better

“By iration we understand that actuating of the Holy
Spirit, gui by which the human agents chosen byenéﬁyhave officially
proclaimed His will by word of mouth, or have committed to writing
the seversna; portions of the Bible.—Frewb, Handbook of Christian The-
ology, p. 53.

“On this subject the common doctrine of the Church is, and ever has
been, that inspiration was an influence of the Holy Spirit on the minds
of certain select men, which rendered them the organs of God for the
infallible communication of His mind and will. They were in such a sense
the organs of God, that what they said, God said.”—HobaE, Systematic
Theology, p. 154.
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calculated to oppose the dreams of the Gnostics. But the
four Gospels, having been combined in the Canon, the
Church has thus been defended on all sides. Hence the
Gospels were well termed by an early father (Irenszus)
the four pillars of the Church, each supporting its own
portion of the structure, and guarding it from subsiding
into any of those forms of false doctrine to which i
views of the truth had given rise” (pp. 31, 32). While
the views of the Church concerning the theories have
varied widely, there is no subject on which there has
been a closer agreement as to the fact of inspiration it-
self. This we may summarize in this general definition,
Inspiration is the actuating energy of the Holy Spirit by
which holy men chosen of God have officially proclaimed
His will as revealed to us in the sacred Scriptures.
Inspiration and Revelation. By Revelation we under-
stand a direct communication from God to man of such
knowledge as is beyond the power of his reason to attain,
or for whatever cause was not known to the person who
received it. By Inspiration we mean the actuating energy
of the Holy Spirit through which holy men were quali-
fied to receive religious truth, and to communicate it to
others without error. The disclosure of the mind of God

“But whence the title Holy Scriptures?” inquires William Lee. “Traced
to its true source, this notion depends upon the fact, that the ideas of the
Eternal Wor%land of the Divine Spirit, are here to a certain degree
correlative. The Word as divine and eternally creative, has the Spirit as
the divine and eternally animating principle, in and with Himself.
the age tmcg of the Divine Spirit the meaning and will of the Eternal Word
are introduced into the real being of things. All divine activity in the
world is organic, So also the arrangements of God’s Revelation form a
Elem which comprehends all things; which aids in bringing light

kness; whose center is Christ, to whom every reve tlon in ear
times must be referred, and from everlvrlrevehtion, of a perlod,
proeeeded, by virtue of that Holy S Him to

d'IhlsagencyoftheHolySplrit.by everyfo of the
formstheessmceoftha ea of inspiration; and the two conceptions
pointed out, of the Eternal Word as the Divine Person who reveals,
oftheHolySpirltastheDivinePemonwhoimplregmthepﬂJm
which must rest any theory respecting the Bible and its origin which can
d!:sezrsvezsaerlous notice—WrLLiam Lee, The Inspiration of the Scripture,

InGodasLogos.WordandActmeverunited He spake, and it was
done He commanded, and it stood fast (Psalm 33:9).

The transition to a written document, eomposed according to God's
will, can detract in no respect from the power and efficacy of His Word
On this assumption rests the whole notion of Inspiration.—RuprLBAaCH
(Cf. Lxe, Inspiration, p. 25).
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to man is Revelation when viewed from the standpomt
of the truth unveiled; it is Inspiration when viewed in
relation to the methods of its impartation and transmis-
sion. These distinctions find their deepest meaning in
the differences of office as it pertains to the Son or to
the Spirit. The Son is the Revealer, the Holy Spirit is
the Inspirer. The Son is the living and eternal Word
of God in whom dwelt the fullness of grace and truth
(John 1:14), and in whom are hid all the treasures of
wisdom and knowledge (Col. 2:3). Jesus as the Divine
Word was both Revealer and Revelation. As Revealer,
our Lord declared that no man knoweth the Father,
save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will re-
veal him (Matt. 11: 27 cf. Luke 10:22). As Revelation
He is God manifest in the flesh (I Tim. 2:16). The
Holy Spirit is the inspirer, whose office work is to make
known to men the truth as it is in Christ Jesus. Jesus
is the Truth, the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of truth. Hence
it is said, He shall glorify me: for he shall receive of
mine, and shall shew it unto you (John 16:14). There
are some expressions in Scripture which exhibit both
revelation and inspiration, as in Hebrews 1:1, 2. God
who at sundry times and in divers manners spake in
times past to the fathers by the prophets; hath in these
last days spoken unto us by his Son. Here there is a
reference to revelation as the body of truth received by
the prophets, and also to inspiration as the method by
which they received and administered this truth. The
“sundry times” can only refer to the progressive nature
of revelation and indicates the successive stages in which
God revealed the truth to the ancient prophets. The
“divers manners” refers more especially to the fact of
inspiration which includes visions, dreams, ecstasy or
other forms of manifestation found in the Old Testa-
ment. Here then revelation and inspiration are con-
joined, and what was implicit in the Old Testament
comes to its perfection in the New Testament, and this
as it concerns both content and method.

The Possibilities of Inspiration. Unquestionably the
Father of spirits may act upon the minds of His crea-
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tures, and this action may be extended to any degree
necessary for the fulfillment of the purposes of God.
This truth has given rise to what is known as degrees in
revelation, but which more strictly should be regarded
as factors in all revelation. The first is “superintend-
ence,” by which is meant a belief that God so guides those
chosen as the organs of revelation, that their writings
are kept free from error. Following this is the factor of
“elevation,” in which the minds of the chosen organs
are granted an enlargement of understanding, and an
elevation of conception beyond the natural measure of
man. The highest and most important is the factor of
“suggestion,” by which is meant a direct and immediate
suggestion from God to man by the Spirit, as to the
thoughts which he shall use, or even the very words
which he shall employ, in order to make them agencies
in conveying His will to others. These factors in varying
degrees must enter into any clear thought of inspiration,
but to regard them as different degrees of inspiration, as
if the several portions of the Scripture were in different
degrees the Word of God is necessarily to weaken the
authority of the Bible as a whole. The error springs from
a failure to distinguish between revelation as the varying
quantity, and inspiration as the constant; the one furnish-
ing the material by “suggestion” when not otherwise at-
tainable, the other guiding the writer at every point, thus
securing at once the infallible truth of his material, and
its proper selection and distribution. For this reason we
conclude that the Scriptures were given by plenary in-
spiration, embracing throughout the elements of superin-
tendence, elevation and suggestion, in that manner and
to that degree that the Bible becomes the infallible Word
of God, the authoritative rule of faith and practice in the
Church.

Nor can our inability to explain this extraordinary

Abstract the idea of the Spirit guiding the pen of the sacred
writer in every sentence, letter, from the holy Gospels, and
the heavenly unction—the divine power of the Book is gone. It is no
longer the record of heaven we trace—no longer the voice of God which
we hear. The Shekinah has left the seat; the divine sacrifice

ceases to smoke u the altar, and the has departed from the
Christian temple.—. , Elements of Divinity, p. 600.
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action of God upon the human mind be an objection to
the doctrine of inspiration. Psychology cannot satis-
factorily explain the interaction between the mind and
body in human personality, nor the manner in which
ideas are impressed upon the mind. But it would be im-
pertinent to deny the existence of such interaction. If
men can communicate their thoughts by means of lan-
guage and thus make themselves understood by others,
most certainly the Author of our being can reveal Him-
self to men. It is unreasonable to suppose that God as
the “Father of spirits” does not have it in His power to
communicate truth to the minds of men, or to instruct
them in those things which concern their eternal well-
being.

The Necessity of Inspiration. That inspiration is nec-
essary, grows out of the nature of the subjects which the
Scriptures unfold. First, there are truths which could
not otherwise be known except by special inspiration.
There are historical truths, past facts, which if God had
not revealed them in a supernatural manner could
never have been known, such as the creation of the
world and the history of antediluvian times. Granting
that there were written sources and oral traditions which
had been handed down from former times, even then the
inspiration of superintendence would have been neces-
sary in order to a true and inerrant account. Second,
the authoritative language of the Scriptures argues the
necessity of inspiration. The writers do not present to
us their own thoughts but preface their communications
with a Thus saith the Lord. On this ground alone they
demand assent. It follows, then, that either the sacred
writers spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit,

It is reasonable that the sentiments and doctrines developed in the

f:sm himself, They are every way worthy of His character,
promotive of the est interests of man; and the more important
the communication is, more it is calculated to preserve men from

the more

munimﬂnnﬁ-eefmmev a of error. Indeed, the notion of
inspiration enters essen into our ideas of a revelation from God,
so that to deny it is the same as to affirm that there is no revelation.—
Waxzrmmrn, Christian Theology, p. 72.
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or they must be acknowledged as impostors, a conclu-
sion invalidated by the quality and enduring character
of their works. Again, if the Scriptures were not divine-
ly inspired, they could not claim as they do, to be the in-
fallible standard of religious truth. Only as we are con-
vinced that the writers were aided by a supernatural and
divine influence, and this in such a manner as to be in-
fallibly preserved from all error, can the sacred Scrip-
tures become a divine rule of faith and practice.

THEORIES OF INSPIRATION

Various theories have been advanced, in an attempt
to harmonize and explain the relation of the divine and
human elements, in the inspiration of the Scriptures.
Christianity, however, is based upon the fact of inspira-
tion, and is not dependent upon any particular theory
as to the origin of its sacred writings. The rationalistic
explanations emphasize unduly the human element,
while the supranaturalistic theories minify it, maintain-
ing that the sacred writers were so possessed by the Holy
Spirit as to become passive instruments rather than
active agents. The dynamical theory is advanced in an
attempt to mediate between the two extremes, and is
the theory most generally accepted in the Church. The
so-called erroneous theories it will be noted, are such,
not because they are essentially wrong, but because by
unduly emphasizing one particular element, they there-
by become inadequate as explanations of the wide range
of Scripture phenomena. We shall classify these the-
ories as follows: (1) The Mechanical or Dictation Theory
which emphasizes the supranaturalistic element; (2)
the Intuition and Illumination Theories which stress the
human element; and (3) the Dynamical or Mediating
Theory.

The Mechanical or Dictation Theory. This theory
emphasizes the supranaturalistic element to such an
extent that the personality of the writer is set aside,
and he becomes under the direction of the Holy Spirit
a mere amanuensis or penman. As a representative of
this extreme position, Hooker says, “They neither spake
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nor wrote any word of their own, but uttered syllable
by syllable as the Spirit put it into their mouths.” In
order to account for the peculiarities of individual ex-
pression on this theory Quenstedt says, ‘“The Holy Ghost
inspired his amanuenses with those expressions which
they would have employed, had they been left to them-
selves.” An extravagant doctrine of mechanical inspira-
tion grew up among the Jews after the exile and pre-
vailed in the time of Christ. Some of the Talmudists
held that Moses wrote all the Pentateuch including the
description of his own death which he did with tears. By
most Talmudists the last eight verses are attributed to
Joshua. Christ’s freedom in the use of the Scriptures
shows how far He rose above the bondage of the letter.
If He said, “It is written,” He also said, “But I say unto
you.” Against the weakness of this theory may be urged
the following objections. First, it denies the inspiration
of persons and holds only to the inspiration of the writ-
ings; whereas the Scriptures teach that holy men of
God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost (II
Peter 1:21). It is for this reason that Dr. I. A. Dorner
in his System of Christian Doctrine (I, p. 624) speaks
of this as a “docetic theory,” in that the writers were
only so in appearance, all second causes being done away
in the pure passivity of the instruments. Second, the
Mechanical Theory does not comport with all the facts.

According to Philo, “A prophet gives forth nothing at all of his
s, S ax Mg 0o it i tmsiar: e Eieni o B e B Rnpteicn
his reason departing its place and yiel up the citadel of the
soul, when the divine Spirit enters into it and dwells in it and strikes at
the mechanism of the voice, soundlqg E‘hmugh it to the clear declara-
tion of that which he prophesieth.” “Josephus holds that even the
historical narratives were ol ed by direct inspiration from God,” so

that as the Rabbis said, “Moses did not write one word out of his own
knowledge.”

Dr, Charles Hodge, who holds that the iration of the Secriptures
extends to the words, says that “this is inclu in the infallibility which
our Lord ascribes to the Scriptures. A mere human report or record
of a divine revelation must of necessity be not only fallible, but more
or less erroneous. The thoughts are in the words. two are insepar-
able. If the words priest, sacrifice, ransom, eﬁi&ﬂom propitlat{onux
blood, and the like, have no divine authority, then the doctrine w
they embody had no such divine authority.” It is evident, however, that
in so far as Dr. Hodge's statement is true, it belongs rather to the
dynamical than to the mechanical theory of inspiration.
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It is evident from the Scriptures themselves that the
writers were actuated in different ways—though by the
inspiration of one Spirit. Some of the disclosures of truth
were in audible words. And when Moses was gone into
the tabernacle of the congregation to speak with him,
then he heard the voice of one speaking unto him from
off the mercy seat that was upon the ark of testimony,
from between the two cherubims: and he spake unto
him (Num. 7:89). Again in Acts 9:5 Paul exclaims,
Who art thou, Lord? and the Lord said, I am Jesus
whom thou persecutest. These Scriptures can mean
nothing else than a revelation in audible words. (Com-
pare also Exod. 2: 4, 20: 22, Heb. 12: 19, Dan. 4: 31, Matt.
3:17,17:5, Rev. 19:9 also 1: 10, 11.) But the writers in a
number of instances referred to sources, or they used
their own knowledge of history, or recorded their own
experiences. Such is the case in Luke’s Gospel and also
in the Acts of the Apostles. Third, and perhaps the
strongest argument against this theory is the fact that
it is out of harmony with the known manner in which
God works in the human soul. The higher and more ex-
alted the divine communications, the greater the il-
lumination of the human soul and the more fully does
man come into possession of his own natural and spirit-
ual faculties. The Mechanical Theory may apply in a
few instances, but it is too narrow and insufficient to
establish a general theory of inspiration.

The Intuition Theory. According to this theory, in-
spiration is only the natural insight of men lifted to a
higher plane of development. It is rationalistic in the ex-
treme, and virtually denies the supernatural element in
the Scriptures. Its weakness lies in this, that man’s in-
sight into truth is vitiated by a darkened intellect and
wrong affections. The natural man receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto
him; neither can he know them, because they are spirit-
ually discerned (I Cor. 2:14). He cannot therefore of
himself penetrate the divine mysteries, and needs a
direct communication of truth through the Spirit. “The
Intuition Theory,” says Sheldon, “disparages the notion
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of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit, and implies
that the educated faculties of the scriptural writers, by
their own virtue grasped all the truth which they con-
veyed.”

The Illumination Theory. This theory differs from
the preceding in that it holds to an elevation of the re-
ligious perceptions instead of the natural faculties. It
has been likened to the spiritual illumination which
every believer receives from the Holy Spirit in Chris-
tian experience. The inspiration of the writers of sacred
Seripture, according to this theory differs only in the de-
gree not in kind, from that which belongs to all believ-
ers. While illumination through intensification of ex-
perience may prepare the mind for the reception of truth,
it is not in itself a communication of that truth. It will
be seen that the element of “elevation” mentioned pre-
viously is here expanded beyond its rightful place, and
thus becomes the basis of an erroneous theory of in-
spiration.

The Dynamical Theory. This is a mediating theory
and is advanced in an effort to explain and preserve in
proper harmony, both the divine and human factors in
the inspiration of the Scriptures. It maintains that the
sacred writers were given extraordinary aid without any
interference with their personal characteristics or ac-
tivities. It preserves the scriptural truth that God speaks
through human agencies, but insists that the agent is
not reduced to a mere passive instrument. Against this
theory little objection can be urged. It has been held by
such standard theologians as Pope, Miley, Strong, Wat-

Among those who have held to the Illumination Theory may be men-

tioned the follo : E. G. Robinson, “The office of the Spirit in in-
spiration is not erent from that which he performed for the Chris-
tians at the time when the ls were written”; Ladd, “ iration,

as the subjective condition of biblical revelation and the cE te of
the Word of is specifically the same illumining thchenlng
vating and work of Holy Spi.rlt as that w goes on in
the persons of the entire believing co: ﬂ
A. A. Hodge rejects the lllu.mi.naﬂon eory. “Spiritual illumina-

tlon. he says, “is an essential element in the sanctifying work of the

Srlrlt common to all true Christians. It never leads to the knowl-

e of new truth, but only to the personal discernment of the spiritual

ﬁeor of truth alx'eady revealed in the Scriptures.”—HobcE,

Outlines of
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son, Wakefield, Summers, Ralston and Hills, and with
some modification by Curtis, Sheldon, Martensen and
Dorner. In opposition to the Intuition Theory, it main-
tains there is a supernatural element in inspiration, as
over against mere intuitive natural reason. In harmony
with the Illumination Theory, it maintains that there
was an “elevation” on the part of the sacred writers
which prepared their minds and hearts for the reception
of the message, but insists that the theory is inadequate,
in that to the prepared agencies there must be in addition
a divine communication of truth.

SCRIPTURAL PROOFS OF DIVINE INSPIRATION

The Scriptures claim to be divinely inspired. Since
the term inspiration denotes the specific agency of the
Holy Spirit as Author of the sacred Scriptures, it is re-
quired of us to give first place to the testimony of the
Bible itself. Pope points out that it is not arguing in a
circle to receive the witness of the Bible concerning
itself, if we remember that in things divine credentials
are always first, and must be sustained by their own
evidences. These credentials will be considered in the
following order, First, the Witness of the Old Testa-
ment; Second, the Declaration of our Lord; and Third,
the Testimony of the Apostles.

The Witness of the Old Testament. Communications
of divine truth were given at sundry times and in divers
manners, to the writers of the Old Testament. The patri-
archs received revelations from God, and some of these
were written down, but it is evident that these records
were not by themselves officially declared as Scripture.
Moses seems to have been given a special prerogative as
the founder of Israel as a nation, for it is recorded of
him that there arose not a prophet since in Israel like
unto Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face (Deut.
34:10). To him was granted the privilege of creating
the first body of literature known as sacred Scripture.
Knowing that he was inspired of the Spirit, Moses fre-
quently reminded those whom he addressed, that his
messages were given by divine authority and no phrase
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is of more frequent recurrence than the well-known
words, The Lord spake unto Moses. David laid claim
also to divine inspiration, saying, The Spirit of the Lord
spake by me, and his word was in my tongue (II Sam.
23:2). The later prophets delivered their predictions,
not only in the name of the Lord, but as messages im-
mediately inspired by the Spirit. Isaiah frequently in-
troduced his prophetic messages with the words, Thus
saith the Lord; while Jeremiah, Ezekiel and a number
of the minor prophets used such expressions as The
word of the Lord came unto me, The Lord said unto
me, or Thus saith the Lord. Moses seems to have an-
ticipated in his prophecy the coming of a new age, in
which the Holy Spirit should be communicated in His
prophetic offices to all the people of God. Would God
that all the Lord’s people were prophets, and that the
Lord would put his spirit upon them! (Num. 11:29).
This is doubtless a prophetic reference to Pentecost, and
must be understood in a different sense from that by
which original revelations were given to men. Christ is
the true and highest revelation of God, and the coming
of the Spirit is the realization and interpretation of the
truth as it is in Him.

The Declaration of Our Lord. Christ declared the Old
Testament to be of divine authority, and His testimony
must be the final word as to the nature and results of in-
spiration. His witness is perfect in meeting the demands
of Christian faith. He regarded the Old Testament as a
completed canon, and expressly declared that the least
ordinance or commandment must have its perfect ful-
fillment. This is the meaning of the words one jot or
tittle (Matt. 5:18). To this we may add that the nature
of our Lord’s testimony is such, that while sanctioning
the whole body of sacred writers, he speaks as one above
them. He never claims for Himself the limited inspira-
tion of the prophets for it pleased the Father that in
him should all fulness dwell (Col. 1:19) and again,
For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead
bodily (Col. 2:9). In this connection, also, we have the
testimony of John the Baptist to the supreme authority
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of Christ. He that cometh from above is above all; he
that is of the earth is earthly, and speaketh of the
earth: he that cometh from heaven is above all. . . .. For
he whom God hath sent speaketh the words of God: for
God giveth not the Spirit by measure unto him (John
3:31, 34). Here the fullness of revelation and the high-
est form of inspiration are conjoined in the words of
Christ.

To the Jews who opposed Him, He said, Why do ye
also transgress the commandment of God by your tra-
dition? (Matt. 15:3, 6). Here the Old Testament is ex-
pressly stated to be the Word of God. To the tempter in
the wilderness, Christ replied, It is written, a formula
which among the Jews signified that the quotation was
from one of the sacred books and therefore divinely in-
spired. Jesus quotes from four out of the five books of
Moses, from the Psalms, from Isaiah, Zechariah and
Malachi. He recognized the threefold division of the
Scriptures which was common among the Jews—the
law, the prophets and the psalms (Luke 24: 44, 45), and
declared that these testified of Himself. This is brought
out again in a controversy with the Jews, in which He
says, Search the scriptures; for in them ye think ye have
eternal life: and they are they which testify of me (John
5:39). He further asserted that the Scriptures were the
Word of God, and that the Scriptures cannot be broken
(John 10:35). In His postresurrection exposition to
the two disciples on the way to Emmaus, it is said that
beginning at Moses and all the prophets, he expounded
unto them in all the scriptures the things concerning
himself (Luke 24:27). Here He recognized the whole
content of Scripture in its unity and declares specifically
that it refers to His own Person and work.

The Testimony of the Apostles. It remains for us to
consider now, the testimony of the apostles concerning
the inspiration of both the Old and the New Testaments.
First, consideration must be given to the testimony of
the Apostle Peter, who immediately before Pentecost
stood up among the apostles and other disciples and
said, Men and brethren, this scripture must needs have



been fulfilled, which the Holy Ghost by the mouth of
David spake before concerning Judas, which was guide
to them that took Jesus (Acts 1:16). This statement
has been regarded by some as a general definition of in-
spiration—the Holy Ghost spake, the mouth of David
was the instrument, and the result was Scripture. (Cf.
Pore, Compend. Chr. Theology, I, p. 164). St. Paul
quotes the Old Testament constantly in his writings, us-
ing a wide variety of terms, such as the scriptures of the
prophets (Rom. 16:26), the holy scriptures (II Tim.
3:14), and other similar expressions. He asserts the
unity of the scripture in the text, All seripture is given by
inspiration of God, and declares its purpose as profitable
for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in
righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect,
thoroughly furnished unto all good works (II Tim. 3: 16,
17). The nature of the Epistle to the Hebrews is such
that the whole composition depends upon the Old Testa-
ment as Holy Scripture. This it regards as the oracles of
God, spoken by the Holy Spirit and preserved to the
Christian Church in a book quoted as authoritative and
infallible. Another peculiarity of this epistle lies in the
fact that the same expression is used to indicate both
the testimony of the Spirit and the personality of the
writer. In quoting Jer. 31:31 the writer of the epistle
says, The Holy Ghost also is a witness to us; for after
that he had said before, This is the covenant that I will
make with them after those days, saith the Lord, I will
put my laws into their hearts, and in their minds will
I write them (Heb. 10:16, 17). A further contribution
of this epistle is to be found in the fact that it regards the
Old Testament as a rudimentary phase of divine revela-
tion, and the Christian or New Testament as the comple-
tion of that previously begun. Hence we read the injunc-
tion of the writer that ye have need that one teach you
again which be the first principles of the oracles of God,
that is, the Old Testament (Heb. 5:12).

We must consider also the testimony of the apostles
as to the inspiration of the New Testament Scriptures.
As a body of men, they are united in their belief that
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their messages are from God their Saviour and by His
Holy Spirit. Everywhere the fact of inspiration is im-
plied. But there are direct assertions also which form
indisputable evidence of inspiration. Referring to St.
Peter we have the exhortation to be mindful of the words
which were spoken before by the holy prophets, and of
the commandment of us the apostles of the Lord and
Saviour (II Peter 3:2). Here the revelation made to the
Old Testament prophets, and that made to the New
Testament apostles, are placed side by side as being of
equal authority. This thought is further developed later
on in the chapter, where he speaks of some things hard
to be understood in the writings of St. Paul, which they
that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also
the other Scriptures, unto their own destruction (II
Peter 3:16). Here is a direct and definite testimony to
the inspiration of the writings of St. Paul, which are
classed with “other scriptures” as of equal authority.
St. Paul himself, ascribes his revelations to Christ, and
his inspiration to the Holy Spirit. Of the first he testifies
that God called him by His grace, to reveal his Son in
him, that he might preach Him among the lieathen (Gal.
1:16) ; and again that it was by revelation that the mys-
tery was made known unto him (Eph. 3: 3) ; while of the
second he testifies, Now we have received, not the spirit
of the world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might
know the things that are freely given to us of God. Which
things also we speak, not in the words which man’s wis-
dom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth: com-
paring spiritual things with spiritual (I Cor. 2:12, 13).
Nor can we omit the testimony of St. John, who in his
First Epistle speaks of an unction from the Holy One
(I John 2:20), a privilege which in some measure be-
longs to all true believers, but in its highest degree, as
before pointed out, belongs only to the company of
apostles and prophets as the writers of the Christian
Scriptures. However, in the Apocalypse, it is expressly
stated that he was in the Spirit (Rev. 1:10), which in
connection with a verse in the last chapter indicates that
the writer was thinking of the expression in the sense
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in which it was used of the Old Testament prophets
who spoke by inspiration. Consequently we read, These
sayings are faithful and true: and the Lord God of the
holy prophets sent his angel to shew unto his servants
the things which must shortly be done (Rev. 22:6). As
to the two historical evangelists, St. Mark and St. Luke,
these did not share directly and immediately in the prom-
ise to the apostolate, but only indirectly and mediately
through St. Peter and St. Paul. Further consideration
will be given to these writers in the study of the Canon.

VALUE OF THE SUBJECT FOR THEOLOGY

No subject has been of greater importance in the
study of theology, than that which has been under con-
sideration—the Inspiration of the Scriptures. Referring
again to the verse, the Holy Ghost spake through the
mouth of David (Acts 1:16) we may consider the the-
ological value of the subject from three aspects: first,
the Holy Spirit as the Source of Inspiration; second,
holy men as the organs of inspiration; and third, the
Holy Scriptures as a divinely inspired body of truth.

The Holy Spirit as the Source of Inspiration. As pa-
ternity is the property of the Father and filiation the
property of the Son, so procession belongs to the Spirit.
As the Son is the revealer of the Father and therefore
the eternal Word, so the Inspiring Spirit proceeding
from the Father and the Son, is the sole basis of com-
munication between God and man. It is seen, therefore,
that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of truth, and as such,
presides over the impartation of all truth. As it relates
to the revealing work of the Son, He alone is the Author
of Inspiration. We may say, then, “that while the Scrip-
ture is God-inspired, only the Spirit is the inspiring God.”

The Organs of Inspiration. In stressing the fact that
the Bible is the Word of God, and hence inspired by the
Spirit which gives it divine authority, we must not over-
look the fact, also, that the Bible has in it a human ele-
ment. Not only did the Holy Spirit speak through
David, David also spoke. Holy men, we are told, spake
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost, a better ren-
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dering being, “Holy men spake from God, being moved
by the Holy Ghost.” The two Scriptures are not op-
posed to each other, but together express the full-orbed
range of inspiration. As Jesus the Word of God was
at once divine and human, so the written Word of God
must be viewed in the same light. To overlook the two
natures in Christ is to turn to unitarianism on the one
hand or docetism on the other. To overlook the two
elements in the written Word, is to undervalue either its
divine authority or its human appeal. As Jesus was
crucified through weakness, yet lived by the power of
God, so the Bible has been ceaselessly and bitterly at-
tacked by its enemies, yet ever lives as an enduring
monument of divine truth. As it was necessary for Jesus
to become a partaker of our infirmities in order to appeal
to the hearts of men, so also the Bible is extremely human
in its character, searching the hearts of men, quick and
powerful, and sharper than any twoedged sword, pierc-
ing even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and
of the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the
thoughts and intents of the heart (Heb. 4:12).

The organs of inspiration had both character and
preparation. They were holy men. They were sanctified
through the truth and thus prepared for their office and
work. As moral and spiritual truth can be understood
only by moral and spiritual men, the organs of inspira-
tion must of necessity have been holy in heart and life.
Their faculties were prepared by the immediate influ-
ence of the inspiring Spirit, and He used them for the
accomplishment of the end in view, the formation of
the sacred Scriptures. They were not merely passive
instruments, but active agents in the full range of their
powers. Their natural characteristics and endowments
were not submerged but elevated and strengthened.

The Holy Scriptures as a Divinely Inspired Body of
Truth. It follows that if God spake through holy men,
their utterances must constitute a body of divine truth.
It is to this body of truth that we apply the term Holy
Scripture. As such we must regard the Bible as given to
us by plenary inspiration. By this term we do not refer
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to any one of the particular theories of inspiration al-
ready cited, but to the character of the whole body of
truth. By plenary inspiration, we mean that the whole
and every part is divinely inspired. This does not nec-
essarily presuppose the mechanical theory of inspiration,
as some contend, or any particular method, only that the
results of that inspiration give us the Holy Scriptures
as the final and authoritative rule of faith in the Church.

In this connection the question sometimes arises as
to what assurance we have that Christ intended to pre-
serve and continue His teachings in a new volume of
sacred Scripture. All that we need is given to us in one
comprehensive promise made to His disciples. I have
yet many things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear them
now. Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he
will guide you into all truth: for he shall not speak of
himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he
speak: and he will shew you things to come. He shall
glorify me: for he shall receive of mine, and shall shew
it unto you (John 16:12-14). Our Lord sanctioned the
Old Testament Scriptures as the preparatory records
of His own gospel and kingdom. It was necessary, there-
fore, that these be brought to their perfection by the
New Testament Scriptures, which should fill out their
meaning, and set upon the entire body of Scripture the
seal of His perfect revelation.

Christ made full provision for the preservation of His

doctrine. All that we need to assure our hearts was given in one large

romise, which declared that His sayings should be revived in their un-
Eroken unl!tﬁ in His disciples’ memory. He shall teach you all things,
and bring things to your remembrance whatsoever I have said unto
you; that which He could not yet speak concerning His Person, His Spirit
should reveal, He will guide you into all truth; and that the same Spirit
should show them things to come. The Spirit was no other than Him-
self by His Agent reuttering His own words, revealing His own Person
and work, and filling up His pro of the future. Hence, lastly, our
Lord’s sanction makes the complete Scriptures the finished rev: tion,
never to be superseded. Nothing can be more plain that the entire full-
ness of what the Revealer had to say to the world was to be communicat-
ed to the apostles by the Holy Ghost; and that, not as a further disclos-
ure on the part of the Spirit, but as the consolidation of the Saviour’s
teaching into its ‘perfect unity, and its expansion into its perfect meaning.
No future streams of revelation were to rise higher than the fountain-
head of truth opened in Himself. Hence we may repeat concerning the
Book what has been said concerning our Lord’s teaching; the Bible
means all revelation, and all revelation means the Bible.—Pore, Com-
pend. Chr. Th., I, pp. 40, 41,




CHAPTER VIII

THE CANON

We have considered the subject of Revelation, ob-
jectively as an apocalypse or divine unveiling of the
truth, and subjectively as the faith received by man;
and we have further considered the divine-human man-
ner in which this revelation was committed to writing
through the inspiration of the Spirit; it remains for us
to complete this study by considering more in detail the
specific character of the Bible as containing the divinely
authorized documents of the Christian faith. This leads
us directly to a study of the Canon of Holy Scripture,
which we must regard not only as the Christian rule
of faith and practice, but also as the ultimate critical
standard of religious thought.

By the canonicity of a book is meant its right to a
place in the collection of sacred writings. The word
canon (kavdv) means literally, a straight rod, or a
measuring reed. It is used in both an active and a pas-
sive sense—active as a test or standard of measurement,
passive as applied to that which has been measured. In
this dual sense, the word canon is applied to Holy Scrip-
ture. In the objective sense, the canonical books are
those which have measured up to the standard tests. In
a subjective sense, these measured or canonical books
become the Rule of Faith in the Church. This seems to
be the meaning of Gal. 6: 16 where the Apostle Paul pro-
nounces a benediction upon as many as walk according
to this rule. Semler and others held that the word
canon originally meant simply a list and was employed
by early ecclesiastical writers to designate a catalogue
of things that belonged to the Church. In this sense it
was applied to a collection of hymns to be sung on festi-
val occasions, and in some instances to the list of the
names of church members. It was particularly applied
to the publicly approved catalogue of all the books that
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might be read in the Church for edification and instruc-
tion. In this sense it is thought to discriminate between
the canonical books which might be read authoritatively
in the Church, and the apocryphal which might be read
for instruction but not as a standard or rule of faith.
Bicknell agrees with this, pointing out that the word
canonical (kavovilew) was sometimes applied to a single
book, but indicates that it soon came to be used in the
more general sense as a standard to which an appeal
could be made (Cf. BickNELL, Thirty-Nine Articles,
p. 176).

The word canon is first found in the writings of
Amphilochius (380), though Athanasius uses the word
canonical in his Festal Epistle (367). Since the time of
Jerome, the term canon has been used in both the ob-
jective and subjective senses, the one dependent upon
the other. The word Biblia has been in use since the
fifth century and signifies a collection of books par ex-
cellence. It was probably first used by Chrysostom.

Before taking up a more detailed study of the de-
velopment of the canon, the following observations are
necessary.

1. The canonicity of a book was not settled by the
authority of the primitive Church, but by its testimony.
This is an important distinction. As the church does
not rest its belief in miracles on the authority of the
early Christians, but on their witness and attestation,
so in the matter of the Gospels and Epistles, it was not
their decision as to the inspiration of the contents that
renders them authoritative now, but their tesimony as
to their apostolic authorship. “The authority of the first
Christians,” says Dr. Shedd, “is no higher than that of
any other Christians, but their testimony is” (SHEDD,
Dogm. Th., I, p. 142).

Dr. Shedd refers to a statement by Coleridge to this effect, that “we
receive the books ascribed to John and Paul as their books, on the
judgment of men for whom no miraculous discernment is pretended.
S we give these less credence than to John and Paul themselves? The
modern Church does not receive John’s Gospel and Paul’s Epistles as
canonical, on the judgment’ or decision of the primitive Church

ing their contents, but on their testimony respecting their auth p."—
Sueop, Dogm. Th., p. 142,
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2. The tests which the early Christians applied to
the books circulated among the churches were simple, be-
ing limited generally to apostolic origin or authorization.
It was held as an unquestioned fact that the Lord com-
mitted to the apostles alone the authority to direct the
Church, and therefore all that was demanded was a cer-
tain knowledge of apostolic authority. For this reason
the Gospels of St. Mark and St. Luke were never ques-
tioned, for they were understood to have been written
by the authority of St. Peter and St. Paul. When author-
ship was uncertain, the so-called Regula Fidei, or “rule
of faith” as indicated above was brought to bear, and in
addition to this the testimony of those churches that held
these documents. But this harmony with the rule of faith,
and this testimony of the individual churches, were
always regarded as subordinate though sufficient tests.

3. The human element in the formation of the canon
needs to be given proper consideration also. In this re-
spect there is a parallel between the Holy Scriptures and
Him of whom they testify. This parallel we have al-
ready indicated, but must now give it further emphasis.
As there is in the Person of our Lord a divine and a
human side, united in the one life of the God-man; so
in the sacred Scriptures there is divine revelation, law
and promise on the one side, and human apprehension
and representation on the other. As in the doctrines
concerning the Person of Christ there was Docetism on
the one hand which minified the humanity of Christ in
order to exalt His deity, so there was on the other hand,
Socinianism which magnified His humanity at the ex-
pense of His divinity. The Scriptures have likewise had
their Docetists and their Socinians, an exaltation which
amounted almost to bibliolatry on the one hand and a
rationalism on the other, which had as its avowed pur-
pose and attempt to reduce the Bible wholly to a human
plane. Van Oosterzee says that at every step the impar-
tial reader must exclaim, ‘“How divine!” and again “How
human!” As a failure to grasp and hold the great truth
that the Personal Word incarnate was both divine and
human led to heretical opinions, so any undue emphasis
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upon either phase of the Scriptures to the detriment of
the other will prove disastrous, to both correct doctrine
and genuine experience.

THE OLD TESTAMENT CANON

The Old Testament Scriptures were arranged in three
main divisions, (I) The Law (Torah); (II) The Proph-
ets (Nabiim); and (III) The Writings (Kethubim),
the latter being generally known as the Hagiographa.
The first division included the Pentateuch; the second
was divided into the Former or Earlier Prophets which
included the historical books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel
and Kings; and the Latter Prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah,
Ezekiel and the Twelve; the third division included the
Psalms, Proverbs and Job, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, the
Chronicles, and the five “rolls” or Megilloth—Songs of
Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes and Esther.
Since the Psalms formed the first book in the third di-
vision, the Scriptures are sometimes referred to as the
Law, the Prophets and the Psalms (Matt. 11:13, Luke
16: 16, Acts 26: 22, Rom. 10:5).

The beginnings of the Old Testament canon are
shrouded in mystery. We are told that Moses before his
death wrote a book of the law, which he commanded the
Levites to put in the side of the ark, that it may be there
for a witness against thee (Deut. 31:26). In this book
of the law it is enjoined upon every future king that it
shall be, when he sitteth upon the throne of his kingdom,
that he shall write him a copy of this law in a book out
of that which is before the priests the Levites: and it shall
be with him, and he shall read therein all the days of his
life (Deut. 17:18, 19). Later it is recorded that Joshua
made a covenant with the people and wrote these words
in the book of the law of God (Joshua 24:26). This ap-
pears to have been an addition to that which was in the
keeping of the Levites. Still later Samuel, previous to
the establishing of the people under the kingship of Saul,
told the people the manner of the kingdom, and wrote
it in a book, and laid it up before the Lord (I Sam.
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10:25). Under the reforms of Jehoshaphat (c. 914 B.C.)
there was a purification of worship which took away the
elements of Baalim and exalted the worship of Jehovah.
At this time under the direction of the king, the princes
together with certain Levites and priests taught in
Judah and had the book of the law . . . . with them, and
went about throughout all the cities of Judah, and taught
the people (II Chron. 17:9).

But the outstanding date in the formation of the Old
Testament canon, is 621 B.C., when Hilkiah the high
priest discovered the book of the law in the temple, dur-
ing the earlier part of the reign of Josiah. And Hilkiah
the high priest said unto Shaphan the scribe, I have
found the book of the law in the house of the Lord. . . ..
And Shaphan the scribe shewed the king, saying, Hilkiah
the priest hath delivered me a book. And Shaphan read
it before the king (II Kings 22: 8, 10). Immediately fol-
lowing this Josiah the king called a great convocation
composed of the elders of Judah and Jerusalem, the
priests, the prophets and all the people, both small and
great, and he read in their ears all the words of the
book of the covenant which was found in the house of
the Lord. And the king stood by a pillar and made a
covenant before the Lord . . . . that were written in this
book. And all the people stood to the covenant (II Kings
23:1-3). This is considered a landmark in the history of
the canon. While there are references to the law of God
as early as Amos (B.C. 759-745) and Hosea (B.C. 743-
737), they do not give us the extent of the books which
were then included in the canon. (Cf. Amos 2:4 and
Hosea 8:12). In commenting on this convocation of
Josiah, Sanday says that we have here a solemn religious
act, by which the king and the people alike accepted the
book read before them as expressing the divine will, and
took its precepts as binding upon themselves. This is the
essential meaning that, as applied to a book, is contained
in the epithet “canonical” which means “authoritative,”
and authoritative because in its ultimate origin it is
divine (Cf. Sanpay, Bible E. R. E., ii 565).
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The next important date concerning the first division
of the Old Testament canon is the promulgation of the
Law in the time of Ezra and Nehemiah (c. 500-450 B.C.).
The Law of Moses, which the Lord had commanded to
Israel (Neh. 8:1ff) was read before the people, and a
covenant was made which was sealed by the princes,
Levites and priests (Neh. 9:38, 10:1ff). From a study
of Nehemiah chapters 8-10 it seems evident that the
Book of Joshua was included with the Pentateuch, or
the Hexateuch substantially as we now have it. There is
in this connection also, the testimony of the Samaritan
Pentateuch which likewise dates from the time of Ezra
and Nehemiah (500-450 B.C.). It is significant, how-
ever, that the Samaritans accepted as canonical, only
the Pentateuch, which seems to indicate that at this early
date when the Jews and Samaritans formed their sepa-
rate communities, the canon contained only the Penta-
teuch. We may allow that the first division of the
Hebrew Scriptures—that of the Torah or Law, was fully
accepted as canonical by 440 B.C.

The story of the Samaritans is told in II Kings 17:6,
24, 26, 27, 28, 33. The king of Assyria brought these peo-
ple to Palestine to take the place of the Jewish captives
which had been carried away to his own land. Later, ow-
ing to their belief that the God of Israel was against
them, a captive Jewish priest was sent to teach them,
but the people combined Jehovah worship with that of
their own gods. When Nehemiah restored Jerusalem,
hostility arose between them and the Jews. Green says,
“that after being repulsed by the Jews, the Samaritans,
to substantiate their claim of being sprung from ancient
Israel, eagerly adopted the Pentateuch which was
brought to them by a renegade priest.” But this fact
witnesses to our Pentateuch as existing in its present
form as far back as the time of Ezra and Nehemiah.

The second or Prophetico-Historical section of the
Old Testament canon, commonly known as the “Proph-
ets,” was likewise gradual in its development. Bicknell
thinks that the reason Ezra and Nehemiah, as well as
Chronicles were not included in this second division was
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due to the possibility that when these books were com-
posed, the canon was at least well on its way to being
closed. Also that the free manner in which the Chroni-
cler treats the text of Samuel and Kings, together with
the strange variations in the Septuagint translation of
Samuel, seems to indicate that these books were not
fully recognized as canonical by the year 300 B.C. The
earliest reference to the “Prophets” as a definite col-
lection of writings is found about 200 B.C. There is a
reference in Ecclesiasticus (c. 180 B.C.) to the “twelve
prophets” as being parallel to Jeremiah and Ezekiel
(Ecclus. 49:10), and a reference in Daniel which quotes
Jeremiah as authoritative (Dan. 9:2). We may regard
this portion of the canon, therefore, as being closed
about 200 B.C.

The third division or Hagiographa is even more .ob-
scure. As the name indicates, this division contained
writings of a diverse character. The earliest reference
made to it is in the prologue to Ecclesiasticus (130 B.C.),
where the expression “The Law, the Prophets and the
other writings” is used. In I Maccabees (7:17) Psalm
79 is referred to as Scripture. We may regard this sec-
tion of the canon as being closed about 100 B.C. Wake-
field thinks that the canon of Old Testament Scripture
originated somewhat in the following manner. When the
Jews returned from Babylon and re-established divine
worship, they collected the inspired books which they

“There is no sufficient reason,” says Pond, “for supposing that any
of the canonical books of Scripture have been lost. We can hardly recon-
cile it with our ideas of the wisdom and the goodness of God, that He
should suffer such an event to take place; nor is it likely that He has.
Mention is indeed made in the Old Testament of certain books which are
no longer extant; such as “the book of Jasher” (Josh. 10:13) and “The
book of the Wars of the Lord” (Numbers 21:14). But there is no evi-
dence that either of these was ever included in the Jewish canon, or was
entitled to be there. And the same remark may be made respecting “The
book of the Chronicles of the kings of Israel,” so often referred to in the
first Book of the Kings. This was not the Book of Chronicles which we
have in our Bibles, but the authorized records of the kingdom of Israel,
made and kept by the kings' scribes. It was the register of what we would

the Secretary of State. The three thousand proverbs of Solomon,
o oty e e T el g ovs: logathes Wit bl et
:rl; had fuﬁ;“mx copies of%m? but zhﬂe is no wﬁe:noe that these

works ever claimed iration, or were ever admitted into the sacred
canon of the Jews.—Ponp, Lectures on Christian Theology, p. 53.
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still possessed, and in this manner began a sacred library
as before they had done with the Law. To this collection
they afterward added the writings of Zechariah, Malachi,
and other distinguished prophets and priests, who wrote
during the captivity or shortly after; and also the Books
of the Kings, Chronicles, and other historical writings,
which had been compiled from the ancient records of the
nation. The collection thus made was ever afterward
considered complete, and the books composing it were
called the Holy Scriptures; or the Law and the Prophets.
Sometimes also they used the threefold division as we
have previously pointed out, referring to the Scriptures,
as “the Law, the Prophets and the Psalms.”

Jewish authorities recognized the canon of the Old
Testament as we now have it, as being in existence at
the time of Christ. Josephus says, ‘“We have only twen-
ty-two books which are to be trusted as having divine
authority, of which five are the books of Moses. From
his death to the reign of Artaxerxes, king of Persia, the
prophets, who were the successors of Moses, have writ-
ten thirteen books. The remaining four contain hymns
to God, and documents of life for human edification”
(Against Apion 1:8). Our present Bible makes twenty-
four by separating Ruth from Judges, and Lamenta-
tions from Jeremiah. Philo of Alexandria never quotes
from an apocryphal book, although he does quote from
nearly all the books of the Hebrew canon. We may re-
gard the action taken by the Council of Jamnia 90 A.D.
as the final stage in the fixing of the Jewish canon. After
the fall of Jerusalem, Jamnia became the center for
Palestinian Judaism, and the action taken there includ-
ed in the canon all the books in the English Old Testa-
ment and no others (Cf. BickneLL, Thirty-Nine Ar-
ticles, p. 178).

The highest witness to the canon of the Old Testa-
ment as divinely inspired, is for the church, to be found
in the fact that it was ratified by our Lord and His
apostles. The importance of such supreme testimony
cannot be overestimated, in establishing the Old Testa-
ment Scriptures as the sufficient and infallible Oracles
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of God, for the preparatory dispensation. It is just this,
in fact, that seals the Jewish canon as Christian Scrip-
tures to be united with those which should afterward
be given by the same Spirit, thus completing the ob-
jective canon of all the sacred Scriptures of the two dis-
pensations. Of this evidence Dr. Pope writes that their
divine origin is guaranteed to the Church by the fact
“that the Saviour has given His authenticating testimony
to the whole body of them in their integrity. That sanc-
tion, first, makes the Old Testament the revelation of
Christ. As it testified of Him so He testifies of it. He
took it into His hands, and blessed it, and hallowed it
forever as His own. As revelation is Christ, and Christ
is the subject of the Old Testament, the Old Testament
is of necessity the revelation of God. Knowing better
than any human critic can know all its internal obscuri-
ties, He sealed it nevertheless for the reverence of His
people. The canon of the ancient oracles, precisely as
we hold them now, no more no less, he sanctified and
gave to the Church as the early preparatory records of
His own Gospel and kingdom. That sanction, second,
assures us that the New Testament is His own authori-
tative completion of the Scriptures of revelation” (PorpE,
Compend Chr. Th., pp. 39, 40).

THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON

The formation of the canon of the New Testament
Scriptures was likewise a gradual process, extending
over a considerable period of time. It runs through the
entire ante-Nicene period, and may be said to have been
closed at the end of the fourth century—every vestige of
doubt concerning any of the books having disappeared
by that time. The earliest stage in the formation of the
New Testament canon, is to be found in the collections
of writings made by the local churches, and in some
instances by churches within a given area. That there
was an early collection of the Pauline Epistles is indi-
cated in II Peter 3:16 where it is stated that in all his
epistles, there are some things hard to be understood.
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In Col. 4:16 the author requests that when this epistle
is read among you, cause that it be read also in the
church of the Laodiceans; and that ye likewise read the
epistle from Laodicea. There is evidence also that the
epistle to the Ephesians was at first a circular letter, for
in the two oldest MSS the words “at Ephesus” (1:1)
are omitted. On this basis these words were added be-
cause the epistle was finally lodged at Ephesus. Some
have thought, also, that the Epistle to the Romans was
used as a circular letter without the addition of the last
chapters. It may be readily understood how each church
would preserve its own epistles and thereby, almost un-
consciously, began the growth of the New Testament
canon.

The Earliest Canons. The earliest mention of a defi-
nite canon is that of Marcion (140 A.D.). He collected
St. Paul’s Epistles, rejecting the Pastoral Epistles, and
adding a mutilated version of St. Luke’s Gospel. Re-
garded as a heretic by the Church, he recorded only
those epistles which seemed to accord with his heretical
opinions, and made changes in the Gospel of Luke to
substantiate his positions. The other three Gospels were
rejected. The Muratorian Canon was formed about 200
A.D., a fragment which contained a list of the books re-
garded as authoritative in Rome. This includes the four
Gospels, Acts, all the Epistles of St. Paul, the Apoca-
lypse, two Epistles of St. John, St. Jude, and the first
Epistle of St. Peter. Hebrews, St. James, and one, prob-
ably the third Epistle of St. John, are omitted. The second

The only books of the New Testament which have been accounted
lost, are an Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians, supposed to precede what
we are accustomed to regard as his first epistle; and his Epistle to the
Laodiceans (Col. 4:16). But the epistle of which Paul in I Cor.
5:9 was undoubtedly the very epistle which he was then writing. The
passage is badly translated in our version; not “I wrote unto you in an
epistle,” but “I have written unto you in the epistle”; that is, in this
epistle—the very writing which I now send. . . . . The Epistle to the
Laodiceans has been justly regarded as no other than the Epistle to the
Ephesians. As Ephesus was the chief cig of proconsular Asia, this epistle
may have been ed for all the urcﬁes in the province; among
which was the ch of the Laodiceans. There was an Epistle of Paul
to the Laodiceans extant in the fifth century; but it was manifestly a
forgery, and never had a place in the sacred canon.—Ponp, Lectures on
Christian Theology, p. 53.
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Epistle of St. Peter is regarded as doubtful. Hermas is
to be read privately but not in the Church. Dr. Shedd
thinks that the reference made here is to a conception
that was gradually forming in the minds of Christians,
that of a New Testament as a companion to the Old
Testament, and therefore the books of the New Testa-
ment are cited as Scripture.

The Early Catalogues of Scripture. At a very early
period, catalogues or lists of the books of the New Testa-
ment were drawn up by different persons. The earliest
of these was that of Origen (210 A.D.), who for some
reason omits the Epistles of James and Jude, while ac-
knowledging them in other parts of his writings. The
next is that of Eusebius (315) A.D., who makes a dis-
tinction between the homologoumena and the antilogou-
mena which we shall treat in our next section. The cata-
logue of Athanasius is of the same date as that of Euse-
bius, and exactly corresponds with our present canon.
Bicknell places this catalogue at even an earlier date
than that of Eusebius (307 A.D.), and states that the
canon of Epiphanius in his work on Heresies is also
identical with our own. The catalogue of Cyril of Jeru-
salem (340 A.D.) and that of the Council of Laodicea
(364 A.D.) contain all the New Testament books except
the Apocalypse, which is rejected also by Gregory Nazi-
anzen (375 A.D.) and Amphilochius of Iconium. Phil-
ostrius, Bishop of Brescia (380 A.D.) leaves out both the
Apocalypse and the Epistle to the Hebrews; but Jerome
(382 AD.), Ruffinus (390 A.D.) and Augustine (394
A.D.) contain the full lists of the New Testament books
as acknowledged. It may be mentioned in this con-
nection also, that the Vatican and Sinaitic MSS belong
to the middle of the fourth century (c. 325-350 A.D.).
The former contains all the books except Philemon,
Titus, I-II Timothy, Hebrews and the Apocalypse. The
latter contains all the Gospels, all the Epistles and the
Apocalypse.

The Homologoumena and the Antilogoumena. The
catalogue of Eusebius as previously mentioned, gives a
list of all the books as accepted by his contemporaries,
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but arranges them in two classes as the acknowledged
books, homologoumena (époloyodueva), and the dis-
puted books, antilogoumena (dvriloydueva); to which
he adds a third class also, the spurious or rejected books,
notha (vé0a). In the first class, he places the follow-
ing: the four Gospels, Acts, the Epistles of St. Paul,
I Peter and I John, and with some hesitation mentions
the Apocalypse. In the second class are the following:
St. James, St. Jude, II and III John and II Peter. Here
he again mentions the Apocalypse. Hebrews is not men-
tioned, but it is probably classed with the Epistles of St.
Paul. He admits, however, that the authorship is disputed
by the Roman Church. In the last class he mentions the
Acts of Paul, Hermas, the Apocalypse of Peter, the
Epistle of Barnabas, and the Didache or so-called “Teach-
ings of the Apostles.” It seems, also, that the Apocalypse
is included, though this is doubtful. It will be seen from
this that the Apocalypse was not as yet fully classified. It
should be observed that the seven books classified as
antilogoumena were not rejected books, but subjected
merely to suspended judgment, some because the
authorship was not certain, as in the case of the Epistle
to the Hebrews, some were written to the Christians at
large and were not under the protection of any par-
ticular church, while others were addressed to individ-
ual men, and on that account were not readily accepted.
In later times the antilogoumena were sometimes classi-
fied as Deutero-Canonical. In the third class mentioned
above, the rejected books were not regarded as spurious
in the sense of not being truthful, but only as not having
sufficient warrant for canonicity. A few of these small
treatises were received in the earlier church with great
veneration, as written by men who had been companions
to the Apostles. Among these were the epistles of Clem-
ent of Rome, Barnabas and Hermas. They were included
in the earliest Codices, where they still may be found,
but only as supplements.

Conciliar Action. The first conciliar action concern-
ing the establishment of the canon, was taken by the
Synod of Carthage, which formally ratified the canon as
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it now stands. This date according to Bicknell is either
397 A.D. or 419 A.D. This decision was confirmed by
the Trullan Council in 692 A.D. As previously stated,
the action of these councils did not authorize the present
canon of Scripture, but only confirmed what had al-
ready been accepted by general usage. “So we may
sum up the history of the Canon,” says Bicknell, “as the
gradual work of the collective consciousness of the
Church, guided by the Holy Spirit. It was a task of not
only collecting but sifting and rejecting. . . . . It was a
work in which all members of the body played their
part. The devotional taste of the multitude was guided
and corrected by the learning and spiritual enlighten-

The final ratification was brought about by the pressure of -
cution directed against the sacred writings; buttheneoughttoﬁm

doubt that this was under the special supervision of the Holy Ghost,
The parallel (with the formation of the Old Testament canon) is so
far complete. But there were some peculiarities in the case of the new
collection. The gospel was diffused over the world, and every church
was the guardian of its own holy books, while every province of early
Christendom had its own special selection of Scriptures; there were also
numberless heresies, multipl their spurious productions. These two
circumstances tended to make concurrence of the Christian Church
in the final accetgt:noe of the New Testament writings a more remark-

able fact than unanimity of the Jewish Church in regard to the
Old Testament.”—PorE, Compend. Chr. Th., I, p. 199,
The four ls were from the first ed from the apoc-
hal. Justin (163 AD.) speaks of “memoirs” of Christ as

work of the evangelists. Irensus (202 AD.) cites passages from
all four of the canonical Gospels. Clement and Tertullian (220 AD.)
do the same, Tatian (172 AD.), and Ammonius (200 AD.),
harmonies of the four Gospels. Theodoret (457 A.D.) found two hundred
copies of Tatian’s harmony in the Syrian churches, which he took
away from them, because of some heresy it contained. Neander sup-
poses that Tatian mixed some things with the canonical Gospels from
the apocryphal. Origen (250 AD.), writes a commentary on Matthew
and John. These facts prove the general acceptance of the four 1s
as canonical, prior to 250 A.D. Yet there was no action of the church in a
general council to this effect.—Cf. SuEpp, Dogm. Th., p. 146.

As an evidence of the genuineness of the New Testament writings,
we may cite quotations from Clement as early as the first century.
Also from Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin Martyr, Irensus, Athenagoras and
Theophilus of Antioch. Eusebius collected this testimony, especially that
of the ecclesiastical writers of the first three centuries, from Ignatius to
Origen, and published it as early as 325 AD. It may be found in his
History (III, xxv; VII, xxv) and also in his work entitled Demonstratio
Evangelica.

Another evidence of the genuineness of the caunonical books of
the N. T. is found in the early versions. The Peshito Syriac transla-
tion was made about 175 A.D. and the Old Latin (Itala) about the same

time. The two Egyptian versions were made about 250 AD. and the
Aethiopic about 350 A.D.
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ment of its leaders. Their decisions approved themselves
to the mind and conscience of the whole Church.”—
BickNELL, The Thirty-Nine Articles, p. 182. As the Old
Testament canon was not closed until the Spirit of in-
spiration was withdrawn, so when the time was fully
come, we may believe that the same Spirit closed the
volume of the New Testament.

The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha. As previously
stated, the Jewish canon was regarded as complete by
about 100 B.C. However edifying books continued to
be written, and were widely used and quoted, but were
not regarded as on the same plane with the canonical
Scriptures. But this was true only in Palestine. The
Hellenistic Jews, especially those of Alexandria took an
entirely different attitude. They not only adopted a dif-
ferent arrangement of the books but included among
them many later writings, these for the most part be-
ing the books now regarded as apocryphal. Thus the
early Christian Church as it extended its borders beyond
Palestine, found itself confronted with a greater and
lesser canon. Since many of these were uninformed,
the great body of the Church went on using the Greek
Bible and the Alexandrian canon. But Jerome and other
learned men who understood the Hebrew language
recognized that there was a narrower and truer canon.
This Jerome accepted and defended. He was opposed
by Augustine, through whose influence in the Councils
of Hippo (393 A.D.) and of Carthage (397 A.D.), the
apocryphal books were declared to be canonical Scrip-
ture, and were thereafter quoted as such by later writers.

The word Apocrypha, which came to be applied to
the extra-canonical books in the second century, has a
number of different meanings. Originally it meant
“hidden,” and referred to either a secret origin or a
secret authority. But the idea of an esoteric teaching
was repugnant to the spirit of Christianity, and soon
came to mean heretical or spurious. As used by Jerome,
however, it simply meant noncanonical. It is in this
sense that the Apocrypha is now understood. Protestant-
ism rejected the Apocrypha and accepted the Jewish
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rather than the Alexandrian canon, the Jewish Scrip-
tures rather than the Septuagint.

The Pseudepigrapha as the name implies was a col-
lection of spurious writings outside both the canonical
Scriptures and the Apocryphal books, and never having
had any reception in the Jewish or Christian Church.
Athanasius, as did the earlier church fathers, distin-
guished between the canonical (6poloyodueva), those
worthy of being read, though not canonical, (dvri\oyd-
peva), and the fictitious works of heretics (v66a). In
the first class he placed the twenty-two Hebrew books
which make the Jewish canon, in the second, what we
call the Apocrypha, and in the third, the pseudepig-
rapha. The Greek Church retains the same order.

What is commonly called the New Testament Apoc-
rypha is a collection of spurious writings, which were
never published in connection with the canonical Serip-
tures. They were, however, in part at least, gathered

Enoch Pond in his Lectures on Christian Theology gives the fol-
lowing arguments against the inspiration of the apocryphal books. (1)
They are not found in the Hebrew Bible. They were written o y
not in Hebrew but in Greek—a language which was not common among
the Jews perhaps not known among them, until after the Old Testa-
ment was cloee<£ (2) These apocryphal books have never been received
hnah i bee! res:rsgdﬂll:;lgs ) Thelly areinas;ci:::lf J(3) 'I'h:ﬂpocryp?:i

Ve never n t people as a

are never quoted or referred to in the New Testament as possessing
any divine authority. (4) The internal evidence is decisive. (5) The
writer of the Maccabees disclaims inspiration. He says, “I will here make
an end of my narrative. If I have done well, it is what I desired; but if
slenderly and meanly, it is what I could attain unto.”

As internal against the apocryphal books, Pond cites the
following: “They inculcate false doctrine, and a false and unchristian
morality. In the Second of ftheﬂ;liagm%wa read, “It b': a i::d
wholesome thought to pray for eal t they may m
their sins (12:44-45). The writer of the same book both justifies and
commends suicide, “When he was ready to be taken, he fell upon his own
sword, choosing to die nobly, rather than fall into the hands of the wicked”
(14:41, 42). In several places in ﬁlmtonement and justifica-
tion are represented as being se by works. “Whoso honoreth his
father, maketh atonement for his sin” us. 3:3). “Alms doth deliver
f;;:m de&th, and shall purge away all sin” (Tobit 12:9).—Ponb, Lect. Chr.

addition of Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah by Origen and
others was occasioned by their being appended to the genuine writings
ofthatfpropheththeMSSoftheSeptmgint. This too will account
for the fact that Ambrose, Augustine, and others after th in the Latin
Church, who used the Septuagint, spoke of the apocryphal books as
canonical, because they were placed with the canonical books, as being
in the same language.—SummMmers, Syst. Th., I, pp. 503, 504.
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up and published under the title “Apocryphal Books of
the New Testament.” There is no evidence that can be
claimed for them as inspired writings, and they have
never been accepted by the Church as any part of the
Scriptures.

Later History of the Canon. As may be inferred
from our discussion of the Apocrypha, the question of
the canon was for a long time an open and perplexing
one in the medizval Church. In 1441 A.D. the Council
of Florence passed a decree which declared most of the
apocryphal books to be canonical. At the time of the
Reformation when the lines were being drawn so closely
between the Roman Catholic Church and Protestantism,

* the Council of Trent in 1546 abolished all differences

between the books and declared them all canonical. This
action being taken by a council reputedly few in num-
ber and in opposition to former catalogues, attempts
were made by some of the later Romanist theologians to
soften the position by distinguishing between Proto-
canonical and Deuterocanonical books, or a higher and
a lower canon. The Greek Church, after many attempts
to separate the apocryphal books from the canon, finally
adopted the Apocrypha as canonical at a Jerusalem
Synod under Dositheus in 1672 A.D. Protestantism uni-
versally rejected the Apocrypha as canonical. Luther,
however, admitted the apocrypha as valuable for edifi-
cation, but the Swiss Reformers were more rigorous in
their rejection. The English Church is conciliatory and

The books of the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha are classified in
miioh‘uom Thefoﬂ?!wlnghthousualda]a:[:& I:E i Judith, Ad
'estament Apocrypha: 1 Esdras, Tobit, Ju -

ditions to Esther, Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus (or Wisdom of
Sirach), Baruch, 1.s'tlo of Jeremy, Song of the Three Children, The
StoryofSusana, the Dragon, The Prayer of Manasses, I-II-III-IV

Therﬁ;ron Te'l.iﬁl of‘JA 'l‘hmI G.E:;elc f th m e ("S’faspel £
tevangelium ames, e 0! e cy, the o
Nicodemus (or Acts of Pilate), The Acts of Paul and Thecla.

The Ps pha: The Book of Jubilees, The Letter of Aristeas,
The Books of and Eve, The Martyrdom of Isaiah, IEnoch(Etm—
oplc), The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, The Slbylline Oracles,

e Assumption of Moses, I Enoch (or the Book of the Secrets of
Eoe Slavonic), II Baruch (or the S poca.lygse of Baruch), I
Baruch (or the Greek ApocoAlese The Psalms of Solomon,
%rki Aboth, the Story of and ‘I'he Fragments of a Zadokite

or’
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regards as fully canonical, only those books of whose
authority there was never any doubt, but admits public
reading of some parts of the Apocrypha. The earlier
Arminians adopted both the canonical books and the
Apocrypha as Scripture, but the Methodist bodies every-
where, in common with the Westminster Confession,
wholly rejected the apocryphal books as canonical.

THE CANON AS A RULE OF FAITH

The objective canon of Scripture in the sense of the
accepted and approved connection of writings, becomes
in turn the rule of faith in its application to the Chris-
tian Church. Here we define the objective canon as in-
cluding the canonical books of both the Old and the New
Testament, exclusive of the apocryphal books. These
latter we regard on the human plane as comparable with
other uninspired writings. They are of value from the
historical standpoint, and their content in most instances,
is edifying. We judge them as to their worth solely on
the plane of human effort and ability, and in no sense
view them as a rule of faith. The New Testament, how-
ever, declares itself as the consummation of Scripture,
filling out or completing the revelation made through the
Old Testament. This brings us directly to one of the
earliest problems of the primitive church—that of the
relation between the Old and the New Testament.

ArTiCLE VI of the English Church is as follows: Holy Scripture
containeth all things necessary to salvation; so that whatsoever is not
read therein, nor beﬁoved thereby, is not to be required of any
man, that it should believed as an Article of Faith, or be thought
requisite necessary to salvation. (Here follows a list of the canonical
books.) AchebmksoftheNewTestammt,umeymmmmlgmmk;
ceived, we do receive and account them Canonical. And the other
(as Hierome saith) the Church doth read for example of life and instruc-
tion of manners; but yet doth it not apply them to establish any doctrine.

(Here follows a list of the a L)
Mr. Wesley in arra the Twenty-Five Articles of Methodism
uses the Sixth Article of the Anglican Confession, but omits all reference

to the a books. He substituted the names “The Book of
Ezra” and e Book of Nehemiah” for the I and II Books of Esdras
as they are called in the Anglican Confession. In the last sentence, he
omits the word “them” before “canonical.”

ArtIcLE IV. Church of the Nazarene: “We believe in the plenary in-
spiration of the Holy Scriptures by which we understand the sixty-six
hooksuof the Old ‘Ed ‘l:l'ﬁlw ;I‘eésot;ment. given by giv:une inspiration, in-
errantly revealing the ol concerning us things necessary
to our salvation; so that whatever is not contained therein is not to be
enjoined as an article of faith.”
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The Relation of the Old Testament to the New Testa-
ment. One of the first problems to rise in the early
Church was that of its relation to Jewish Law. The Jews
themselves were reluctant to give up any portion of
their regulations, and the Gentiles were loath to receive
them. Then, too, the historical perspective, having as
yet little or no meaning to the Church, the backward-
ness of certain parts of the Old Testament constituted
a real difficulty for the Christian conscience. It was on
this ground of unchristian morality that Marcion and his
adherents rejected the Old Testament. The problem be-
came acute when the Apostle Paul declared that it was
not necessary for the Gentiles to become Jews before
becoming Christians. His Epistle to the Galatians is his
declaration of independence as it concerns Judaism in
itself. This rough but strong statement is given to the
Church in its polished and perfected form in the Epistle
to the Romans. The great apostle likewise declared his
independence of paganism, in a like rugged and strong
epistle—that to the Colossians. This we have in its fin-
ished form in the Epistle to the Ephesians. The contro-
versy became so acute, that a council of the elders was
called at Jerusalem, over which the Apostle James pre-
sided. The Pharisees demanded that the Gentiles be
circumcised and keep the law of Moses. Peter, arguing
from his experience at the household of Cornelius, and
Paul and Barnabas citing the miracles and wonders
which had been wrought of God, James rendered the final
verdict in these words: Wherefore my sentence is, that
we trouble not them, which from among the Gentiles
are turned to God; but that we write unto them, that
they abstain from pollutions of idols, and from fornica-
tion, and from things strangled, and from blood. For
Moses of old time hath in every city them that preach
him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath day
(Acts 15:19-21). This was a victory for the liberal
party, but the problem has been persistent in every suc-
ceeding age of the Church.

At the opening of the Reformation Period, the prob-
lem came to the front again. Here it took a twofold form
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—that of minifying the Old Testament on the one hand,
and an attempt to enforce the minute Jewish ceremonial
regulations on the other. The earliest attempt in the
English Church to settle this problem was the TEN ArTI-
cLEs of 1536, which passed rapidly through other state-
ments and was given a more definite expression in the
Forty-Two ARTICLES of 1553. The present ArticLE VII
of the Anglican Confession was formed by Archbishop
Parker out of two of the earlier articles of 1553, and was
directed against Romanism on the one hand, and the
errors of the Anabaptists on the other. This represents,
not only the conclusions of English Protestantism, but
is in accord with all Protestantism. As finally settled,
the solution took the form of three declarations. First,
the Old Testament was not to be considered contrary
to the New Testament, but to be regarded as an earlier
and preparatory stage for Christianity. We are to view
the Old Testament as a progressive unfolding of God’s
revealed will, and that at each stage men and their
actions are to be judged in accordance with the ac-
cepted standards of their times and in harmony with
the amount of divine light accorded them. Second,
God’s promises to the Jews carried with them, not only
promises of material blessing, but of spiritual light
and salvation. They were not therefore to be regarded
as “transitory,” but as revelations on various levels and
in varying degrees, of the one Messianic hope which
found its perfect fulfillment in Christ (Cf. Heb. 1:1).
Third, the question of the relation of the Church to
Jewish Law was solved, by making a distinction between
civil and ceremonial law on the one hand, and moral
law on the other. This is admittedly a radical distinc-
tion, for to the Jew every part of the law was equally

ArticLe VII, Anglican Confession: The Old Testament is not con-

trary to the New, for both in the Old and New Testaments everlasting
life is offered to mankind by Christ, who is the only Mediator between
God and man, being both God and man. Wherefore they are not to be
heard, which feign that the old Fathers did look for only transitory
promises. Although the Law given from God by Moses, as touching
ceretnoniesandrite-,donotbdehrlsﬂanmm,northeClvﬂPreeeptl
thereof ought of necessity to be received in any commonwealth; yet not-

ing, no Christian man whatsoever is free from the obedience
of the Commandments which are called Moral
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sacred. Nor could it have been made unless our Lord
himself had first abrogated that part of it which belonged
solely to the earlier economy. Thus that which was
in Judaism as a logical accident and necessary to its
earlier expression, is to be superseded by other and
more spiritual forms of expression, though through all
there abides the truth eternal. His direct statement as
to His own relation of superiority to the law and: his
avowed purpose of lifting it to higher forms of expres-
sion (Cf. Matt. 5: 38, 39, 43, 44); his assertion of lord-
ship over even the Sabbath (Cf. Mark 2:28); and his
references to the new cloth and the old garment (Mark
2:21, 22) and the new wine and the old wineskins, are
sufficient proof that He anticipated new and higher forms
of expression, for the truth to be revealed through the
Holy Spirit. The Council of Jerusalem (ca. A.D. 48)
claimed the specific direction of the Holy Ghost, which
Jesus had promised should be given as a Spirit of truth
(Acts 15:28); and the decision was so definite as to
what was to be retained, that there should be no doubt
as to its intended abrogation. To this also, St. Paul’s
epistles to the Galatians and to the Romans bear direct
evidence, declaring that the ritual and ceremonial law
was abolished by One who had the authority so to do.

This may be summed up as follows: The civil por-
tions of the Law belonged to Israel as a nation. Since
Christianity was regarded as a religion of universal im-
port, these civil restrictions could not possibly be bind-
ing upon the Church. The new and spiritual Israel de-
manded new and universal laws, for in Christ there is
neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free,
there is neither male nor female; for ye are all one in
Christ Jesus (Gal. 3:28). This new law must be ap-
plicable to all nations, all peoples, all degrees of civiliza-
tion and culture, and without distinction as to sex. It
can therefore be nothing less than the law of faith (Cf.
Rom. 3:21-28). Likewise, also, the ceremonial rites
found their offices in the proper instruction of those
who observed them. They admittedly pointed forward
to Christ as their perfect fulfilment. Hence St. Paul ar-
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gues that when we were children, were in bondage un-
der the elements of the world; but when the fulness of
the time was come, God sent forth his Son, made of a wo-
man, made under the law, to redeem them that were
under the law, that we might receive the adoption of
sons (Gal. 4:3-5). Wherefore the law was our school-
master to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified
by faith. But after that faith is come, we are no longer
under a schoolmaster (Gal. 3: 24, 25).

As respects the moral law, Christ did not abolish it,
but declared his intention to deepen and vitalize it. And
this He did because as such, the moral law is God’s will
for all men, and not necessarily entangled with the acci-
dents of religious ceremonies or civil obligations. It be-
longs to the nature of man—is the law of His true being
and could not be abrogated without the destruction of
the human in its higher spiritual aspects. Then again the
Christian is inspired by the new law of love as an inner
impulsive power, and this exceeds a forced obedience
to an outwardly imposed law. Hence there are many
injunctions in the Scriptures, exhorting men to walk
worthy of their profession by loving obedience to the
moral law (Cf. Rom. 13:9, Eph. 6: 2, James 2:10).

EVIDENCES OF THE RULE OF FAITH

Having given in brief, the evidences which support
the claims of the several books of the Bible to canonicity,
we must now make mention of those which are urged
in favor of the Scriptures as the authoritative rule of
faith and practice in the Church. These evidences prop-
erly belong to the field of Apologetics, which on account
of its wide range of research and investigation is now
generally regarded as a separate branch of theological
science. Due to the assaults of infidelity in the past, and
the attacks of destructive criticism in modern times, this
field is peculiarly difficult. It should demand the atten-
tion of only those more mature students who have had
the proper scholastic preparation for this work, and who
in addition have access to the literature of modern re-
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search. This literature will be found in the numerous
Introductions to Biblical Science, the various histories
of the Canon and the general field of Apologetics. It is
evident that the limited scope of this work prevents any
extended treatment of the subject. Furthermore, we
deem the objections of unbelief as of little worth to the
student of theology generally. They do not usually arise
from honest intellectual inquiry, but from an evil heart
of unbelief. They are always short-lived, and therefore
frequently replaced by newer and equally contradictory
hypotheses. The development of modern historical re-
search, and the recent discoveries in philology and
archeeology, have in each instance served to strengthen
and confirm the faith of the Church in the authenticity
of the sacred Scriptures. Again, we have endeavored in
our previous discussion of the Scriptures, to show that
their life is not bound up solely with historical evi-
dences, but is to be found also in the testimonium Spir-
itus Sancti, or the inner witness of the Holy Spirit. The
Spirit dwelling within the hearts of true believers
through the atoning work of Jesus Christ, is found to
be the same Spirit who breathes in the pages of the Holy
Scriptures. Hence the strongest evidence for the author-
ity of the Scriptures is to be found in the fact that the
Spirit of Inspiration, to whom we are indebted for the
authorship of the Bible, is Himself the Divine Witness
to its genuineness and authenticity.

Classification of Evidences. The evidences offered in
support of the claims of the Bible as the authoritative
rule of faith and practice in the church, are usually clas-
sified as External, Internal and Collateral. External evi-
dences are so-called because they are regarded as ex-
ternal to the Bible, such as miracle and prophecy. These
we have previously treated in connection with the sub-
ject of Revelation. Internal evidences are those found
within the book itself and consists in the arguments for
the genuineness, authenticity and integrity of the Holy
Scriptures. By Collateral evidences are meant those
miscellaneous matters which cannot be properly classi-
fied as either External or Internal evidences, and yet are
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of sufficient importance to demand attention. Here are
usually classified such evidences as the rapid expansion
of Christianity during the first three centuries, and the
beneficial influences of Christianity upon mankind
wherever accepted. Reference is sometimes made also
to presumptive evidences, by which are meant those
arguments which tend to dispose the mind toward the
presentation of other evidences. The evidences are
further classified as Rational and Authenticating. By a
Rational argument is meant the endeavor to convince the
mind of the truth of the proposition presented. It has
to do with the truth or falsity of a proposition. By an
Authenticating argument is meant an attempt to prove
that the teacher is divinely commissioned, and may have
no further bearing upon the truth of the proposition it-
self. However, if the claims of the teacher to divine in-
spiration can be supported by an authenticating argu-
ment, this is at least presumptive evidence that the doc-
trines taught are likewise divinely inspired and therefore
true.
In substantiation of the claims of the Old Testament
to genuineness and authenticity we may mention: (1)
The Antiquity of the Old Testament. Josephus quotes
such writers as Manetho and Apollonius as agreeing that
Moses was the leader of the Hebrew people when they
left Egypt. Strabo, Pliny, Tacitus, Juvenal and others
mention Moses; and Justin Martyr affirms that nearly
all of the ancient historians, poets, philosophers and
lawgivers refer to him as the leader of Israel and the
founder of the Jewish state. (2) The Septuagint. The
Old Testament was translated into Greek for the use of
the Alexandrian Jews about 287 B.C. This translation
is known as the Septuagint and is proof positive that the
Pentateuch existed at that time. But it must be ad-
mitted that if the Pentateuch existed at that date, it must
Older works on cs. Cf. Nelson, The Cause and Cure of
rﬁdsm William L L::l mﬁ Inapiration of Holy of Holy ifcrlmn Its ff“"g‘f;
Scripture Records; Gleig, The Most Wonderful Book in the World (New
Ed. 1915); Horne, T luction to the Holy Secriptures. Cf. also works on

evidences by Paley, Whately, Mecllvaine, Conybeare, Cudworth and
T,
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have existed also in the days of Ezra (c. 536 B.C.), for
the circumstances of the Jews in their captivity were
such as to preclude its authorship between these two
dates. Furthermore, Hebrew ceased to be the living
language of the people soon after the time of their cap-
tivity, and after that date all important documents appear
in either Greek or Chaldee. Both Ezra and Nehemiah
mention “the law of Moses” (Ezra 3: 2, Neh. 8:1), which
at the request of the people, was brought forth and read
by Ezra before the whole congregation of Israel. (3) The
Samaritan Pentateuch. In our discussion of the Canon
we mentioned the two extant copies of the law of Moses,
one received by the Jews, the other by the Samaritans.
It is evident that these were both taken from the same
original which must therefore, have existed previous to
the divided kingdom, this claim being substantiated by
the magnificent temple of Solomon and the elaborated
ritual which attached to its services. From Moses to
David, about four centuries, the circumstances of the
period were such as to preclude any possibility of its
authorship. When, therefore, it is declared that Joshua

On the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, the following works
will be found helpful: Green, The Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch
(1895), The Unity of the Book of Genesis (1895); Bissell, The Penta-
teuch: Its Origin and Structure (1885); Naville, The Higher Criticism in
Relation to the Pentateuch (1923); Clay, The Origin of Biblical Tradi-
tions (1923); Griffith, The Problem of Deuteronomy (1911) and The
Exodus in the Light of Archeology (1923); MacDI]I Mosaic Author-
ship of the Pentateuch; Finn, The Author of the Pentateuch (1931);
Pilter, The Pentateuch: A Historical Record (1928); Orr, The Prob-
lem of the Old Testament (1911); Wiener, The Origin of the Penta-
teuch (1910), Pentateuchal Studies (1912); McKim, The Problem of
the Pentateuch (1908); Bartlett, The Veracity of the Hexateuch (1897).
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the Bible (Sixth Ed. 1933); Clay, Light on the Old Testament
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wrote the book which bears his name (Joshua 24:26),
and which appears to have been an addition to a previous
volume known as the “Book of the Law,” or the “Book
of the Law of Moses” (Deut. 31: 24-26), there is no sound
reason for denying the Mosaic authorship of the Penta-
teuch. As to whether Moses had access to previous docu-
ments, or whether his inspiration was of the nature of
a “vision hypothesis” is a matter of conjecture. St. Luke
clearly states that he used historical material in prepar-
ing the book which bears his name, and yet the inspira-
tion of this book has never been called in question. That
the Pentateuch was compiled by redactors from previ-
ously written documents as affirmed by those who hold
to the modern ‘“documentary hypothesis” does not ap-
pear to be substantiated by the facts. (4) Archaeological
Discoveries. Objections were formerly made to the
Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, on the grounds
that writing was not yet invented in the time of Moses,
and that the moral standards of the decalogue were far
in advance of his time. Both of these objections have
been disproved by the discovery of the Code of Ham-
murabi at Susa, Persia, probably the Shushan of the
Book of Esther. The date of this Code is about 2250
B.C. It proves conclusively that writing was in vogue at
least a thousand years before the time of Moses. It
contains two hundred forty-eight laws formulated by
the king of Babylon, some of them remarkably like those
given by Moses on Mount Sinai, and answers all objec-
tions against the moral standards existing in the time of
Moses. It has been abundantly proved, however, that
the Mosaic Code was not borrowed from the Babylon-
ians. The Tel el Amarna Tablets were found in 1887 and
contained cuneiform inscriptions dating back to about
1400 B.C. These tablets represent conditions in Egypt
precisely as they are related in Genesis and Exodus, and
thus corroborate the testimony as to the Mosaic author-
ship of the Pentateuch. Another discovery which has

For further study Cf. Spencer, Did Moses Write the Pentateuch

After All? (1901); Finn, The Mosaic Authorship of the Pentateuch;
Thomas, The Organic Unity of the Pentateuch (1904),
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confirmed the truth of the Pentateuch, is that of the Hit-
tites. Until recently critics have discredited the biblical
statements concerning this ancient and powerful people,
but the discoveries of archsology have confirmed the
biblical accounts, and added another proof to the authen-
ticity of the Scriptures. One of the most outstanding
evidences of archzology, however, is the discovery of
the city of Pithom, where in some parts of the store-
chambers there are bricks made with straw, others with
stubble, and some without straw but bound together
with sticks. This is in exact accordance with the biblical
account of the Hebrews during their bondage in Egypt.

Genuineness and Authenticity of the Scriptures. By
genuineness as used in this connection, we understand
a reference solely to authorship. A book is genuine when
it is the production of the author whose name it bears.
The term is frequently confused with authenticity which
refers not to the authorship of a book but to the truth
of its content. In this sense a book may be genuine with-
out being authentic, or authentic without being genuine.
There is, however, confusion as to the use of the term in
theology and various writers attach different meanings
to the words in question. It is admittedly difficult to
sharply distinguish between the two in any discussion of
scriptural evidences, for if a book is not written by the
author it acknowledges, then not only is the question of
its genuineness involved but that of its authenticity as
well. For this reason it is a common practice with many
theologians to treat both subjects under one head.

The authenticity of the New Testament has been

Later works on General Apologetics: Cf. Fisher, Grounds of Thelstic
and Christian Belief (1911); Reasons for Faith and Other Con-
tributions to Christian Evidences (1910-1914); McGarvey, Evidences of
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A System of Christian Evidences (1917); Luthardt, Fuﬂdammd Moral
and Saving Truths of Christianity (3 vols.); Rishell, The Founda!:lmu
of the Christian Faith (1899); Wright, Sclenﬁﬁc Aspects of Christia
Evidences (1906); Wells, Why We Believe the Bible (1910), Stewart,
Handbook of Christian Evidences; Row, A Manual of Christian E
dences; Ebrard, Christian Apologetics or the Scientific Vindication of
Chrhﬂanity (3 Vols.); Christlieb, Modern Doubt and Christian Belief
(2nd Ed. 1874); Robertso The Bible at the Bar (1934); Shiner, The
Battle of Beliefa (1931); Short. The Bible and Modern Research (1932),
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previously discussed and we need not repeat the argu-
ments here. It is sufficient to summarize these argu-
ments as follows: (1) There are quotations from the
New Testament found in the writings of the earliest fa-
thers, dating back to the first century and immediately
following, such as Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin
Martyr and Irenseus. (2) There is the testimony of the
opponents of Christianity such as Celsus in the second
century, Porphyry and Hierocles in the third and Julian
in the fourth century, all of whom bear witness to the
existence of the New Testament in their day. (3) There
are the early catalogues of the books of the New Testa-
ment. The earliest of these was that of Origen (c. 210
A.D.) which lists all of the books of the New Testament
except James and Jude and these are mentioned else-
where in his writings. (4) The Roman historians whose
antiquity has never been questioned bear witness to
Christ and early Christianity. Suetonius mentions Christ
by name, Judwos impulsore Christo assidue tumult-
antes Roma expulit (Edit. Var., p. 544); while Tacitus
mentions Pilate as procurator of Judea, and refers to
Christ as the Founder of the sect of Christians. (Auctor
nominis ejus Christus, qui Tiberio imperitante, per pro-
curatoreum Pontium Pilatum supplicio affectus erat.—
Annal., 1, 5.) (5) The style of the books in each case is
suited to the age and circumstances of the reputed writ-
er, and the characteristic differences are evidence that the
work was not that of one person but of many. (6) The
character of the writers is evidence in favor of the au-
thenticity of their writings. They were holy men and
incapable of forgery or deception. There is a straight-
For further reading cf. Mullins, Why Is Christianity True? Stearns
The Evidences of Christian Experience (1890); Wright, Scientific Aspects
of Christian Evidences (1906); Kreitzmann, The New Testament in the
Light of a Believer’s Research (1934); Marston, New Bible Evidence
(1934); Robertson, Luke the Historian in the Light of Research (1920);
Machen, The Origin of Paul’s Religion (1921); Noesgen, The New Testa-
ment and the Pentateuch (1905); Watson, Defenders of the Faith: The
Christian Apologists of the Second and Third Centuries (1899); Ca.rrI?,g';
ton, Christian Apologetics in the Second Century (1921); Cobern,
New Archeeological Discoveries and Their Bearing on the New Testament

(1917); Ramsay, Was Christ Born in Bethlehem? The Bearing of Recent
Discoveries on the Trustworthiness of the New Testament.
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forwardness and frankness about these writers which
impostors could not well counterfeit. (7) The writers
refer to incidents, persons and places, which can be con-
firmed by history, and which an impostor would overlook
or conceal. They are characterized by an artless sim-
plicity, and relate even those things which no writers of
less integrity would mention. It has been truthfully said
that in the New Testament we have stronger evidence
for the genuineness and authenticity of the books which
compose it, than is afforded the books of any other class,
sacred or profane.

The Integrity of the Scriptures. Have the sacred
books, even though divinely inspired, been transmitted
to us in an uncorrupted manner? May we be confident
that we are in possession of the truth of the original text?
By the integrity of the Scriptures we mean that they
have been kept intact and free from essential error, so
that we may be assured of the truth originally given by
the inspired authors. Here again we must present only
a brief summary of the evidences for the integrity of the
Scriptures. (1) There is no evidence that the Scriptures
have been corrupted. The burden of proof is upon the
objectors. Nor need we have any fear as to the result
of careful investigation. No proof has ever yet been
furnished of essential alterations, and it is certain that

Wakefield sums up the evidences from the credibility of the writers
as follows: (1) They were men of strict and exem virtue. (2) They
were in circumstances certainly to know the truth of what they relate.
(3) The apostles were not uenced by worldly interests. (4) Their
testimony was in the highest degree circumstantial.—WaxereLp, Chris-
tian Theology, pp. 68-T1.

Pond gives the following as the laws of valid testimony: (1) There
must be a competent number of witnesses. (2) These witnesses must
have had the capacity and the means of forming a correct judgment.
(3) They must be persons of unexceptionable moral character. (4) They
must be disinterested. (5) Their testimony must be given in plain terms,
and must be, on all essential points, a concurrent testimony. (6) It must
be of such a nature that the witnesses, if they have falsified, are open to
detection. (7) It must be, not contradicted, but (so far as t reason-
ably be expected) confirmed, by other evidence. (8) It must followed
up, on the part of the wit:m.meaT by a correspondent, consistent course of
action. Dr. Pond apg:lies these laws to the Scriptures in an argument of
peculiar insight an “Christianity may yet be assailed,” he
says, “but it will come out of every new trial, as it has out of every pre-
vious one, ened in its evidences, and not weakened; victorious,
and not vanquished.”—Cf. Ponpo, Christian Theology, pp. 97-105.
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none can be furnished in the future. (2) There were
strong motives for preserving the Old Testament on the
part of the Jews. Besides the high veneration in which
their sacred books were held, these books contained the
articles of their religious faith and the laws of their land.
The antagonism which existed between the Jews and
the Samaritans would forbid any mutilation of the Pen-
tateuch of which each nation possessed a copy. (3) The
multiplication of copies and their wide diffusion by the
Levites as early as the times of the Judges and Kings
(Deut. 31:11) tended to prevent the alteration of the
text. The public reading of the Scriptures in the syna-
gogues every Sabbath day also preserved their purity.
In addition to this, the Jews were jealous of their Scrip-
tures and enacted a law making one guilty of inexpi-
able sin who should presume to make the slightest altera-
tion. (4) The exceeding care of the Jewish copyists
‘would likewise reduce to a minimum any errors in tran-
scribing. They used such further precautions against
alterations as ascertaining the number of letters and
the middle sections of the several books. (5) In the case
of the New Testament there is the agreement of the
ancient manuscripts. The chief collators of the New
Testament were Erasmus, the editors of the Compluten-
sian and London Polyglots and individual biblical
scholars such as Bengel, Wetstein, Griesbach, Matthzi,
Schols, Kennicott and De Rossi. Dr. Kennicott exam-
ined six hundred and fifteen manuscripts and De Rossi
collated seven hundred and thirty-one more making
thirteen hundred and forty-six in all. The testimony of
Dr. Kennicott was that he had “found many variations,
and some grammatical errors; but not one of which af-

The Jewish copyists were at some periods, excessively, I had almost
said superstitiously, exact. They noted the verses where something
wa:“;:xposed to forgotten, the words which they believed to be
ch and the letters which they regarded as superfluous. They
ascertained the middle letter of the Pentateuch, the middle clause and
letter of each book, and how many times each letter of the alphabet
occurs in all the Hebrew Scriptures. Thus Aleph, they tell us, occurs
42377 times; Beth, 32,218 times. I mention these facts to show the
excessive care and particularity of these ancient copyists, and how un-

likely it is that any considerable change could occur under their hands.
—Ponp, Christian Theology, p. 89.
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fected, in the smallest degree, any article of faith and
practice.” (6) The numerous quotations from the New
Testament found in the writings of the Fathers, not only
prove the authenticity of the Scriptures as previously
mentioned, but the integrity of the text as well. (7)
Closely allied with these are the various helps which
have served to preserve the original text. For the Old
Testament there are the Targums, the Talmud and the
Septuagint. For the New Testament there are the vari-
ous translations. Here we may mention the Peshito, or
Syriac version (c. 150 A.D.); the Itala, or old Latin
version (c. 160 A.D.); the Vulgate or Jerome’s transla-
tion (latter part of the fourth century; the Coptic (or
old Egyptian), the Ethiopic and the Gothic, all of the
fourth century and the Armenian translation of the fifth
century. These translations and recensions confirm both
the authenticity and the integrity of the New Testament.
Dr. Philip Schaff says that “in the absence of the auto-
graphs, we must depend upon copies or secondary
sources. But these are fortunately, far more numerous
and trustworthy for the Greek New Testament than for
any ancient classic.”

The Targums are Hebrew paraphrases of the Old Testament, the
word Targum meaning “interpretation.” The Talmud is a commentary
on the Old Testament, the word Talmud mnm “instruction.” The
Talmud is composed of two parts, the Mishna w is the text itself in
either Babylonian or Palestinian, and the Gemara which is the com-
mentary on the text. These helps are an aid in understanding the text and

it. The S?mdnt is the Greek translation of the Old Testa-

preservin
ment mac?e in Egypt for the Alexandrian Jews about 287 B.C. though the
date is sometimes placed at 280 B.C. and by others at 250 B,C.



PART II. THE DOCTRINE OF THE FATHER



CHAPTER IX

THE EXISTENCE AND NATURE OF GOD

The first task of theology is to establish and unfold
the doctrine of God. The existence of God is a funda-
mental concept in religion, and therefore a determinative
factor in theological thought. The nature ascribed to
God gives color to the entire system. To fail here is to
fail in the whole compass of truth. Theology, however,
can hardly be expected to furnish a demonstrative proof
of God’s existence, for belief does not rise altogether
from logical arguments. The existence of God is a
first truth, and must logically precede and condition
all observation and reasoning. Men reach a conviction
on this subject apart from scientific discussion. To the
great mass of men the theistic arguments are unknown,
and to many others they do not carry the conviction of
certainty. These arguments will therefore be presented
as confirmatory proofs of the existence of God, and will
be useful in showing the approach of the human mind
in its attempt to grasp and explain its belief in the Divine
Existence. It must also be borne in mind, that the best
apologetic is a clear statement of the doctrines we would
establish. Once the Christian position is clearly under-
stood, many of the objections urged against it become
irrelevant. We must, then, seek for other causes which
have made belief in God a general and persistent idea
among men.

Definition of God. Since the mind must define by
limiting the object of its thought, it is evident that the
human mind can never form an adequate conception of
God or properly define His being. Only the infinite can
comprehend the Infinite. This philosophical conclusion
finds its support in the New Testament, which reveals
God as dwelling in the light that no man can approach
unto; whom no man hath seen, nor can see (I Tim. 6: 16).
The nearest approach to a definition is the I AM THAT I

217
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AM of the Old Testament (Exod. 3:14) which asserts
His existence with no attempt at proof, and further im-
plies that His essence can be known only to Himself. God,
therefore, can be known to us only through a revela-
tion of Himself, and while these manifestations are im-
perfect, due to our limited capacity, they are, in so far as
comprehended by us, actual knowledge, which the mind
attributes to God as possessed in an infinite degree.
Since our conception of the attributes is likewise in a
degree indefinite, they may not in this sense be regarded
as a definition; but on the other hand, in so far as they
furnish a comprehensive statement of the attributes as
revealed in Scripture, they may very properly be con-
sidered a definition of God.

God is a Spirit, holy in nature and attributes, abso-
lute in reality, infinite in efficiency, perfect in personal-
ity, and thereby the ultimate ground, adequate cause and
sufficient reason for all finite existence. In the words of
our own creed, “We believe in one eternally existent,
infinite God, Sovereign of the universe. That He only is
God, creative and administrative, holy in nature, at-
tributes, and purpose. That He, as God, is Triune in
essential being, revealed as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit”
(Manual, p. 25, Art. I). The Thirty-nine Articles of the
Church of England define God as follows: ‘“There is but
one living and true God, everlasting, without body, parts
or passions; of infinite power, wisdom, and goodness; the
Maker and Preserver of all things both visible and in-
visible. And in the unity of this Godhead there be three
Persons, of one substance, power and eternity; the Fa-
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghost” (Article I). John
Wesley revised the Anglican Confession for the Meth-
odist Episcopal Church of America, reducing the Thirty-
nine Articles to what is commonly known as the Twenty-
five Articles. However, he made no change in Article I
except to change the word “be” to “are” in the second
part. But in 1786 the Bishops of the Conference omitted
the word “passions,” so that the Methodist statement
reads, “without body or parts.” The Anglican statement
is one of the original articles of 1553 and its language
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is very similar to that of the Augsburg Confession. The
Westminster Catechism defines God as “A Spirit, in-
finite, eternal, and unchangeable in His being, power,
holiness, justice, goodness and truth.”

The definitions of God given by the theologians of
the Christian Church differ widely. Dr. Charles Hodge
approves the Westminster statement, but Dr. John Miley
holds that “personality is the deepest truth in the con-
ception of God and with this should be combined the
perfection of his personal attributes.” Hence he defines
God as “an eternal personal Being, of absolute knowl-
edge, power and goodness.” Dr. A. H. Strong’s definition
is “the infinite and perfect Spirit in whom all things have
their source, support and end.” Calovius defines God
as essentia spiritualis infinita; Ebrard as “the eternal
source of all that is temporal,” Kahnis as “the infinite
Spirit”; while Andrew Fuller thinks of God as “the first
cause and last end of all things.” Martensen says, “God
is a Person, that is, He is the self-centralized absolute,
the eternal fundamental Being, which knows itself as
center—as the I AM in the midst of its infinite glory,
which is conscious of being the Lord of this glory.”
Calderwood defines God as “an infinite Being, who is
subject to no restrictive conditions.” Henry B. Smith
says, “God is a Spirit, absolute, personal, holy, infinite
and eternal in His being and attributes, the ground and
cause of the universe.” Hase defines God as “the abso-
lute personality who out of free love is the cause of the
universe”; while Van Oosterzee says, “We speak of Him,
not simply as the totality of all being, but as the self-
existent One, who unconditionally is and would be,
though all beyond Himself should be altogether non-
existent.”

Philosophical Conception of God. The term God has
a different meaning in philosophy from that which at-
taches to it in religion. In religion, the term God as
Absolute Personality is interpreted to mean that He
possesses in infinite perfection all that constitutes per-
sonality in finite beings. In philosophy, the term is a
synonym for the Absolute in the sense of ultimate reali-
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ty, whether conceived as personal or impersonal. The
term- Absolute is not scriptural and not necessarily re-
ligious. It has come into current use in modern times
only, and is used to express abstract thought concerning
the ultimate nature of reality. Aristotle defines God as
“the first ground of all being, the Divine Spirit, which
unmoved, moves all.” The conception of God here is
static, an “Unmoved Mover.” Perhaps the highest defi-
nition in pagan antiquity is that of Plato who says, “God
is the eternal mind, the cause of good in nature.” Kant
defines God as “a Being who by His understanding and
will is the cause of nature; a Being who has all rights
and no duties; the supreme perfection in substance, the
all-obligating Being, author of a universe under moral
law; the moral author of the world; an intelligence in-
finite in every respect.” Hegel, whose absolute idealism
was the outgrowth of the Kantian philosophy, defines
God as “the Absolute Spirit, the pure, essential Being
that makes Himself Object to himself; absolute holiness;
absolute power, wisdom, goodness, justice.” To Spinoza,
God is “the absolute universal Substance; the real Cause
of all and every existence; the alone, actual, and uncon-
ditioned Being, not only ‘Cause of all bemg, but itself
all being, of which every special existence is only a
modification.” This is a pantheistic definition. When
Calvin defined God as “an infinite and spiritual essence,”
and Luther held to a similar definition, it must be borne
in mind, that in the sixteenth century during which they
wrote, the pantheistic discussion had not sprung up.
Now it is necessary to qualify such abstract statements
by including the term personality, which is essential to
the Christian conception of God.

In proportion as man’s thought approaches maturity,
the religious and philosophical conceptions of God tend
to become more and more identified. The Spirit of Holi-
ness and the Spirit of Truth are identical, and tend to
lead to a rational statement of religious experience.
This tendency toward the identification of thought and
experience is not an arbitrary matter, but the conse-
quence of a unity of life which combines both philosophic
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and religious interests in one person. It may be studied
in religions and philosophies other than Christianity.
With the broader and deeper insights of maturity, man
comes to realize that God must be Master of the world
if He is to satisfy the religious needs of men; while the
philosopher finds that the universe can have no ex-
planation without accounting for the facts of ethical
and religious life. Scripture makes this clear in the
statement that Christ is not only the Head of the Church,
but the Head of all things to the Church (Eph. 1:22).

In any comprehensive discussion of the doctrine of
God, it is obvious that the subject must be considered in
its two main branches, first, the more general idea of
the existence of God as an object of human thought and
knowledge; and second, the more specific revelation of
His nature and attributes. The first is the idea of God
in its philosophical aspects, and is commonly known as
Theism; the second is the idea of God as found in re-
ligion, and commonly treated as Theology, in the nar-
rower sense of the term. These two conceptions cannot
be kept entirely apart, but they may be distinguished in
a broad way, as God’s revelation in man as to his consti-
tution and nature; and His revelation to man as a free
and responsible person. The first is metaphysical, the
second is ethical.

The Christian Conception of God. Before taking up
the discussion of these two aspects of the Supreme Be-
ing, it may be well to notice a third phase of the subject
in a preliminary way—the unity of the philosophical and
religious aspects of God as revealed in the historical
Christ. The Christian conception of God is a conviction
that the ultimate Personality of religion and the Absolute
of philosophy find their highest expression in Jesus
Christ; and that in His Person and work we have the
deepest possible insight into the nature and purpose of
God. He that hath seen me hath seen the Father, is Je-
sus’ enunciation of this great truth (John 14:9). Stated
theocentrically, Christ does not only reveal God, God re-
veals Himself through Jesus Christ. When theology
starts with any conception of God lower than that which
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is revealed in and through Jesus Christ, says Dickie,
it is always difficult to lift that conception to a standard
which is fully and cons:stently Christian. Christian
theology must therefore in a large measure be Christo-
centric, molding its conceptions in the fullness of Him
who is the effulgence of the Father’s glory and the ex-
press image of his person (Heb. 1:3). It is this concep-
tion which has expressed itself theologically in the great
doctrines of the Incarnation and the Trinity, and which
marks the fundamental distinction between the Chris-
tian view of God, and that found in other forms of
theistic belief.

The Christian idea of God unites in itself historically
three fundamental elements which may be traced to a
greater or lesser extent in their processes of develop-
ment. The first is the concept of personality, which
forms the basis of the religion of Israel, and was revealed
directly to the covenant people by the Spirit himself.
The second is the concept of the absolute, indirectly re-
vealed through the search of the human mind after
truth. It reaches its noblest expression in the philosophy
of the Greeks. Since the Greek language was ordained
of the Spirit to be the medium through which the New
Testament should be given to the world, its expression
was determined largely by the philosophical concepts
which characterized that language. This philosophical
expression is given the sanction of Divine Revelation in
the Logos doctrine as set forth in the Prologue to the
Fourth Gospel. In these few verses (John 1:1-18) the
inspired writer has lifted out of the mazes of Greek
thought, the true concept of Christ as the Logos, and in
one of the most remarkable philosophical statements
ever uttered, has given us divine insight into the rela-
tion existing between the revelation of God in nature
and His revelation through the Spirit. The third con-
stituent element is to be found in the interpretation of
both personality and absoluteness in terms of the revela-
tion of God in Christ. Christianity contends that in
Christ is to be found at once, the explanation of the true
nature of ultimate reality as sought by philosophy, and
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the supreme revelation of the personal God in His char-
acter and attributes, as demanded by religion.

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

Among the older theologians, the philosophical as-
pects of the doctrine of God were commonly treated
under the head of Theism. By this is meant a belief in
a personal God, Creator and Preserver of all things,
who is at once immanent in creation, and transcendent,
or above and separate from it. Opposed to this view
may be mentioned Deism which maintains the per-
sonality of God, but denies His immanence in creation
and His providential sovereignty of the universe. It is
an overemphasis upon the separateness of God from His
created works, and historically has denied the Secrip-
tures as a Divine revelation. Pantheism on the other
hand is an overemphasis upon tke relation of God to the
universe, and stresses His immanence to the disparage-
ment of His transcendence. In breaking down the dis-
tinction between God and creation, pantheism in contra-
distinction to Theism, denies the personality of God.
Philosophical Theism, with its various theories concern-
ing the nature and proofs of God’s existence, has in some
sense been the most barren department of theological
thought. And yet the Scriptures give us some ground
for this philosophical approach by their emphasis upon
the revelation of God in nature and the constitution of
man. St. Paul asserts that the invisible things of him
from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being
understood by the things that are made, even his eternal
power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse
(Rom. 1:20). The existence of God as we have shown,
is a fundamental presupposition, not only of the Chris-
tian religion, but of all religion in its higher forms. It
is not a conviction to be reached by discursive reason,
and does not therefore depend upon demonstration.
This conviction is real and potent, is innate in man
and tends to become more and more explicit. The exist-
ence of God must therefore be regarded both as an in-
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nate idea in the limited sense of this term, and as a truth
demonstrating itself to reason. According to the former,
it is a necessary element in man’s consciousness. It is
like the atmosphere. We cannot see it, and yet we can-
not see without it. According to the latter, it becomes
necessary to arrange the elements of consciousness into
a system of confirmatory arguments, such as shall justify
the claims of reason. We shall therefore treat this sub-
ject of the Existence of God, first, as to the Origin of the
Idea of God in Intuition; and second, as a Confirmatory
Revelation of God.

ORIGIN OF THE IDEA OF GOD IN INTUITION

God alone can reveal Himself to man. This He has
done in a primary revelation found in the nature and
constitution of man, and secondarily, by the direct reve-
lation of Himself through the Spirit to the consciousness
of men. The first finds its culmination in the Incarna-
tion, or the Word made flesh; while the second has its
source in the Glorified Christ, as the foundation for the
revelation of God through the Spirit. The term “innate”
is therefore applied to our primary knowledge of God.
Since this term has been the source of much speculation
and debate in philosophy, it may be well to use instead,
the term rational intuition. By intuition we mean that
power which the mind has of immediate insight into
truth. Intuitive truths are self-evident and are usually
regarded as above logical proof. There are some truths,
however, which are intuitional in a portion of their con-
tent, and yet acquired in an experimental or logical man-
ner. Such is that of the existence of God, which is in-
tuitive as an immediate datum of the moral and religious
consciousness, and yet a truth to be demonstrated to
reason. When, therefore, we speak of the idea of God
as being intuitive, we do not mean that it is a first truth
written upon the soul prior to consciousness; this would
be to make the soul a material substance; nor is it actual
knowledge which the soul finds itself in possession of at

By intuition we mean that ability of the soul to receive knowledge
independently of the five senses though not contrary to them.—Paur HiLL.
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birth; nor is it an idea imprinted upon the mind which
may be developed apart from the law of observation and
experience. It does mean that in the constitution and
nature of man there is a capacity for the knowledge of
God which responds in an intuitive manner to revealed
truth, comparable to that in which the mind of man
responds to the outer world. The Word by whom all
things were created, is not only the principle of intelli-
gence and order in the universe, but the mediatory
ground, also, of man'’s intuitive knowledge of God. Thus
we bring together three important factors in the knowl-
edge of God, first, intuitive reason as the power of im-
mediate insight into truth, which as a consequence of
creation through the Divine Word, endows men with a
capacity for the knowledge of God; second, revelation,

There are some faculties of mind which determine the modes of
our ideas. Some we obtain through sense-perception. Sense-experience
underlies all such perception. We cannot in this mode reach the idea
of God. Many of our ideas are obtained through the logical reason.
They are warranted inferences from verified facts or deductions from
self-evident principles. Through the same faculty we receive many
ideas, with a conviction of their truth, on the ground of human testi-
mony. There are also intuitive trut.fu, immediate cognitions of the
primary reason. The convictien of truth in these ideas comes with
their intuitive cognition. Through what mode may the idea of God be
obtained? Not through sense-perception, as previously stated. Beyond
this it is not necessarily limited to any one mental mode: not to the
intuitive faculty, because it may be a product of the logical reason or a
communication of revelation to the logical reason; nor to this mode, be-
cause it may be an immediate truth of the primary reason. . .. . The
idea of God as a sense or conviction of this existence is a product of the
intuitive faculty. There is an intuitive faculty of the mind, the facul
of immediate insight into truth. Thoreugh analysis as surely finds su
a faculty as it finds the other well-known faculties, such as the pre-
sentative, the ::Tresentative and the logical. To surrender these dis-
tinctions of fa is to abandon chology. To hold others on the
ground of such ctions is to admit an intuitive faculty.—MiLEY,
Systematic Theology, I, pp. 60, 62.

A. A. Hodge in speaking of the innateness of the idea of God says,
“It is not innate in the sense either that man is born with a correct idea
of God perfectly developed, or that, independently of instruction, any
man can, in the development of his natural mers alone, arrive at a
correct knowledge of God. . .... On the other d, in dently of all
instruction, a sense of dependence and of moral accountability is natural
to man. These logically involve the being of God, and when the in-
tellectual and moral character of an individual or race is in any degree
develoged, these invariably suggest the idea and induce the belief of a
God. Thus man is as universally a religious as he is a rational being.
And whenever the existence and character of God as providential and
moral ruler is offered as fact, then every human soul responds to it as
true, seen in its own self-evidencing light, in the absence of all formal
demonstration.”—A. A. Hopce, Outlines of Theology, pp. 12, 13.
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or the Spirit’s universal presentation of truth to intui-
tive reason, through the revealing activity of the Divine
Word. This is the true Light, which lighteth every man
that cometh into the world (John 1:9); and third, as a
consequence of the union of the two previous factors, the
universal and necessary idea of God. Human nature,
therefore, is such that it necessarily develops the idea of
God, through the revelation of the truth by the Spirit, in
much the same manner as it develops a knowledge of the
world through the data of the senses. This consciousness
may be perverted by moral unlikeness to God, even as
that of the outward world may be perverted by a false
philosophy. The fact that the idea of God assumes so
many forms, is proof at once of its intuitive nature on
the one hand, and of its perversion on the other—this
perversion being due to the withdrawal of the Spirit of
holiness occasioned by sin. In support of the intuitive
nature of the idea of God as thus set forth, we offer, first,
the testimony of Scripture; and second, the universal
experience of men.

The existence of God, God alone can reveal. He has wrought this
&reme t:ru;ﬁch into the mnsﬁtutt}!lo;n bte’ifn:unf‘“tlh nastum as ltappeahtor.
pture, w! never proves o e Supreme, a to
fl.)his mm&?:;sness; it also u;':v? the ;eaaon for its disturbance, land thus
antip! on obviates orce of every argument against it. . . . .
A¥l processes of this argument rest finally on the analysis of that original
consciousness of God which is the birthright of man as a creature;
hence they are derived, first, from an appeal to the nature of the human
spirit itself; second, from a consideration of the relation of the human
mind to the phenomena of the universe; and third, from the universal
Theism of the race as the result of both. . . ., The simplest form of the
argument is to be sought in the moral constitution of man, which in
reason or conscience proclaims the existence of a Supreme Lawgiver,
and in its desires and aspirations the existence of a Supreme Object for
communion with whom it was made. These are elements of our nature
and not the result of education; they are primary, intuitive, and universal;
refusing at the outset all argument upon their origin. If conscience is the
moral consciousness—its only sound definition—it as much implies a
iritual world into which man is born as consciousness generally fmpliea
:Ke natural world. If it is the reason or heart or central personality of
man it gives testimony, supreme in the soul, to a Power who rules in
teousness and hates iniquity. The rational law of our nature is its
moral law. It points to a Holy Governor, whom it suggests or to whom it
appeals, above the visible world nothing in which is capable of exciting
its emotions. And the universal feeling of dependence on a Being or a
Person er than ourselves reinforces this argument: the same heart in
man which trembles before an Authority above him yearns to be able to
trust in Him. This may be called the moral demonstration.—PorE, Com-
pend, Christian Theology, 1, pp. 234, 235, 236.
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The Testimony of Scripture. The Scriptures every-
where assume that there is in man’s nature the con-
sciousness of a Supreme Being, upon whom he depends
and to whom he is responsible. It makes an appeal to the
law written in their hearts, and also to the sense of de-
pendence upon God as the source and satisfaction of
all their desires, if haply they might feel after him, and
find him (Acts 17:27). It is in God that we live, and
move, and have our being. . . .. For we are also his off-
spring (Acts 17:28). The prologue to the Fourth Gos-
pel is explicit in its teachings upon this subject, where
the eternal Logos is declared to be the true light, which
lighteth every man that cometh into the world (John 1:
1-18). The only atheism which is recognized in the Scrip-
tures is a practical atheism which grows out of a repro-
bate mind. Sin has obscured the truth in human nature
and the Scriptures charge men with not desiring to retain
the knowledge of God. It is the fool who has said in
his heart, There is no God—that is, there is no God for
me (Cf. Rom. 1:28, Psalm 14:1, Eph. 2:12). Of great
significance also is the fact that the written revelation
begins with the words, In the beginning God, and as-
sumes without attempt to prove the existence of God.
The Christian scholar may, therefore, confidently rest
in the fact that God has so laid this fundamental evi-
dence in the nature and constitution of man, that He has
nowhere left Himself without a witness. Even the Greek
philosopher Plato could say that God holds the soul
by its roots—he does not need to demonstrate to the
soul the fact of His existence. He must therefore de-
clare explicitly as does the Scripture, that the invisible

The Scripture “certainly declares this at 1 that the very life of
the dependent creature is bound up with the idea of its t
Source, the very thought of God in man’s mind—to anticipate a future
clares L;:l:at the e{?mtglatlggfa i:r %c;gr‘:i” ishltﬁe:rﬁniigiglt whiche.llﬁtg:i
every man that cometh into the world. And this precedes, in order of
time and thought, that higher revelation which follows: No man hath
seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of
the Father, he hath declared him (John 1:18). He is Himself the mani-
festation of the invisible God, but only as revealing Himself to a -
;oz)eonsclousness in mankind. "Exeiros éfnyfoaro: He hath in

al exegesis the original text implanted in the universal human na-
ture.”"—PorE, Compend. Christian Theology, I, p. 235.
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things of him from the creation of the world are clearly
seen, being understood by the things that are made, even
his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without
excuse (Rom. 1:20).

The Universal Experience of Men. An intuitive or
first truth must be characterized by universality and
necessity. If then the idea of God is intuitive, it should
be corroborated by an appeal to the universal experience
of mankind, and this is the testimony of those whose
investigations have enriched the fields of anthropology
and comparative religions. In addition to the instances
already cited in our discussion of the science of religion,
we may mention also Max Mueller who after painstaking
and discriminating research concerning the origin and
growth of religion states, that “as soon as man becomes
conscious of himself as distinct from all other things and
persons, he at the same time becomes conscious of a
higher self; a power without which he feels that neither
he nor anything else would have any life or reality.”
This is the first sense of the Godhead, the sensus numin-
us as it has been called; for it is a sensus, an immedi-
ate perception, not the result of reasoning or generaliz-
ing, but an intuition as irreversible as the impression of
our senses. In receiving it we are passive, at least as
passive as receiving from above the image of the sun or
any other sensible impression. This sensus numinus is
the source of all religion. It is that without which no
religion true or false is possible (Max MUELLER, Science
of Language, p. 145). In his reference to the worship of
the lower forms of religion he says, “Not the visible sun,
moon and stars are invoked, but something else that
cannot be seen.” While there have been races which at
first appeared to be without any form of religion, closer
observation and a better understanding of the varying
forms of religious practices, have shown that no tribe is
without an object of worship. ‘“The statement that there
are nations or tribes which possess no religion,” says
Tiele, “rests either upon inaccurate observations or on
a confusion of ideas. No tribe or nation has yet been
met with destitute of belief in any higher beings, and
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travelers who asserted their existence have been after-
wards refuted by facts. It is legitimate, therefore, to call
religion, in its most general sense, a universal phenome-
non of humanity” (TieLE, Outlines of the History of
Religion, p. 6) . This agreement among individuals, tribes
and nations, widely separated in time and place would
appear to be sufficient evidence as to the universality of
the idea of God. It may assume a thousand forms, but
these diverse and imperfectly developed ideas can be
accounted for only as perversion of an intuitive convic-
tion common to all men. Washington Gladden once said,
“A man may escape from his shadow by going into the
dark; but if he comes under the light of the sun, the
shadow is there.” A man may be so mentally undisci-
plined that he does not recognize these ideas; but let him
learn the use of his reason, let him reflect on his own
mental processes and he will know that they are neces-
sary ideas.

The universality of the idea of God leads immediate-
ly to its acceptance as a necessary idea. By a necessary
idea we mean any intuition which springs directly and
immediately from the constitution of the human mind,
and which under proper conditions must of necessity so
spring. This only can account for the persistence of the
idea of God, without which it could never have been
perpetuated. “Neither a primitive revelation, nor the
logical reason, nor both together could account for the
persistence and universality of the idea of God without
a moral and religious nature in man to which the idea is
native” (MiLEY, Systematic Theology, I, p. 70). We may
carry the argument one step farther, and insist that our
intuitions give us objective truth. By a process of nega-
tive reason, we may argue that to deny this is to deny
the validity of all mental processes. To distrust its in-
tuitions is to lead immediately to a distrust in the inter-
pretation of sense-perceptions through which our
knowledge of the external world is mediated. To hold
otherwise is to land in agnosticism. But man’s mental
faculties are trustworthy. His rational intuitions are
absolute truth, and the intuition of God, universal and
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necessary in the experience of the race, finds its only
sufficient explanation in the truth of His existence.

CONFIRMATORY REVELATIONS OF GOD

Since the time when English empiricism was led into
thorough-going skepticism by Hume, and the famous
Critique of Immanuel Kant played such an important
part in the discussion, the historic arguments for the
existence of God have been persistently attacked by both
the opponents and the defenders of the theistic position.
There are some theists who hold that the existence of
God being a first truth, is the logical prius of all other
knowledge, and must therefore be impossible of demon-
stration. God must be intuited, it is said, from the
necessity of His relations; such as, the Infinite as the cor-
relative of the finite; Absolute Being in contradistinc-
tion to dependence; Overmaster or Lord in the nature
of law; and Creative Reason as furnishing the guaranty

“The word intuition is a convenient term for stating the fact that
the mind on certain occasions from its own inherent energy gives rise to
certain thoughts.” By an accommodation of such thoughts
are themselves called intuitions; the power the mind of giving rise
to such thoughts is called the intuitive faculty. The same idea is some-
times expressed by the terms, the nature, or the constitution of the
mind, that is to say, the mind is conceived of as a somewhat whose
nature is to give rise to thoughts when the proper occasion occurs. The
sa.methingisintendedwhenitlssaldofaclmofideuthnttheym
innate, not that the ideas are in the minds of infants at birth, but that
ideas are born in the mind when the conditions of their birth occur.
Now, it must be manifest that an inquiry after the genesis of thought
must in all cases in the last resort be referred to the nature of the mind
itself; for example, in any instance of perception, if we inquire, How
came the mind to be in possession of the idea, suppose of color, as white
or black? The usual answer is, By the sense of sight; but this answer is
not complete, for it may still be inquired, How does sight give such
deas?andtheanswermustbe It is of the nature of the mind to be so

impressed when the organs of sight are brought into exercise. . ... The

tion that the idea of God is intuitive, is an affirmation that the

ideaarl.seslntheminﬂrreclselyhlthemnewayaadoideuofﬂme,
space, substance, and others of that class of thoughts. Again, man
comes into in a condition of absolute dependence, and some a
prehensions of dependence must, from the nature of the case,
among the earliest ideas in consciousness. Arising out of this sense of
dependence inseparably connected with it, is a sense of obligation.
Obligation is an apprehension not only of somewhat as due, but also of
somewhat as due to Someone, and that One him upon whom we are de-
pendent. In a word, it would seem evident from the obvious facts of the
case, that the sense of dependence and obligation, of which all men are
apprehensive from the earliest moments of conscious ﬂmq\ght. are by

em intuitively referred to an infinite lnteﬂigent first cause.”—RaymoND,
Systematic Theology, 1, pp. 248-252
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and basis of human reason. It is necessary, therefore,
at the outset, to state in what sense the word proof is
used in reference to the divine existence. Ulrici main-
tains that “the proofs for the existence of God coincide
with the grounds for belief in God; they are simply the
real grounds for belief, established and expounded in a
scientific manner. If there be no such proofs, there are
also no such grounds—if possible at all, can be no proper
belief, but an arbitrary, self-made, subjective opinion.
It must sink to the level of mere illusion.” If this be
true, then it follows that the proofs of God’s existence
must be simply confirmatory revelations, the manifesta-
tions by which He makes Himself known in conscious-
ness and the external world.

As confirmatory revelations, it is evident that the
great theistic arguments must be something less than
the full Christian view. There is a limit to their power

“Belief in God is by no means the necessary product of demonstra-
tion. As old as humanity itself, it was not at first produced by reason-
ing, but rather in its most primitive form preceded all reasoning. No
one has ever begun to feel convinced of this truth merely because it
had been demonstrated to him in a strictly logical manner. Men would
hardly, indeed, have given themselves the trouble to seek for proofs
for this conviction, had it not with irresistible power forced itself, as
it were, on their innermost consciousness. Everywhere dis-
cover this belief, evenwhemnoproofhaawerbeenyetheard of; and
ltwilllastevenwheretheweaksldesofallknownproofsmb no
means ignored. Belief in God is uently no result, but, on the
contrary, a mnlni- int for human &d.nklng on invisible
postulate of our whole rational and moral nature, but no result of a
universally recognized syllogism.—Van Oosterzee, Chr. Dogm., p. 239,

But Christian dotﬂutica ought not from its standpoint to overlook
the importance of o so-called proofs for the existence of God; much
less to make common cause with those who speak with a certain con-
tempt thereof, as a fruit of defective reasoning and foolish imagination.
On the contrary, it must and will deplore the levity with which the
assertion, in itself true, that God’s existence cannot be proved (demon-
strated), is frequently repeated, understood, and applied in a way which
as much as ysintothehandsofunbeliefandakepﬁdsm
“Modern theology, w! h&h readily gives up the proofs for the existence
of God, abandons thereby not only its own position as a science; but
also, in grinciple, annihilates faith, and the religion of which it is the
theology.”—ULricL. It is true, there is not a single proof against which
objections more or less serious might not be, and have been, adduced.
All bear the unequivocal traces of the limitation of human thought. . ...
But yet they remain highly commendable, as more or less successful en-
deavors, not only to bring into satisfactory clearness the utterances of
the innermost eonsmoumesa?’ but also to justify them to oneself and
ot.l:l.eg3 a3234 highly reasonable”—Cf. Pore, Compend. Christian Theology,
PP
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of demonstration, and indeed they are more properly
regarded in this light, as probable rather than demon-
strative arguments. But in either case they require the
enforcement of the Holy Spirit’s influence as divine cre-
dentials, and must in every case derive their strength
from the further revelation of God as to His own essence
and perfections.

While the earliest objections to the arguments were
urged on the basis of being formally invalid from the
syllogistic point of view, involving the logical fallacy of
assuming that which they profess to prove, later criticism
points out that even when carried out to a logical con-
clusion, they yield a result that is not fully Christian.
It should be kept in mind that the period of the Middle
Ages in which the schoolmen developed the theistic argu-
ments, was characterized by an emphasis upon the anti-
thesis between reason and revelation. Reason or Natural
Theology must be supplemented by Revelation. Origin-
ally the theistic arguments were designed to prove that
the Christian idea of God was impossible to Natural
Theology or Reason, and must be supplied by the Scrip-
ture or Revelation. Their function was to show that
reason revealed some things about God, but not suf-
ficent for the knowledge of salvation. The rational
method was supplemented by authority. But with the
changed attitude toward reason and revelation, and the
tendency to regard life as a unity, experience becomes
the dominant factor in the knowledge of God and must
supply the distinctly Christian content.

The sharp distinction between reason and revela-
tion made by the schoolmen, gave rise further, to the two
great methods of approach which have played such an
important part in this department of theological thought.
The first is the method of philosophy, which seeks to
establish the existence of God solely from the standpoint
of human reason, and thus apart from divine revelation.
The second is the method of authority and makes its
appeal to the Scriptures, more especially to miracle
and prophecy. Both have been historically important,
and together they make up the traditional arguments for
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theism. The method of the older theology, therefore,
both Catholic and Protestant, began with the formal
and abstract arguments of reason, and filled in from
revelation the distinctly Christian content. Dr. Dickie
says, that in the first instance this scheme was super-
imposed upon Christian theology from Greek philoso-
phy, and that it dominated all formal theology for at
least seventeen hundred years.

The tendency, therefore, in theology has been to sub-
stitute a rationalistic conception of God for the personal
revelation of God through the Spirit. The impression
has been made that by examination of the evidences for
the existence of God, as found in human consciousness
and in the external world, man may attain to a spiritual
and saving knowledge of God. In the Church of Rome
this is held de fido, that is, it is heresy not to hold it. But
rightly understood there is both a spiritual and a his-
torical value attaching to these arguments. While in
some sense they may be regarded as invalid syllogistic-
ally, they are of profound significance otherwise. First,
they indicate the general starting point for the develop-
ment of the idea of God, which primarily dwells in the
human mind. All the processes of the arguments it will

As we come to the positive theistic argument, it will not be amiss
to guard against certain errors respecting its functions. It will be rating
the practical worth of the argument much too high to suppose that
it affords the whole ground or incentive to theistic belief. Constitutional
impulse is prior to syllogisms. The needs of the emotional, the sesthetic,
and the moral nature stimulate to thought and unite with intellectual
needs to beget and to keep alive the idea of a supernatural and over-
ruling power. The history of the race pays too large tribute to the force,
persistency, and universality of this idea to allow the supposition of its
adventitious origin. . . .. The function of formal argumentation, there-
fore, can be only supplementary. The basis of theistic faith is always at
hand before philoso: or theology begins to set its proofs in o —
SHELDON, Sys. Chr. Doct., pp. 53, 54.

It would be an overvaluation of theistic argumentation to suppose
that it is competent, in the strict sense of the term, to demonstrate the
existence of a Divine Person. Demonstration p belongs to the
sphere of ideal quantities and relations, where the data are thus and so
by hypothesis, and no account needs to be taken of any uncertainties
and imperfections of observation or experience. It cannot, therefore,
apply to the sphere of objective reality. this domain, an overwhelm-
ing preponderance of grounds in favor of a particular conclusion is the
most that can be attained. This suffices for practical needs, and -
tion becomes intemperate when it asks for more, whether in physical
science or in theology.—SHELDON, Syst. Chr, Doct., p. 54.
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be found, rest ultimately, on the analysis of the original
consciousness of God which is the birthright of every
creature. We mention this in anticipation of a later dis-
cussion concerning the knowledge of God, i.e., that there
is a vast difference between knowing God and knowing
about God. Secondary knowledge, such as is given in
the arguments, can never lead to a direct knowledge of
God; but once God is known through a spiritual revela-
tion, “this secondary knowledge which comes to us in-
directly fills out our mental picture, while our personal
knowledge, however slight, gives life and actuality to the
whole.”

The second value of the arguments, is found in the
fact that they mark the various stages of knowledge, the
lines along which in all ages man’s thoughts have risen to
God. They are, according to John Caird, “the uncon-
scious or implicit logic of religion.” “The manifold wit-
nesses for God,” says Bishop Martensen, “which man
finds in and around himself are here reduced to general
principles, and the various and intricate ways by which
the human mind is brought to God are indicated by the
summary results of thought.” Both Bishop Martensen
and Dr. Pope maintain that man’s thought rises to God
in two ways, by the contemplation of himself, and by the
contemplation of the world. The arguments are classi-
fied accordingly—the cosmological and teleological grow-
ing out of the nature of the external world, and the
ontological and moral from the constitution of the human
mind. The arguments which have so greatly influenced
the thought of the past, cannot therefore be passed over
lightly, even though regarded as confirmative rather
than demonstrative proofs. Later it is our purpose to
ol 1 e i o e o T conte e w
divine existence, reason and nature afford abundant corroboration. It
is one thing to make a synthesis of all the teachings of nature and reason
and declare, God before unknown, to be the necessary result, and quite
another thing, the existence of God being given as a proposition for
proof. to gather together the evidences of it. There is no proof that the
first feat has ever been accomplished by nation or individual. The dis-

coverer of God, though a greater genius than Euclid or Newton, has not
recorded his name in history.—Summegs, Syst. Th., p. 69,
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gather them up and present them in their modern and
scientific form.

In the more elaborate treatises on Theism, it is the
usual practice to divide the arguments into two classes
—the a priori and the a posteriori. This is a convenient
arrangement but not accurate. It is difficult to draw a
line and assign the arguments wholly to one class or the
other. By a priori is meant the. proof of fact or effect
from the knowledge of existing causes; by a posteriori is
meant the reasoning from effects to antecedent causes.
For our purpose the simpler classification previously
mentioned is more appropriate. We shall therefore
treat the cosmological and teleological arguments as
growing out of the nature of the external world, and the
ontological and moral as related to the nature and con-
stitution of the human mind. Dr. William Adams Brown
defines these arguments and indicates their purpose in
the following manner. First, the Cosmological Argu-
ment (from change to cause) is the Revelation of God
as Power. Second, the Teleological Argument (from
adaptation to purpose) is the Revelation of God as De-
sign. Third, the Ontological Argument (from neces-
sary thought to being) is the Revelation of God as
Reality; and Fourth, the Moral Argument (from ideal
to power adequate to realize it) is the Revelation of God
as Right. (Cf. Brown, Christian Theology in Outline,
p. 124.)

The Cosmological Argument. The term “cosmo-
logical” has been conventionally adopted for this argu-
ment because it attempts to account for, or endeavors to
explain the cosmos or universe. It is more strictly the
“etiological” or causal argument by which the mind
reasons from the contingency of phenomena to a First
Cause. The argument usually takes two forms — the
physical which relies upon facts of the material universe,
and the metaphysical which makes its appeal to causa-
tion or efficient force. The first or physical argument
makes use of two indisputable facts of nature—matter
and motion. It is certain that something has existed
from eternity, but this cannot have been matter for mat-



236 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

ter is mutable. But since matter because it is mutable
cannot be eternal, so the Creator because He is eternal
cannot be either mutable or material. From the point of
view of physics, we are therefore shut up to belief in a
self-existent, spiritual Creator. The second or meta-
physical form of the argument is stated by Johnson as
follows: “Every change must have a cause; but the only
real cause is a first cause; therefore the ever-changing
universe must have had a First Cause. Furthermore,
the idea of causation arises in the mind upon the exer-
cise of will. We have a conception of cause only by vir-
tue of the fact that in forming volitions, we ourselves are
consciously causes. The First Cause must therefore be
conceived by us as Will, that is, a Person.”

The Teleological Argument. The presence of design
or purpose in the universe has been more or less clearly
recognized by men from the beginning. The earliest
statement is found in Genesis, i.e., the stars are for light,
fruit is for food, and like expressions. The Psalms are
replete with arguments for design. The one hundred
and fourth Psalm has been called the teleological or
design Psalm. This argument has always held an im-
portant place among theists. Kant treated it with great
respect, and Mill looked upon it as the only argument
which had any strength. Christian apologetics has made
much of it, often carrying it beyond the limits of sound
reasoning. The evolutionists claimed for a time that the
famous Watch Argument of Paley was invalid and had
completely lost its point. But in LeConte, Drummond
and others, the argument reappears in a new form—no
longer particular design, but universal design. Kant
made objection that “the design argument at best proves
an architect only, not a Creator,” but this objection loses
its force when it is seen that origination and design go to-
gether.

The Ontological Argument. The germ of this argu-
ment is found in St. Augustine’s discussion of the Trinity
(Trinity VII, iv) where he says, “God is more truly
thought than He is described, and exists more truly than
He is thought.” Dr. Shedd in commenting upon this
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says, “This is one of those pregnant propositions so
characteristic of the Latin Fathers, which compresses a
theory into a nutshell. . . .. God’s existence is more real
than even our conception of Him is for our own mind;
and our conception confessedly is a reality in our own
consciousness. . . .. The subjective idea of God instead of
being more real than God is less real. The ‘thing’ in
this instance has more of existence than the ‘thought’
of it has.” It remained, however, for Anselm to first give
construction to the ontological argument in syllogistic
form, and with all the modifications to which it has been
subjected, perhaps the original statement is still the
clearest and strongest. ‘“The idea of perfection includes
existence, for that which does not exist will be less than
perfect; therefore, since we have the idea of a perfect
being, that being must exist for the idea includes his
being or he would be less than perfect.”

The acute and powerful intellect of Anselm pos-
sessed that metaphysical intuition which saw both the
heart of the atonement and the heart of divine existence.
Gaunilon, a contemporary of Anselm, wrote a tract en-
titled “Liber pro Insipiento,” or “Plea for the Fool,” in
which he raised an objection to the argument which has
been repeated over and over again. He maintained that
we have the idea of a tree, but it does not follow from
this that there is an actual tree; or we have the idea of
a winged lion, but this does not assure us that such a
creature exists. But the reply to this argument, and
all those of a similar nature is, that the vital point of the
argument—that of necessary existence has been en-
ti:rely overlooked. One idea is of a perfect and necessary
bei.ng is wbl? aﬁx&se tlll:eﬂ:efom, aec!gmlﬁythh g ';l‘hem“perl:ec:
reality or perfection, and necessary existence is g highest perfection.
Consequently necessary existence must be pred.icted of the most per-
fect being—Kwnarp, Christian Theology, p

Miley, quoting from the Pmslogium ves the following statement of
the argument. “We have the idea of most perfect Being, a Being
than whom a greater or more perfect cannot be conceived. This idea
includes and must include actual existence, because actual existence is
of the necessary content of the idea of the most perfect. An ideal be-
ing, however perfect in conception, cannot answer to the idea of the

most perfect Being. This most perfect Being is God. Therefore God
must exist.”—MiLEY, Systematic Theology, II, p. T4.
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being—the other of an imperfect and contingent being.
The idea of a tree is contingent, it may or may not be,
and therefore from the idea of the tree it is impossible
to prove its objective reality. But with the idea of God
there is the element of necessity instead of contingency.
If the idea is contingent and implies that a thing may or
may not exist, then it does not necessarily follow that
the object does exist; but if the idea of the thing implies
necessity, or that it must exist, then it does follow that
the thing exists.

Descartes apparently came to the same conclusion
independently. Beginning by doubting all things pos-
sible, he came to the truth, “I think, therefore I am,”
the cogito ergo sum which he could not doubt. From
this foundation he passed to a second statement, “I found
that the existence of a perfect being was comprised in
the idea in the same way in which the equality of the
three angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles
is comprised in the idea of a triangle, and that conse-
quently it is at least as certain that God the perfect Be-
ing exists as any demonstration in geometry can be.”
(Cf. DEscarTEs, Method, p. 240.) The English theo-
logians made much use of this argument in their con-
flict with the atheism of Hobbes and others. Especially
was this true of those theologians who were deeply
versed in the writings of Plato and Aristotle, such as
Cudworth, Bates, Stillingfleet and Henry More.

Kant objected to the ontological argument on the
basis which we have before mentioned—that to think a
perfect being by no means involves perfect existence.
The modern objections, however, are at the opposite
poles to the reasoning of Anselm. He held that objective
reality is greater than the inward concept, while exactly
the opposite is found in Kant and his followers, i.e., that
the object is not so real as the idea of it, and therefore
must not be inferred from it. However, the argument
may rest on another basis, that of absolute existence as
necessary and implied in all existence. God is the sub-
stratum of all reality. We do not necessarily give up
the argument by rejecting the Anselmic or Cartesian
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form of it. “The principle of absolute being,” says Dr.
Harris, “exists as a necessary law of thought, a constit-
uent element of reasoning, and a necessary postulate in
all things about Being” (Harris, Self-revelation of
God, p. 164). Relative existence implies absolute exist-
ence; and a relative knowledge, absolute knowledge.
God must be the end as well as the beginning of all
things.

The Moral Argument. The highest revelation of God
is the revelation of right. The tendency of speculative
thought is to turn from nature to man. It is not that
nature has no disclosures to make, but the deeper revela-
tion is through man. Man is in the Divine image; na-
ture is secondary. The argument, however, is but an-
other application of the causal principle—one applied to
the moral instead of the natural world. This world is as
orderly and full of purpose, as the physical, and can
be explained only by a cause of the same nature as itself.
The central fact of the moral realm is conscience; but
conscience does not make moral law. The moral law is
independent of man and unvarying from age to age.
Its laws are inexorable, and its existence not only de-
mands an Author, but the moral realm reveals His char-
acter as the friend of righteousness and the enemy of
unrighteousness. It was, therefore, the distinctive serv-
ice of Immanuel Kant, to present this argument in its
full extent and with great emphasis. He regarded it as
the only sufficient argument for God. “Two things there
are,” said Kant, “which produce unceasing wonder—
the starry heavens above and the moral law within.”
Kant had three postulates, Freedom, Immortality, God.
In the practical problem of pure reason and the neces-
sary pursuance of the highest good, a connection is postu-
lated between happiness and morality, proportionate to
happiness. Man is to seek the highest good, and there-
fore the highest good must be possible. We must postu-
late then, the cause of nature as distinct from nature, and
it is this cause which is able to connect morality with hap-
piness. The highest good cannot exist except God exists
—there must therefore be a highest good because our
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moral reason demands it. Some highest good exists,
therefore God exists. Duty is a great word with Kant. It
implies that there is in the highest good a Being who is
the supreme cause of nature, and who is the cause or
Author of nature through His intelligence or will—that
is, God. As the possibility of the highest good is insepar-
ably connected with it, and it is morally necessary to
hold the existence of God, one cannot help wondering
why Kant did not find the existence of God in the moral
law rather than as deduced from it. Duty is not some-
thing of itself apart from persons, but connected with
them and recognized by them. It is because there is a
Supreme Person that we recognize a supreme good, a
supreme duty, a moral law.



CHAPTER X
THE DIVINE NAMES AND PREDICATES

The progressive revelation of God to man, as found in
the Holy Scriptures, has its origin and development in the
use of the Divine Names, through which God has com-
municated in varying degrees, something of the un-
searchable mystery which surrounds His being. Two of
these names, Elohim and Jehovah or Yahweh, when
taken in their Old Testament unity, declare the being of
God as absolute and necessary. There are many other
names applied to Deity, but these two are supreme and
run throughout the entire older period of revelation. An-
other name, El Shaddai, a combination of El and Shad-
dai; and Adonai, especially when used in the plural with
Elohim and Jehovah, are of sufficient importance to de-
mand special attention. All of these names are continued
in the New Testament, and find their culmination in the
revelation of God in Him, whose name is above every
name that is named, not only in this world, but also in
that which is to come (Eph. 1:21).

THE DIVINE NAMES AND HISTORICAL CRITICISM

It is a significant fact, that while theology has not
given to the Divine Names the important place they
deserve in the historical unfolding of the idea of God,
rationalistic thought has built upon them the “docu-
mentary hypothesis,” which has occupied so prominent
a place in the so-called “Higher Criticism.” The be-
ginnings of the rationalistic movement are to be found
in Eichorn (1781-1854) and his study of the “fragments
of Reimaurus.” He attempted to apply the principles of
the so-called historical school to ecclesiastical law, and
in the preface to his Introduction to the Old Testament
uses the term “Higher Criticism” to distinguish his posi-
tion from that of the older theology. In the formulation

241
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of the documentary hypothesis, however, it belonged to
Jean Astruc (1684-1766), a French physician, to first
introduce the terms Elohist and Jehovist or Elohistic and
Jehovistic as applied to portions of the Old Testament.
Reading the Book of Genesis, Astruc was arrested by
the fact, which up to that time had been apparently un-
noticed, that the first chapter of Genesis uses only the
word Elohim for “God,” while in othet sections the word
Jehovah is as persistently used. In the second and third
chapters, the two names are combined, giving rise to a
new conception of Deity as Jehovah-Elohim or the
“Lord-God.” With the thought in mind that possibly
Moses had before him earlier documents, some perhaps
dating back to Abraham, and that these had been com-
bined into a single account, he sought to find whether
there was a possibility of detecting and separating these
documents and assigning them to their original sources.
This he attempted to do on the basis that the varying
use of terms indicated different writers. It was on this
supposition that the modern critical attitude toward the
Scriptures was founded.

In the development of the Higher Criticism, both
Eichorn and DeWette accepted the theory of Astruc.
DeWette (1780-1849) developed the theory further by
asserting that the Book of Deuteronomy was not written
by the author of the first four books of the Pentateuch;
and his Introduction to the Old Testament published in
1806 marks one of the epochs in the development of
rationalistic criticism. Strauss (1806-1874), Bauer
(1792-1860) and the Tubingen School directed their
attacks against the New Testament. Vatke published a
book in 1836, in which he applied the principles of
Hegelian philosophy to the Scriptures. Graf in 1866,
advanced the theory that the body of laws found in the
middle books of the Pentateuch was a late production,
manufactured and placed in its present position after
the Babylonian exile. This is commonly known as “the
Graffian Hypothesis,” and was accepted by Kuenen who
published The Religion of Israel in 1869-1870, a further
step in destructive criticism. It remained, however, for
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Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918), by his popular gifts and
intellectual acuteness, to secure for this position its wide
acceptance in modern theological thought. We have
given this brief account of the Higher Criticism, which
in its radical and destructive form has so blighted the
faith of the Church, in order to show more clearly the
distinction between the development of rationalism in
its concept of God and His Word, and God’s own revela-
tion of Himself through the Divine Names. When it is
recalled that the historical perspective underlies the
modern critical developments, new significance must be
attached to God’s appointed means for revealing Him-
self to His creatures.

Elohim. The first name of God given to us in the
Scriptures, and one which pervades all the earlier writ-
ings is that of Elohim. The derivation of the word is
uncertain, but it may be traced to the simple root word
meaning power, or to the singular form which signifies
the effect of power. In Genesis 31:29 Laban says, It is
in the power [El] of my hand to do you hurt. Moses
in predicting the judgments which should come upon
Israel if they disobeyed God said, Thy sons and daugh-
ters shall be given to another people . . . . and there shall
be no might [El] in thy hand (Deut. 28:32) The word
El is translated “God” in about two hundred twenty-five
places in the Authorized Version of the Old Testament,
and in every case assumes the power of God used in be-
half of His people. It signifies, therefore, that God is
the possessor of every form of power. The word is gen-
erally used in the plural form in order to express the
fullness and glory of the divine powers, and the majesty
of Him in whom these powers inhere; but since the name
is used with a singular verb, it maintains the monothe-
istic position without interpreting this in such a rigid
manner as to preclude the later Trinitarian conception

As to the English word God, Dr. Adam Clarke says, “It is pure
Anglo-Saxon and among our ancestors signifies not only the Divine
Being now commonly designated by the word, but also good; as in their
apprehension it appeared that God and good were correlative terms.
When they thought or spoke of Him, they were doubtless led, from the

word itself, to consider Him as the Good being, a fountain of infinite
benevolence and beneficence toward His creatures.”
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of God. The name Elohim indicates the primary revela-
tion of God as power, through the forces of nature and
the constitution of man. As such it is a generic term,
which may be and is applied in the Scriptures to the gods
of paganism. There is in it also, the basis of the trinal
energy as further developed in the revelation of His
activity. In the beginning Elohim created the heaven
and the earth . . . . and the Spirit of Elohim moved upon
the face of the waters. And Elohim said, Let there be
light. Here there are three distinct movements ‘predi-
cated of God, Elohim, the Spirit of Elohim, and the Word
which appears in the formula, Elohim said. All are alike
active in creation, and mark with some degree of
distinctness the beginnings of that which is to become
the triune conception of the Godhead, as revealed
through Christ. The distinctions have not come into
clear view, but the faint streaks of the dawn are discern-
ible, and later unfoldings of the divine revelation make
it possible to read into these terms the fullness of the
Godhead.

Jehovah or Yahweh. The second name in the un-
folding revelation of God is Jehovah or Yahweh, and
lifts the concept of God from the mere plane of power
to that of personal relationships. Elohim is a generic
term; Jehovah is a proper noun-name. It was inter-
preted by God himself to His servant Moses as I AM,
or I AM THAT I AM, expressions which may be equally
well rendered as HE WHO IS, or HE WHO IS WHAT
HE IS. The name unites in a single concept, what to
man is the past, present and future, and as such denotes
Absolute Being conjoined with the process of continual
becoming, through the historical revelation of Himself
to His people. The name may be further interpreted as
He shall cause to be, and signifies the personal faith-
fulness of Jehovah to His people. It thus reveals the
spirituality of God’s purpose for men, and the increased
importance which attaches to individual and personal
relationships. It brings into clearer light the transcend-
ence of God, and lifts Him above the forces of nature out
of which the ethnic religions develop. It brings God to
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the plane of spiritual relationships, made known only
through supernatural revelation.

The emphasis upon the historical process of revela-
tion, as found in the name of Jehovabh, finds its warrant in
both the Scriptures and the history of the human race—
especially in its relation to the Messianic promise. There
can be no true conception of the relation of the Old
Testament to the New, of the mission of Moses and of
Christ, or of the relation between the written Word and
the Personal Word, without a recognition of the divine
method of a progressive revelation unfolding in the pro-
cesses of history. Only from the genetic viewpoint will
t+ revelation of God given at sundry times and in div-
¢ nanners be found to form parts of a well-articulated
whole. There is a false position oftentimes assumed, in
regard to the relation existing between the Scriptures as
the Word of God, and Christ as the Personal Word. The
written Word is given a false autonomy by a failure to
view it as a spiritual utterance. It thus becomes the
letter which kills, rather than the spirit which gives life.
This is the source of much which is little short of Bible
worship, as over against the spiritual knowledge of
Christ. The Bible is thus made the end instead of the
means, the object of reverence in itself instead of the
reverence which grows out of its use as a means of re-
vealing the Personal Word. So also, this method of in-
terpretation fails to discern the generic difference be-
tween Moses and Christ, and therefore to recognize the
difference between the preliminary and the final revela-
tion. Assuming that the Old and New Testaments move
on the same plane of revelation, theologians have been
tempted to set the one over against the other. When
Christ said, the law saith, but I say unto you, He was
not disparaging, much less contradicting the truths of
the Old Testament, but He did admit that they contained
but the lower stages of the divine revelation, and that
they were to be carried to their perfection through a
fuller and more perfect revelation. To fail to recognize
the genetic processes of history, is to fail to see the Old
and New Testaments in their relation to each other, or
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to understand the relation existing between the written
and the Personal Word.

The Abrahamic Covenant introduced a new idea in
the historical process of revelation, a truer and more
satisfying fellowship between God and man, because ef-
fected by supernatural spiritual forces. Its inception
is found in the protevangelium, spoken by God to man
at the gates of Paradise, the initial promise of personal
redemption. The seed of the woman shall bruise the
serpent’s head. This could come into the clearer light
of the Abrahamic Covenant only through the name of
Jehovah. Elohim signified the intuitive revelation of
God through the forces of nature and the constitution
of man, and reaches its height in what may be termed a
knowledge about God. It is something short of personal
fellowship. It signifies the immanence of God out of
which pantheism grows, and which gives rise to the eth-
nic religions. But it is only through Jehovah or the
revelation of God as a Person, that knowledge can deep-
en into fellowship and ethical relationships be estab-
lished. This higher knowledge and fellowship initiated
by the Abrahamic Covenant, takes the form of a promise
in which Jehovah becomes the God of Abraham, of
Isaac and of Jacob, and their seed after them from gen-
eration to generation. This covenant, however, is some-
thing more than a mere compact between two parties
on the basis of certain stipulated agreements; it is rather
of the nature of an institution, and Abraham with his
posterity become mutually members. It differs from
natural intuition in that it is a supernatural revelation,
as the etymology of the word covenant would seem to
indicate, con, with, and venire, to come, a divine advent,
a special coming of Jehovah to His people. It differs also
from the more external teaching about God, in that it is
a spiritual bestowment, a personal fellowship which
necessitates the knowledge of God in individual experi-
ence. It emphasizes further the transcendence of God
and man, and in so far constitutes the covenant an ethical
and spiritual institution, a household of faith.
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El Shaddai. While the two supreme names applied
to God in the Old Testament are Elohim and Jehovah,
there are many variations and combinations of these,
one of the more important being El Shaddai or God
Almighty. Other names similar to this are the Living
God (Job 5:17) the Most High (Gen. 14:18), the Lord,
or the Lord God of Hosts (Jer. 5:14). The word Shaddai
is generally derived from terms meaning “powerful,” or
“mighty.” El Shaddai is frequently found as a name for
God in the patriarchal accounts and in Job. The pas-
sages in which it occurs are seen specially to reveal God
as the Bountiful Giver. Parkhurst in his Lexicon de-
fines the name Shaddai as “one of the divine titles,
meaning the power or Shedder-forth, that is of blessings
temporal and spiritual.” It is also defined as ‘“Nourisher”
or “Strength-giver,” or in a secondary sense, the Satis-
fier who pours Himself into believing lives. God there-
fore becomes the spiritual Nourisher or Satisfier of His
people. It was first spoken to Abraham (Gen. 17:1),
and is the figure which God has chosen to express the
nature of His Almightiness—not of force or power, but
that of never-failing love which freely gives itself for
those whom He has redeemed. In the process of revela-
tion, this aspect of God comes to its final expression in
the Spirit of love—the Comforter, who is the promise
of the Father and the gift of the risen and exalted Christ.

Adonai. The name Adonai is in the plural form and
when applied to God is used as a pluralis excellentice to
express possession and sovereign dominion. It means

Field in his Handbook of Christian Theology gives the following names
and their uses (p. 10):

1. Elohim, “adorable,” “strong.” This name is usually plural or used
with plural adjuncts. The Christian Fathers held this to indicate a plur-
?litydgi persons in the Godhead—a belief which appears to be well
oun

2. Jehovah (or Yahveh) translated “Lord” and printed in capitals
in the Authorized Version, “Self-existent”; “the Being”; “I Am”; “I Am
That I Am” (Exodus 3:14). This name is never used except when applied
to the Divine Being.

3. El-Shaddai or Shaddai, “The Strong”; “The Mighty One”; “Al-
mighty”; “All-sufficient.”

4. Adoni, or Adon, “Lord”; “Supporter”; “Judge”; “Master,”

5. El-Elyon, “The Most High”; Supreme.”

6. Elyeh, “I Am”; “I Will Be.”
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Lord or Master and is translated in the Greek Kvpuos,
a term very frequently applied to Christ. The word
Adonai is frequently conjoined with the two original
names Elohim and Jehovah, since it denotes His domin-
ion and lordship in a way which the word Jehovah does
not. The word Jehovah is from the Hebrew word to be,
and denotes self-existence and unchangeableness. Since
it was regarded as the incommunicable name of God,
the Jews held it in such superstitious reverence that they
refused to pronounce it, always substituting in their
reading the word Adonai or Lord. Adonai is used with
Elohim in the Psalms and is found in such expressions as
“my God and my Lord” (Psalm 35:23) and “O Lord
my God” (Psalm 38:15). The testimony of Thomas,
“My Lord and my God” (John 20:28) represents the
combined use of the terms in the New Testament.

Elohim-Jehovah. The words Elohim and Jehovah
are frequently united in the Scriptures, and when so
used express both the generic idea and the personal
nature of God. As united, these names are a protest
against Polytheism on the one hand, and Pantheism on
the other. Each denotes the soleness, the necessity and
the infinity of the Divine Being, and each is connected
with man and the creature in a manner which demands
the most definite personality. Furthermore, there is
contained in the divine names a revelation of the God of

- This double na.t‘ti:e exprﬁ clear] lltl:l that Pan;h;ism hl':ls lfabored
vain to express during course many evolutions; but forever
udes the error into which Pantheism has fallen. It avows an in-

te fullness of life and possibility in the eternal essence; but assigns all

to the controlling will of a Person. The Scripture scarcely ever ap-
ches the notion of an abstract entity; it invariably makes both
E:gim and Jehovah the subjects of endless predicates and predicative
ascriptions. In him we live, and move, and have our being (Acts 17:28);
in , a Person to be sought unto and found. In fact, the rsonaligof
God, as a Spirit of self-conscious and self-determining nncfe independent
individuality, is as deeply stamped upon His revelation of Himself as is His
existence. We are created in His image; our Archetype has in eternal
realityﬂ)abehgwhichwegmemu dows of Him; He has in eternal
truth the nality which we know to be our own characteristic,
though we hold it in fealty from Him. Thy God is the Divine Word; my
God, the human response, through the dpages of revelation. No subtilty
of modern philosophy has ever equalled the definition of the absolute I
AM; the English words give the right meaning of the original onltz when
it lays the stress upon the AM for the essential being, and I for the per-
sonality of that being.”"—PorE, Compend. Christian Theology, L, pp. 253, 254,
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creation, and a revelation of the God of redemption;
and when the name El Shaddai is used, there is given
also the nature of the relation of God to His redeemed
people. In these names, therefore, is veiled the fuller
revelation of the Triune name, which found expression
in God as the Father, Jesus Christ the Son as the in-
carnate Word, and the Holy Spirit as the Paraclete or
Comforter. It is significant that all the Greek repre-
sentatives of the four Hebrew names, Elohim, Jehovah,
Shaddai and Adonai are grouped together in our Lord’s
introduction of Himself to the churches in His risen and
exalted state. I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning
and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and which was,
and which is to come, the Almighty (Rev. 1:8).

In addition to the names of God which express His
essence or essential nature, such as those above men-
tioned, there are also names which are used in an at-
tributive and relative sense. Attributive names are
those which express some attribute of God, such as the
“Omnipotent,” or the “Eternal.” Relative terms are
drawn from the relations which God bears to men, such
as the “King of kings” or “Lord of lords.” Our Lord in
the prayer which He taught His disciples uses the term
“Name” in a comprehensive sense to express all that
God is to men—the prayer Hallowed be thy name mean-
ing the hallowing or making holy of all that belongs to
God in His relations with men. St. John especially, uses
attributive names such as God is light and God is love
(I John 1:5; 4:16), which combine the nature of God
with His attributes, and form a natural transition to our
study of the Divine Essence and Perfections.

THE DIVINE ESSENCE AND PERFECTIONS

God’s revelation of Himself as declared in His Essen-
tial Names, gives us a conception of His being and nature.
Some of these names refer especially to the Eternal
Essence, some to the Divine Existence, and some to God
as Substance clothed with attributes. But it must be
remembered that there are other methods, also, by which
God has presented Himself to the thought of His crea-



250 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

tures, and to these we must now give attention. Of God
the Scriptures predicate, first, that He is Spirit (John
4:24); second, that He is light (I John 1:5); and third,
that He is love (I John 4:8). These predicates may not
be called definitions in the strict use of that term, but
they are presentations of certain fundamental aspects
of God. God is Spirit (ITvedpa 6 Oeds, not a Spirit—John
4:24) and this indicates a self-moving, efficient, animat-
ing principle. It embraces the unity and life-motion of
the creative activity, and is referred to as vita absoluta,
i.e., underived, eternal life (John 5:26, 11:25, I John
5:20). It includes, therefore, both the idea of substan-
tiality and of personality. God is Light (®ds, the self-
manifesting and intuitional principle—I John 1:5). Ac-
cording to the Logos theory, this is the Eternal Reason,
in which Spirit becomes objective to itself, and God is
revealed to Himself (John 1:1, I Tim. 6:16, Heb. 1:3).
God is Love (6 ®eos dydm éoriv, I John 4: 8, 6 Beds dyd-
7 éoriv 4:16). This refers to the self-completing, self-
sufficing and self-satisfying principle, the 70 7é\os or
Perfect One referred to in Matthew’s Gospel (Matt.
5:48). Spirit, Reason, Love are thus the simplest and
most fundamental elements in the Christian conception
of God. And as in the human consciousness of the in-
divisible Ego, is the unity and coherence of reason, feel-
ing and power, is the exact arresting point of psycho-
logical science, beyond which it is impossible to go; so
also in the Absolute Being, the identity of Reason, Power
and Love is the arresting point of theological science,
beyond which nothing can be known.

It is evident, therefore, that God can be known only
through His self-revelation, after the same manner that
man may either reveal himself or hide his inmost
thoughts and feelings within himself. But he has power
to reveal himself to others, and this power lies in the
fact that there is a common principle of intelligence in
man, a reason with both intuitive and discursive powers.
But we must not stop here. This intelligent principle of
reason and order in man is also in the created universe,
through which man is afforded a medium of communi-
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cation—that of the bodily nexus—by which man un-
derstands and knows the world, and by means of which
he understands and communicates with others. This
principle must be carried into the divine nature itself, to
the Eternal Logos or the Word through whom God not
only created all things, but through whom also He con-
stituted man a personal and intelligent being. It is for
this reason, that John in his marvelous Prologue relates
the Incarnate Christ to the Eternal Word of God. He
first declares the deity of the Word in its eternal aspects
—In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with
God, and the Word was God (John 1:1). He then re-
lates Christ to the Creative Word—ALll things were made
by him; and without him was not any thing made that
was made (John 1: 3) ; and follows immediately with the
statement, In him was life; and the life was the light of
men (John 1:4). Here then it is evident that as the
human Ego is related to both nature and man; the Divine
Logos is related to both Creation and human personality.
Both nature and man in some sense partake of the
Logos, nature receiving its substantiality and order; man
his personal consciousness. Thus there is established be-
tween man and God a means of communication as evi-
dent as that between man and man. It is evident, also,
why the Apostle John felt it necessary not only to iden-
tify the Incarnate Christ with the Divine and Eternal
Order, but to link Him likewise with creation as its prin-
ciple of substantiality and order, and with man as his
inner light and life. Christ therefore became the reveal-
ing power of God, and incarnate by the Holy Ghost in
His infinite efficiency, became also the enabling power of
redemption.

The doctrine of God is commonly treated under the
three main divisions of Being, Attributes and Trinity.
Before taking up the immediate study of this subject,
however, it will be necessary to give some consideration
to the technical terms which will be used in the discus-
sion, such as Substance and Essence, Attribute and
Predicate, Subsistence and Hypostasis.
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Substance and Essence. While the changed view-
point of modern thought has rendered obsolete many of
the positions worked out with such minuteness of detail
by the schoolmen, their distinctions as to substance, es-
sence, attribute and relation are not without value in a
discussion of the essential nature of God; nor could the
development of the trinitarian doctrine be understood
without careful attention to such terms as person, hypos-
tasis, property and subsistence. If for no other reason
we may allow a pedagogical value to the discussion of
these terms, which must be taken into account in any
historical approach to these great doctrines. There is
scriptural justification, also, for the application of the
term substance to God, as found in the name which He
applies to Himself—the I AM (Exodus 3:14), or HE
WHO IS as applied to Him in the Apocalypse (Rev.
1:4). God is spoken of further as having a nature (Gal.
4:8, II Peter 1:4), and Godhead is attributed to Him
(Rom. 1:20, Col. 2:9). The Scriptures teach that God
as the infinite and eternal Spirit has real and substantial
existence, and is not a mere idea of the intellect. They
assert that He has objective existence apart from man,
and is not the result of a subjectivising tendency which
would make God the creature of human experience,
deny the existence of the self as an entity, and reduce
theology to a mere branch of functional psychology.

The term essence is derived from esse, to be, and de-
notes energetic being. Substance is from substare, and
signifies latent potentiality of being. The term essence
when used of God denotes the sum total of His perfec-
tions; while the term substance refers to the underly-
ing ground of His infinite activities. The first is active
in form, the second passive; the one conveys the idea of
spirituality, the other may be applied to material things.
We do not speak of material essence but of material
substance. In addition to these two terms the Latins
used another, subsistence, in their discussions of the
Trinity—a term which is the equivalent of hypostasis
or person. This term more precisely denotes a distinc-
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tion within the ultimate substance, rather than the sub-
stance (‘substantia) itself.

Essence and Attribute. The relation of substance
or essence to attribute, has been the ground of much dis-
cussion in both philosophy and theology. Does sub-
stance underlie attributes, or are attributes simply the
unfolding of the essence—that is, are the two things dif-
ferent or identical? This is merely a theological state-
ment of the philosophical problem of noumena and
phenomena, appearance and reality. It is evident, there-
fore, that the manner in which the term attribute is de-
fined, determines largely the manner in which it is used
in its application to the doctrine of God. Dickie defines
the attributes as those “qualities which belong to and
constitute the Divine Essence or Nature.” Cocker states
that in every conception of an attribute, the Divine Es-
sence is, in some mode or other, supposed. He there-
fore defines attribute as “a conception of the uncondi-
tioned Being under some relation to our consciousness.”
Shedd regards the attributes as “modes either of the re-
lation, or of the operation of the Divine essence” which
is entirely in harmony with his Platonic realism as un-
folded in his Augustinian-Edwardean idea of God as the
Absolute Being. At the other extreme is the definition
of H. B. Smith who holds that an attribute is “any con-
ception which is necessary to the explicit idea of God,
any distinctive conception which cannot be resolved into
any other.” This definition is accepted by both William
Adams Brown, and Albert C. Knudson. Similar to this
is the position of Olin A. Curtis whose definition of an
attribute is “any characteristic which we must ascribe to
God to express what He really is.”

Attribute and Predicate. It is necessary that a care-
ful distinction be made between attributes and predi-

The attributes of God are those distinguishing characteristics of the
divine nature which are inseparable from the idea of God and which
constitute the basis and ground for His various manifestations to His
creatures. We call them attributes, because we are compelled to at-
tribute them to God as fundamental qualities or powers of His being,
in order to give rational account of certain facts constant in God's self-
revelation.—A. H. STronG, Systematic Theology, I, p. 244.
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cates. A predicate is anything that may be affirmed or
predicated of God, such as sovereignty, creatorship or
like affirmations which do not attribute to God essential
qualities or distinguishing characteristics. Predicate is
the wider term and includes all the attributes, but the
converse is not true. Predicates may change, but attri-
butes are unchangeable. Varying predicates are, there-
fore, based upon unvarying attributes.

In the application of philosophical terms to the idea
of God, it is evident that He must be thought of by us as
under the categories of Being, Attribute and Relation.
Without these fundamental categories we cannot think
at all. Dr. Cocker has pointed out, we think very truly,
that we cannot think of God as the unconditioned Be-
ing, conditioning Himself, without conceiving of Him as
Reality, Efficiency and Personality. These constitute the
conception of the Divine Essence whereby it is what it
is. When we think of the attributes of such a Being, we
must think of them as Absolute, Infinite and Perfect.
And when we think of the relations of God to finite ex-
istence and finite consciousness, we regard Him as
Ground, Cause and Reason of all dependent being. He
combines these into one categorical scheme of thought
and gives us this outline.

Bemic (Essentia ErFiciEncy  PERSONALITY
ArmrieUuTES (Related Essence) AsBsoLuTE INFINITE
Revation (Free Determination) Grounp Cause Reason or Exp

Thus in Absolute Reality we have the ultimate
Ground; in the Infinite Efficiency we have the adequate
cause; and in the Perfect Personality we have the suffi-
cient reason or final cause of all existence (CocKEer,
Theistic Conception of the World, pp. 41ff.) In our dis-
cussion of God we shall then, consider Him in His three-
fold relation to the created universe as its Ground, its
Cause and its End. This gives us a logical classification
for our material and we shall, therefore, treat the sub-
ject under discussion as Absolute Reality, Infinite Ef-
ficiency and Perfect Personality.



CHAPTER XI

GOD AS ABSOLUTE REALITY

In our introductory study of the theological and
philosophical definitions of God, a preliminary state-
ment was made to the effect that the ultimate Person-
ality of religion and the Absolute of philosophy find to-
gether their highest expression in Jesus Christ; and
that in His Person and work, we have the deepest pos-
sible insight into the nature and purpose of God. As
indicated, also, the Christian concept, historically consid-
ered, is a blending of the Hebrew conception as expressed
in the Old Testament prophets, with that held by the
Greeks, as expressed in their language, through which
in the providence of God, most if not all of the books of
the New Testament were given to the Christian Church.
This gave rise immediately to a conflict of ideas concern-
ing the nature of God as Absolute, due to the attempt to
express the higher concepts of divine revelation through
the lower concepts of a language which fell short of the
full Christian content. The Hebrew conception of God
was that of a transcendent Being, powerful, holy, right-
eous and hence personal. He was regarded as the Creator
of all things, was One and was Perfect. Judaism de-
veloped a true monotheism. In the Christian concept,
the Jewish monotheistic element was carried over, with
the added concept of a further revelation through Christ
and the Holy Spirit. The Greek concept of God had a
long period of development before it came into contact
with Christianity, and was not at that time a unity. From
nature-gods, through nature itself, it had developed
toward a philosophical theism. The concept of Plato was
dynamic; while that of Aristotle was static. To Plato,
God was the Idea of the Good, or as expressed in modern
terminology, the Ideal, this Ideal being the supreme
Reality of the Universe. To Aristotle, God was the Prime
Mover of the universe, but Himself the Unmoved Mover.
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The Stoics regarded God in a pantheistic manner as a sort
of quasi-material, the Soul of the Universe. To the Epi-
cureans, the gods were transcendent and aloof from the
affairs of men. The Neo-Platonists held to an agnostic
idea, which has been the ground of much modern agnos-
ticism. To them God was absolutely transcendent, and
therefore impassible, beyond all predicates, but medi-
ated through His Mind in a series of emanations. The
mystery religions each had its own Kyrios or Lord, but
these were regarded more in the sense of the Lord of a
religion or cult, than the God of the universe. They
were finite beings rather than Infinite.

Christianity entered the world at a time when it was
under the sway of Deism on the one hand and Pantheism
on the other; and these necessitated a consideration of
the problem of immanence and transcendence. In ad-
dition, there were the ethical questions of sin and grace
which were vitally related to those of immanence and
transcendence, whether considered in reference to crea-
tion or providence. The Greek and Roman philosophies
clashed very early with the Christian conception. Certain
philosophers of the Epicureans and Stoics encountered
the Apostle Paul (Acts 17:18) in the market place at
Athens, which garnished the occasion for his great ad-
dress on Mars’ Hill (Acts 17:22-31). From these false
philosophies there arose the Colossian Heresy, a form of
gnosticism against which St. Paul directed his Epistle to
the Colossians. St. John, also, in his first epistle, attacks
the same heresy. Perhaps Christian doctrine was never
subjected to a severer test than in the early centuries of
the Church, especially in the period immediately pre-
ceding the time of Augustine. Mithraism, Gnosticism,
Manich=ism, and Neo-Platonism all combined to rob
the Church of the simplicity of its conception of God, as
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. It was for this
reason that St. Paul warned the Colossians against
philosophy and vain deceit (Col. 2:8), and cautioned
Timothy to beware of the oppositions of science falsely
so called (I Tim. 6:20). But the apologists of the church
had a keen insight as to the fundamentals of the faith,
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and gave themselves to the propagation of a right idea of
God, upon which, they saw, hinged all other doctrines.
They took the position that God was related historically
to the covenant people of the Old Testament, that He was
related spiritually to the Church of the New Testament,
and creatively to the world apart from the Church.
Furthermore, they removed all the mythological elements
which clung to the Aryan conceptions of God, maintained
the Christian idea of God as pure spirituality, and denied
reality to all heathen deities. The Christian concept of
God, therefore, became one of unity, spirituality and ab-
soluteness, which they consistently maintained against
pagan philosophy from without, and heretical opinions
from within.

THE ORIGIN OF THE ABSOLUTE

The term absolute is the creation of modern philoso-
phy, but the fact of absoluteness is an age old problem.
No chapter in ancient philosophy carries with it more
pathos than the sincere but blind groping after truth on
the part of earnest but unenlightened men. The Ionians
sought for a first principle, a prima materia which should
explain the origin and unity of the created universe.
Thales found it in water, Anaximenes in air, and Anaxi-
mander, reaching a somewhat loftier plane, found it in
the Infinite. Then followed the “Being” of Parmenides,
the “atoms” of Democritus, and a foregleam of that
which was to follow in the “nous” or “reason” of Anax-
agoras. Ancient thought on the plane of materialism
could rise no higher, and was followed as a consequence
by a period of skepticism. Out of this confusion Greek
thought was led by Socrates to a higher level, that of the
moral nature of the universe. On this new plane, Greek
philosophy reached its supreme heights in the mysticism
of Plato and the logic of Aristotle. It could advance no
farther, and again sank into decline. At the time of
Christ, Greek philosophy was groping about on the plane
of primitive religion expressed in philosophical terms.
St. Paul seems to have had this in mind, when after re-
ferring to the “unknown God” in his Athenian address,
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he declared that God in His sovereignty over the nations
had appointed the bounds of their habitation, that they
should seek the Lord, by which we are to understand
an intellectual pursuit of truth; if haply they might feel
after him, that is in the moral pressure upon the con-
sciences of men; and find him, though he be not far
from every one of us: for in him we live, and move, and
have our being; as certain also of your own poets have
said, For we are also his offspring (Acts 17:24-28).
Whom therefore ye ignorantly worship, he triumph-
antly exclaims, him declare I unto you (Acts 17:23).
Thus to the intellectual gropings of unenlightened men,
and to the moral pressure upon conscience, St. Paul
adds another factor — spiritual illumination — which
comes through the redemptive religion of the Lord
Jesus Christ, and brings men’s gropings and pressures
to full fruition in finding God. In one divinely inspired
and illuminating grasp, therefore, St. Paul combines
both the creatura and natura aspects of God—both the
personal transcendence of the Hebrews, and the imman-
ence of the Greeks. In this authoritative address is given
the Christian concept of God. The attempt to harmonize
the diverse elements gave rise to great problems which
in every age have perplexed theology, but even more so,
science and philosophy. The apostle had a deep insight
into the different tempers of mind exhibited by the Jew
and the Greek when he wrote that we preach Christ
crucified, unto the Jews, with their scientific temper of
mind, a stumblingblock; and unto the Greeks, with their
philosophical temper of mind, foolishness; but unto them
which are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power
of God, and the wisdom of God (I Cor. 1:23, 24).

It is a broadening and heartening thought that God
who revealed Himself to the Jews in a more objective
manner, revealed Himself in a measure also to the Gen-
tiles, through their search after truth. The limit of this
seeking seems to have been set by the Apostle Paul, as
the knowledge of his eternal power and Godhead. Be-
yond this it cannot go, for the true knowledge of God is
at once ethical and spiritual. The redemptive aspect is
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involved. There was, therefore, as we have indicated, a
period of skepticism in Greek thought at the time of
Christ. The fullness of time in which Jesus came, seems
to have applied not only to the Jews but to the Gentile
world as well. It is significant that a company of Greeks
came to the disciples and said, Sir, we would see Jesus
(John 12:21). Greek thought with its search after
truth through intellectual acumen and moral pressure
had broken down, and the vague, unsatisfied longings of
their hearts, in connection with the providences of God,
had brought them to Jesus. The answer which Jesus
gave them is significant also, and will receive fuller
treatment in our discussion of the knowledge of God.
Except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, He
said, it abideth alone: but if it die, it bringeth forth much
fruit (John 12:24). The hindering cause does not lie in
the failure of the intellectual grasp, or even in the lack
of moral pressure, He said, but in the sense of sin which
brings a moral and ethical unlikeness to God, and there-
by destroys the true basis for personal and spiritual
knowledge. There must, therefore, be a death to the sin-
ful nature, and the infusion of a new life, before there
can be spiritual comprehension. In the redemptive
Christ all the seeming contradictions of life find their
principle of unity. Here the Jewish idea of sin as trans-
gression finds forgiveness, and the Jewish mission is
thereby fulfilled. Here the Greek conception of sin as a
“missing of the mark” or failure, finds its completion in
Jesus. This then is the prophetic vision of Christ, a light
to lighten the Gentiles, and the glory of thy people Israel
(Luke 2:32).

In this brief historical sketch, we have reviewed the
various philosophical concepts of God regarded as the
Absolute. The Jews held to the idea of a transcendent
God. Because of their belief in creation through the
Divine Word, they never regarded God as apart from all
relations, and were thereby preserved from an agnostic
position. However, when brought into contact with
Greek philosophy at Alexandria, Philo and the Neo-
Platonists carried the idea of transcendence to such ex-
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treme lengths that it issued in agnosticism. They were
therefore, under the necessity of superseding the idea of
creation, and consequently posited a series of emanations
in ‘order to account for the world. From this false phi-
losophy there arose the several gnostic sects, which ex-
erted an unwholesome influence in the church. But
Greek philosophy on the whole was pantheistic. That
is, it regarded God as the Absolute, not apart from all
relations but inclusive of all such relations. The dif-
ficulty of the agnostic position concerning the Absolute,
lay in its failure to relate God to the universe; the weak-
ness of pantheism lay in its failure to distinguish God
from the universe. Christianity, and therefore Chris-
tian philosophy, took a mediating position. It main-
tained that God as Absolute is neither apart from re-
lations on the one hand, nor inclusive of relations on the
other. It maintains that the Absolute is independent
Self-existence. As such it is capable of existing apart
from all external relations, or of entering into free rela-
tions with created beings, either in an outward and
transcendent manner, or an inward and immanent man-
ner. Christian philosophy maintains that to hold less
than this, is to limit and thereby destroy any true con-
ception of the Absolute. We turn our attention now to
an investigation from the Christian viewpoint, of the
various theories of the Absolute which have been cur-
rent in modern philosophy.

The New Platonists taught that the original ground and source of

all things was simple bein%nwlthout life or consciousness; of which
absolutely nothing could be known, beyond that it is. They assumed an

unknown quantity, of which no can be predicated. The pseudo-
Dionysius called this o of all God, and taught that
God was mere without attributes of any d, not only unknow-

able I:yls mizn,tgmtlo whom tfhere o&weu nohtiliing t}?y beNknown. as abooluti;
e language of modern philosophy—Nothing; nothing

itself, yet nevertheless the dtraus 7d» wérrwr or (cause of all things).
The universe proceeds from primal beinf, not by any exercise of con-
scious power or will, but by a process of emanation. . . . . The
emanations from the ground of all being, which the heathen called
gods; the New Platonists, spirits or intelligences; and the Gnostics,
sons; the pseudo-Dionysius called angels. ese he divided into three
triads: (1) thrones, cherubim, and seraphim; (2) powers, lordships,
authorities; (3) angels, archangels, principalities.”—Hobce, Systematic
Theology, I, pp. T1, 72. (Cf. Col. 1:18).
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MODERN PHILOSOPHICAL CONCEPTS OF THE
ABSOLUTE

Modern philosophy has interpreted the term ‘““‘Abso-
lute” in three different ways. First, it has interpreted it
to mean that which is entirely unrelated. This position
of necessity issues in Agnosticism which maintains that
the Absolute is unknowable. Second, at the other ex-
treme, it has been interpreted to mean the totality of all
things, or that Being which embraces the universe as a
whole. This is Pantheism. It was against these posi-
tions in their ancient forms that the Apostle Paul rea-
soned on Mars’ Hill, and they are no less anti-Christian
in their modern philosophical forms. Third, the Abso-
lute has been interpreted as meaning that which is in-
dependent or self-existent. On this theory, the Absolute
is not necessarily apart from all relations, but these re-
lations are free and the existence of the absolute is not
dependent upon them. This is the position of Theism.
Christianity is theistic, and it is only within the third
classification that the Christian viewpoint is to be found.
The distinctive feature of the Christian system is, that
its revelation is made through a Person and not through
the barren abstractions of philosophy. .

While Christianity is based upon the theistic con-
ception of the Absolute, it endeavors to guard the truth
in the first and second classifications without allowing it
to be perverted into Agnosticism on the one hand or
Pantheism on the other. In the first, there is the thought
of transcendence. Christianity has always maintained .
that God is incomprehensible as transcending the limits
of human knowledge, but it denies Agnosticism in that
it insists that its knowledge of God is true within the
limits of finite conception. In the second, there is the
thought of divine immanence, which if the idea of per-
sonality be persistently held can never become pan-
theistic. Both immanence and transcendence belong to
the Christian conception of God, but it denies both Pan-
theism and Agnosticism. Since these forms of modern
philosophy furnish nonbiblical conceptions of God, they
must be given further consideration and refutation.
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Theism has also been attacked in modern times by the
so-called “Anti-Theistical Theories,” and of these we
must later make brief mention.

" Agnosticism. This is the negative theory of the Un-
knowable, and while in the case of Herbert Spencer it
was made to apply equally to the ultimate of science and
that of religion, the theory has assumed its most definite
form in the denial of the possibility of any true knowl-
edge of God. It is the outgrowth of phenomenalism and
is closely connected with the skepticism of Hume, but
has been accepted also in some instances by those who
rest their doctrine of the Infinite and the Absolute on the
limitation of human intelligence. Three stages may be
noted in the development of agnosticism, preceding its
fuller and perhaps final culmination in the theory of
Naturalistic Evolution. The first stage is usually at-
tributed to Kant, whose philosophy is admittedly due to
that of Locke and Hume, for its inspiration if not its con-
tent. Kant’s Critical Philosophy was an attempt to
ascertain to what extent knowledge is given in experi-
ence, and how much of it is due to the mind’s own con-
tribution. This latter was understood not in the sense
of actual knowledge, but as the necessary forms which
determined the possibilities of knowledge. He there-
fore attributed all our knowledge to three cognitive
faculties, the sensory, the understanding, and the rea-
son. The sensory gives us the perceptions of the phe-
nomena of understanding, a more elaborated knowledge
grouped under the categories of quantity, quality, rela-
tion and modality; while the reason gives us those ideas
which are regulative of the system of our knowledge—
the soul, the universe and God. When Kant speaks of
knowledge ending with reason, he regards the reason
as the faculty or principle which regulates the under-
standing, and consequently as the highest reach of
human intelligence. The matter of knowledge is phe-
nomenal and comes through the senses; the form is sup-
plied by the mind itself; and therefore the categories and
the ideas, space and time, the soul, the universe and
God are only regulative of mental procedure and do not
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furnish the knowledge of real existences. The basis for
agnosticism, however, is found only in his Critique of
Pure Reason. In his Critique of Practical Reason, he
stresses the categorical imperative of moral law and es-
tablishes his doctrine of the existence of God, as based
upon faith rather than reason.

The second stage is found in the philosophy of Sir
William Hamilton and that of Henry Longueville Mansel.
Hamilton maintained that “the mind can conceive, and
consequently can know, only the limited and conditional-
ly limited. The unconditionally limited, whether the Infi-
nite or the Absolute, cannot positively be construed to
the mind; they can be conceived only by thinking away
from, or abstractions of those very conditions under
which thought itself is realized; consequently the notion
of the unconditioned is only negative—the negative of the
conceivable itself”’ (HamivLToN, Discussions on Philoso-
phy, p. 13). Dean Mansel of St. Paul’s (1820-1871) ac-
cepted the philosophy of Hamilton and sought to apply
it as an apologetic in theology. This he did in his famous
Bampton Lectures, delivered at Oxford under the title of
The Limits of Religious Thought. Instead, however, of
appealing to the theologians, his lecture afforded a stimu-
lus to agnosticism. His argument, borrowed from Ham-
ilton, stated that to think is to condition, and therefore
the unconditioned cannot be an object of thought, thus
excluding the whole range of revealed truth concern-
ing God, as beyond the pale of logic. The third stage is
found in the philosophy of John Stuart Mill, who in his
Examination of Hamilton’s Philosophy carried out the
implications of Hamilton, and denied that we have “an
intuitive knowledge of God.” ‘“Whatever relates to God,”
he says, “I hold to be a matter of inference; I would add,
of inference a posteriori.” While accepting the philosophy
of Hamilton, his criticism was, that Hamilton did not
rigidly carry out his agnostic principles and treat the Ab-
solute as an unmeaning abstraction. This brings us to
a consideration of the agnosticism of Huxley and Spen-
cer, the immediate precursors of the doctrine of evolu-
tion as advanced by Darwin.
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Thomas E. Huxley (1825-1895) based his agnostic
philosophy upon Hume and Kant, while Herbert Spen-
cer (1820-1903) starts from Hamilton’s Philosophy of
the Unconditioned, and Mansel’s Limits of Religious
Thought. Huxley boasted that he invented the term
“agnostic”’ in order to designate his mental attitude
toward the many problems which remained for him un-
solved. “It is an ill-omened invention,” declares Dr.
Harris, for the word etymologically denotes the negation
of all knowledge, and is synonymous with universal
skepticism. Perhaps he builded better than he knew;
for the way of thinking to which he applied the name
necessarily involves skepticism as its ultimate, logical
issue.” Hume was the great protagonist of Huxley’s
philosophy, and he makes it clear that his positions are
but an application of Hume’s theory of knowledge. “In
the business of life,” says Huxley, “we constantly take
the most serious action upon evidence of an utterly in-
sufficient character. But it is surely plain that faith is
not entitled to dispense with ratiocination, because ra-
tiocination cannot dispense with faith as a starting point;
and that because we are too often obliged by the pres-
sure of events to act on very bad evidence, it does not
follow that it is proper to act on such evidence when the
pressure is absent.” Here the agnostic principle is
directed toward the destruction of all religious belief.
Rishell points out that in the course of investigation this
form of agnosticism undergoes a complete change. It
quietly substitutes “I do not believe” for “I do not
know.” What right has agnosticism in the realm of be-
lief? But it draws a practical conclusion from “I do not
believe” and says, “I will not act.” If it had remained
agnosticism it might have acted in spite of its lack of
knowledge. But its “I do not believe” is a complete an-
nihilation of all impulse to action. The difference be-
tween agnosticism in this form, and atheism is almost,
if not wholly, in name (RisHELL, Foundations of the
Christian Faith, p. 62) . Huxley’s agnosticism differs from
that of Spencer, and is more in accord with the principles
of Comte’s Positivism.
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Herbert Spencer as an Evolutionist carried the doc-
trine of Hamilton and Mansel one step farther, and pro-
fessed belief in “an Absolute that transcends not only
human knowledge, but human conception.” He wrote
his First Principles of a New System of Philosophy in an
attempt to discover a basis for the reconciliation of
science and religion. He endeavors, therefore, to show
that the ultimate ideas of both science and religion lie
in a great mystery behind all things and are identical.
“If religion and science are to be reconciled,” he says,
“the basis of reconciliation must be this deepest, widest
and most certain of all facts; that the Power which the
universe manifests to us is utterly inscrutable” (Cf.
First Principles, chapters 2, 3). The agnosticism of
Spencer is not a thorough-going denial of all knowledge,
for it recognizes not only man’s knowledge of the uni-
verse, but an absolute Being, which as an omnipresent
Power reveals itself through all the phenomena of the
universe. The fallacy of this type of agnosticism comes
out more clearly in its treatment of symbolic concep-
tions and the relativity of knowledge, and we may add,
its antitheistic character as well. “When instead of
things whose attributes can be tolerably united in a
single state of consciousness, we have to deal with things
whose attributes are too vast or numerous to be united,
we must,” he says, “either drop in thought part of their
attributes, or else not think of them at all; either form a
more or less symbolic conception or no conception.”
“We are led,” he then continues, “to deal with our sym-
bolic conceptions as though they are actual ones, not
only because we cannot clearly separate the two, but also
because in a majority of cases, the first serve our pur-
poses nearly or quite as well as the last—are simply ab-
breviated signs we substitute for those more elaborate
signs which are our equivalent for real objects. . . . .
Thus we open the door to some which profess to stand
for known things, but which really stand for things
which cannot be known in any way” (First Principles,
pp. 28, 29). Then, without any ground in either science
or religion, he proceeds to include all ultimate ideas of
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both science and religion in the class of the Unknown,
and by analysis attempts to show that the Reality be-
hind the appearances is and must ever be unknown.
All knowledge with him is relative, that is, a knowledge
of relations, but never reaching the finality of things.
From this viewpoint there can be no knowledge of the
world-ground upon which all finite things depend, nor
can God as the Absolute, the Infinite, or the First Cause
be known. Against this agnostic theory, theism main-
tains that while man’s knowledge of God is inadequate,
it is yet positive and not merely a negative abstraction.

Wherein does the fallacy of Agnosticism lie? First,
it lies in the attempt to develop the Absolute from a mere
a priori idea. From the presupposition that the Abso-
lute is entirely unrelated, the unlimited, the uncondi-
tioned or the independent, nothing can be developed
but a series of negations without positive content. This
is the type of thought represented by Hamilton and
Mansel. Second, not only is it impossible to unfold a
doctrine of the Absolute from an a priori idea, but in
some types of agnosticism there is a false conception
of this a priori idea. It is defined as that which is
apart from all relations and hence “unknowable.” The
error here lies in assuming that the absolute is unre-
lated. The Absolute is not indeed conditioned by the
universe as a necessary relation, but it does condition
the universe, and is therefore not apart from all rela-
tion. This sometimes takes the form of Kant’s thing-
in-itself, and sometimes is an attempt to resolve the uni-
versal into indeterminate qualities, but both lead im-
mediately to agnosticism. Third, in the assumption
that all definition limits, and therefore if known and
defined, the Absolute would cease to be the Absolute,

cer obiects to the position taken by Hamilton and Mansel,
wh.itgm he thinks calls in question the impossibility of affirming the

ﬁ)dtive existence of nnythi.ng ond phenomm whereas for him there
what he defines as “a Power, the First Ca absolute and infinite, and
capable of manifesting itself,” and insists that “its positive existence is

a necessary datum of eonsc.loumeas, that so long as consciousness con-
ﬁnuuwemnotforminstantﬂditoiﬂllsdatmn, and that thus the
belief which this datum constitutes has a higher warrant than any other
whatever.—First Principles, p. 98.
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and the Infinite become finite. The argument of Dr. Har-
ris against this position so dominant in modern philoso-
phy is, we think, unanswerable, and is thus stated: “The
maxim that all definition limits is pertinent to a logical
general notion or a mathematical sum total, not to a
concrete being. The arguments of agnostics are con-
clusive as to the false ideas of the Absolute which they
hold, but have no force against our knowledge of the
real Absolute or unconditioned Being, whose existence
the universe reveals. But the more powers it reveals,
the more determined it is. There are fewer beings like
it; fewer in the class designated by the general name.
The increased determinateness, which restricts the logi-
cal general notion to fewer beings, greatens the beings.
And when we come to the absolute Being, which is one
and reveals itself in all the powers of the universe, it
is the Being at once the most determinate and greatest
of all. It is not necessary that the Absolute be every-
thing to prevent its being limited by that which it is not.
The existence of finite beings dependent on absolute
Being is no limitation of the Absolute. On the contrary,
if the absolute Being could not manifest itself in finite
beings dependent on itself, that inability would be a
limitation of it” (HARris, Self-revelaton of God, pp.
175, 176).

Pantheism. As a philosophical theory of the uni-
verse, Pantheism reduces all being to a single essence
or substance. It derives its name from év «ai wdv, or the
One and the All, and seems to have been first used by
Xenophanes, the Greek philosopher, about the sixth
century B.C. It has appeared in many forms. The com-
mon substance which composes the universe may be
regarded as matter, and hence we have materialistic
pantheism. Or, it may regard the universal substance
or ground of the universe as thought, in which case we
have idealistic pantheism, its most common form philo-
sophically. Only, however, as pantheism makes God
the sole substance, does it acquire the significance which
the name implies. As such, the theory holds that God
is not outside and beyond the universe, but that he is the
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universe. He exists only in it, and apart from it has no
existence. He is the Soul, Reason and Spirit of the
world. The natural world is his body in which he comes
to expression. God is everything—the sum total of all
being. It is evident that Pantheism occupies a middle
ground between Materialism, which identifies God with
Nature; and Theism which holds to a belief in God as a
self-conscious Being, a Person, infinite and eternal who
created the world and sustains it by His power.

Pantheism is closely related to polytheism as found
among the ethnic religions. The two seem so dissimilar
that this relationship is often overlooked. Just as the
Greek religion held that in addition to the Olympian
gods, there were innumerable demigods, as nymphs
and naiads peopling all nature; so the Greek philosopher
saw in all nature a manifestation of Deity. Pantheism
and polytheism are therefore but two forms of the same
fundamental belief, the first seeking in a philosophical
manner for unity amidst individual phenomena, and the
latter stopping short with personifications of them. It is
for this reason, that pantheism, both religious and philo-
sophical, is always found closely associated with poly-
theistic forms of religion.

Disregarding the religious fallacies of pantheism,
which we reserve for a later paragraph, pantheism as
a theory of the Absolute in relation to the world-ground
is scientifically untenable. First, it is built upon assump-
tions which are not only unproved but incapable of
proof, As Materialism is built upon the supposition of
the eternity of matter, so Spinoza who is the pattern
for. modern day pantheism, builds upon the supposi-
tion .of a universal substance which he identifies with
God. He does not investigate this idea of God. He sub-
stitutes, instead, a mere logical universal in which are
embraced all individual notions; but he fails to see that
this is merely a subjective idea, not a real existence.
This confusion of thought with existence, this merely
imagined unity of ideas in our consciousness with the
actually existing objective order, is the fallacy which
underlies most modern thought concerning the nature of
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the Absolute. “I have,” says Spinoza, “opinions as to God
and nature entirely different from those which modern
Christians are wont to vindicate. To my mind God is the
immanent, and not the transcendent Cause of all things;
that is, the totality of finite objects is posited in the Es-
sence of God, and not in His Will. Nature considered per
se, is one with the essence of God.” Second, Pantheism
fails to account for the origin of cosmical matter. Since
the world and God are regarded as of identical essence,
it is inconceivable that He could call it into existence out
of its former nothingness. Spinoza attempts an explana-
tion on the basis of a natura naturans, or a “begetting
nature” which from eternity is constantly begetting and
bringing forth mundane phenomena (natura naturata).
In order to account for this eternal fullness of life,
Spinoza maintains that begotten nature reacts upon the
begetting nature, and thus a harmony is established.
Against such absurdities, the biblical idea of creation as
a miracle must appear far more reasonable. Third,
Pantheism fails to realize its idea of the Infinite, because
the Infinite always has its actuality in the finite. The
action of the universe is a perpetual evolving of the

“If we demand the o of the actual world, that is of ‘begotten
nature’ we are told that ‘begetting nature’ is the ultimate cause; and
if we demand the origin of the latter, we are again referred to
nature,’ that is, to the v fact of which we seek an explanation.”"—
CHristLiEB, Mod, Doubt and Chr. Belief, p. 116.

The utter erroneousness of pantheism is manifest in this, that the
monism which it maintains determines all finite existences to be mere
modes of the one infinite substance, mere phenomena without any
reality of being in themselves. The physical universe becomes unsub-
mnﬁa]aslntheexh'emistfonnofi alism. Mind becomes equally
unreal. Neither can be thus dismissed from the realm of substantial
existence. In the physical universe there is a very real being. Not all is
mere a| ce. And every personal mind has its own consciousness
the hedlute Drect of belng in Hislf, Pessonal mind fs ret & mace

omenon. The monism of Pantheism is utterly false in doctrine.—
, Systematic Theology, I, pp. 115, 116,

Panl‘hehmu as materialism would, if carried out to its logical
results, deatroy all ught. It begins with the contradiction of the
peraonnl d tree g km:rIf w:hg; n%“ dnyq"ttgl: is
as an agents we W 1o or to to
deny the ego, in contradistinction from which alone we know the non-
ebic: that both the self and the not-self are struck down at a single

w. But if we are so grossly deceived in the primary facts of con-
sciousness, in those things which are most accessible to thought, how
can we trust our conclusions in matters more remote.—Ri1sHELL, Founda-~
tions of the Christian Faith, p. 102,
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absolute Substance into its various modes of existence,
but never producing effects ad extra, outside of or be-
yond itself. It is therefore an eternal process of be-
coming, and the God which it would reveal is perpetually
hidden. Fourth, Pantheism denies the personality of
God. It is under the necessity, therefore, of explaining
how personality can proceed from an impersonal Sub-
stance. Pantheism maintains that God is free in the
sense that there are no external constraints. But free-
dom to choose is denied Him because He must unfold
according to the nature of His essential being. What He
does, He does because of what He is and not because
He wills to do so. Intelligence is thus denied God in the
only sense of the word which is known to us. Pantheism
regards man and other finite beings as but a mode of
God’s existence, embracing thé only two attributes
known to us—thought and extension. The mind of man
is essentially a portion of the divine thought, while the
body is the object of the mind. These are related to each
other, not because of their essential unity but because
they are regarded as twofold aspects of the same sub-
stance. But while Spinoza denies self-determination and
free will to man, he does not deny that he possesses self-
consciousness. The question immediately arises, ‘“How
can this self-consciousness proceed from the Soul of the
world, if God does not Himself possess it? How can God
create or communicate that which He does not possess?
Here pantheism must ever break down from its own in-
herent weakness. The Absolute of pantheism is not a true
Absolute because it is deficient at the point of personality.
It is this restriction which denies to pantheism on its
own assumptions, the use of the term Absolute.
The relation of pantheism to religion has already
been anticipated. Religion presupposes a personal God,
hlie'lllert;e is even n:li for:)li fafo‘l;agtheimn, or rather of semi-Pantheism, in
\‘:pon the 331’3 ast{n efflux frotgz %etymt wd'bdnfh‘of
essence, but not co-extensive with Him.
Cie ol e simtions In tha Tudian Vedas Bt hete to
sonality of God is dangerously comprised by the necessity of mot;:'md

E‘ocesumwbichﬂxeaemaﬁomtakepace Cf. CHrisTLIEB, M
oubt and Christian Belief, p. 163

doc—
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who is not only endowed with intelligence and power,
but with all moral excellence. Pantheism identifies
God with the universe. It denies to Him personality,
free will or moral attributes. He is the Soul or Reason
of the world, and all nature His body which must unfold
according to the law of necessity. The idea of creation
then as a free act of will must be given up and emana-
tion substituted in its place. Belief in miracles and a
superintending providence must likewise be given up.
Since pantheism makes man a phenomenon only, or a
mere mode of the infinite, there can be in him no free
will and hence no sense of responsibility. Sin and guilt
become, therefore, mere figments of the imagination.
Furthermore, since God is all, that which appears to
be evil must be regarded as Good. The sinful acts and
passions of men become, in this theory, as much the acts
and states of God as those which are righteous and holy.
Again, pantheism destroys belief in individual immor-
tality by merging it with the life of the universe. With-
out a personal God there can be no object worthy of
reverence or worship, no place for prayer and provi-
dence, no object of adoration and love. Pantheism by
identifying God with the universe excludes all personal
relations, and thereby destroys the foundations of both
morality and religion.
Theism. The third form under which philosophy con-
ceives the Absolute is theistic, as over against the agnostic
In cei f choice bef theist lies between al-
temﬁ?et; &ovgg :Mmom:mm has yﬂel;e dev!.sm‘la o a realum . God,
the pantheist must assert, is literally everything; God is the whole ma-
terial and spiritual universe; he is humanity in all its manifestations; he
is by lnclumn every moral and immoral agent; and every form and ex-
aggeration of moral evil, no less than every variety of moral excellence
and beauty, is of the all-perva , all-comp ding movement of
his universal life. If this revolting emy be declined, then the
God of pantheism must be the barest abstraction of abstract being; he
must, as with the Alexandrian thinkers, be so exaggerated an abstraction
as to transcend existence itself; he must be conceived of as utterly un-
real, lifeless, nonexistent; while the only real beings are these finite
and determinate forms of existence whereof “nature” is composed. This
dilemma haunts all the historical transformations of pantheism, in
Europe as in the East, today as two thousand years ago. Pantheism must
either assert that its God is the one only existing being whose existence
absorbs and is identified with the universe and humanity; or else it must

admit that He is the rarest and most unreal of conceivable abstractions;
in plain terms, t he is no being at all.—Lmbon, Bampton Lectures.
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and pantheistic positions. Here the Absolute is con-
ceived, not as entirely unrelated, nor again as the sum
total of all existence, but simply as independent or self-
existent. Under this third class erroneous opinions have
also arisen, such as Materialism which regards matter
as the ultimate ground of the world; or Idealism in some
of its many forms which make thought ultimate, but
these belong properly to the subject of “Antitheistic
Theories.” The distinguishing feature of theism, as it
concerns these theories, is its belief in the world ground
as personal. But can the Absolute of philosophy be
identified with the Christian conception of God? Chris-
tianity affirms that it can. It insists that the philosophy
which would prevent this is false; but it concedes, also,
that theism has itself frequently misconstrued the Chris-
tian idea of God. To mature thought they must be iden-
tical. We are dealing, however, not primarily with the
personality of God—this must be a later argument, but
with God as the Absolute in the sense of the world
ground. Christianity maintains that the world ground
is personal; that God is the ground of all finite being and
rational intelligence. Reason is seen to be universal, and
the Absolute becomes the ultimate in thought and rela-

By the term “world ground” we mean the basic reality of the world.
Materialism regards this basic reality as “matter”; Ideall.sm as “thought”;
and the modern Personalistic philosophies as “pu'so

Theism means the existence of a nal God, Cmtor. Preserver
and Ruler of all things. Deism equally means the personality of God
and also His creative work, but denies His providence in the sense of
theism. These terms were formerly used in much the same sense, but
since early in the last century deism has mostly been used in a sense op-
posed to the Scriptures as a divine revelation, and to a divine provi-
dence. Such is now its distinction from theism. Pantheism differs from
theism in the denial of the divine personality. With this denial, mlol
theism can mean no groper work of creation or providence The p
sophic agnosticism which posits the Infinite as the und of finite ex-
istence, tdexﬂesltspersonality.is!n&hd quite at one with
pantheism The distinction of theism these several opposing
terms sets its own meaning in the clearer light—Mmey, Systematic
Theology, I, p. 57

Julius Kaftan hvors the use of the term Absolute in theology. How-
ever, he maintains that it should be used, not merely in its etymologl%l
sense, but from the meaning it has acquired by its use in
should never forget,” he says, “that by the expression, * is the ab-
solute,’ we do not mean to make a fundamental affirmation as to the
essence of God, but simply an expression of the significance the idea of
God has for us.”—Karran, Dogmatics, p. 162,
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tions. All the ultimate realities such as the True, the
Right, the Perfect and the Good center in the Absolute,
where all relations have their ground and beyond which
they cannot go. If viewed otherwise, Dr. Harris points
out that “no rational conclusion would be possible, no
scientific observation would be trustworthy, no scientific
system could be verified, science would be disintegrated,
and' all knowledge crumbled into isolated and illusive
impressions. Hence God is essential to the reality of all
knowledge as well as all being. We cannot think Him
away; for without the assumption explicit or implied of
His existence, all ratiocinated thought becomes empty
and cannot conclude in knowledge. If thought rests ul-
timately on zero all its creations and conclusions must be
zero” (Harris, Self-revelation of God, p. 227).

THE ABSOLUTE AND THE IDEA OF GOD

We have shown that theism must rest upon a con-
ception of the Absolute as independent or self-existent,
and that it is this position which distinguishes it from
Agnosticism and Pantheism. But theism is also per-
sonal, as over against certain philosophical theories
which in opposition to theism regard the world-ground
as impersonal. Such is the philosophy of Materialism
which regards matter as the ultimate reality, or some of
the many forms of Monism or Idealism which conceive
of the world-ground as of the nature of thought. These
equally with Agnosticism and the older Pantheism must
be regarded as antitheistic. Since, however, the same
arguments may be urged against them as in the case of
pantheism we need here only to make brief mention of
these antitheistical theories.

The teaching of Scripture concerning God is based on the theistic
conception, that, namely, which holds fast at once His supramun
and His intramundane character; the one in virtue of His nature and
essence, the other of His will and power. For while Theism, on the
one hand, regards the Theos as a personal Being, and so as essentially
distinct from the whole created universe and from man, it is no less
careful, on the other hand, to present Him as the ever-living and work-
ing One in His immediate personal relationship to man and the universe

by the doctrine of a_universal Divine Providence.—CHristLEs, Modern
Doubt and Christian Belief, p. 210,
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Antitheistical Theories. There are three theories
which have been advanced in modern times in opposi-
tion to theism, and these have been peculiarly subversive
of the Christian conception of God. (1) Atheism. This is
a negative term and is a direct denial of the conception
of God as held by theism. In its application, however, it
has always been used in a more or less relative sense.
The Greek word originally meant a denial of the Greek
conception of God. Hence the pagans accused the Chris-
tians of being atheists, and Socrates was condemned by
the Athenians on the same charge. Atheism was held in
disrepute by the ancient Greeks and was considered syn-
onymous with wickedness. Christlieb points out that
this view after having appeared sporadically for ages,
first assumed the character of a system—if indeed it be
worthy of the name—in the train of French materialism.
La Mettrie, for instance, pronounced the belief in the
existence of God to be as groundless as it was unprofit-
able. This tendency penetrated the mass of the French
people during the “reign of terror” under the Conven-
tion, when the “Herbertists” laid it down as a principle
“That the King of heaven must be dethroned just as
the kings of earth.” In more recent times, Feuerbach
argued for atheism as follows: “There is no God; it is
as clear as the sun, and as evident as the day that there
is no God, and still more, that there can be none, for if
there were a God, then there must be one; He would be
necessary. But now if there is no God, then there can
be no God; therefore there is no God. There is no God
because there cannot be any.” This is the type of reason-
ing used to substantiate the claims of atheism. The most

“If atheism is true, then man is out of harmony with truth.” This
is an anomaly, and how are we to account for it? Atheism says there
is no God—no supernatural first cause; but man has within him the in-
tuitive conviction that there is a God, and this conviction is as uni-
versal as the family of man. If man is the offspring of chance, or if he
is evolved from some lower order of being, it is strange indeed that he
should be so oompletelia“out of harmony with truth.” It would seem
most reasonable that whatever caused him to exist would impress upon
his nature the truth. But if atheism is true, then that which caused man
to be is untrustworthy, for it impressed upon his consciousness the con-
viction that there is a God—some being or beings superior to himself —
Weaver, Christian Theology, p. 11.
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simple and direct refutation of this false and unworthy
position, says a modern apologist, is the fact that a direct
certainty of God exists in our mind. “We do not merely
believe that there is a God, but we know it in virtue of
an ideal cognition consisting in an immediate act of
faith in human consciousness.” (2) Materialism. This
is a form of philosophy which gives priority to matter
as the ground of the universe, and ighores the distinc-
tion between mind and matter. According to this theory
all the phenomena of the universe, whether physical or
mental are to be regarded as functions of matter. Ma-
terialism was first given systematic form by Epicurus
(342-271 B.C.). In the history of modern philosophy,
Materialism is represented by La Mettrie and Von Hol-
back who are usually classed as materialistic atheists by
Buchner, Voght, Mollschott, Strechner, Feuerbach and
others. This theory asserts (1) that matter is eternal;
(2) that matter and force have built up the universe
apart from any personal Creator; (3) that the soul is
material and mortal; (4) that a fixed code of morals is
impossible, and (5) that religion as commonly under-
stood is unessential. The weakness of Materialism is
its inability to account for mind and its manifestations.
(3) Idealism. By this we mean those monistic philoso-

Christlieb describes in the following graphic paragraph, the reign of
terror during the French Revolution when atheism was in the ascend-
ancy. “Encouraged ﬂ].sthe abjuration of Christianity on the part of the
Bishop of Paris and
a petition for the abrogation of Christianity, and the institution of a
worship of Reason, presenting the wife of one of their eolle‘:fues
Goddess of Reason. Clad in white garments and a lﬁ ue
“dththemdm]fonherheadandnplktherhmd, eyplneedher
on a fantastically ornamented car, and conducted her, surrounded by
crowds of bacchanalian dancers, to the “Temple of Reason,” as they
were pleased to rename the Cathedral of Notre Dame. There she was
seated on the high altar, and amidst profound obeisances, frantic
speeches, and frivolous songs, divine honors were to her—a scan-
dal which was immediately imitated in several churehu in
the country. Who does not see from this what abysses are opened be-
fore a nation when atheism once gains ground in it!—CHrisTLIEB, Mod.
Doubt and Chr. Belief, p. 139,

Foster mentions three types of atheism: (1) dogmatic atheism, which
denies that any God exists; (2) skeptical atheism, which doubts that
any God exists; (3) criticalatheimx, which says that if a God exists
there is no evidence of it. It is doubtful if there have ever been any
thorough-going atheists of the first class. The third type is closely a!dn
to agnosticism.
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phies which have succeeded to the place formerly held
by the older materialism, such as Idealistic Monism and
Materialistic Monism. These regard matter as a product
of force, rather than force as a property of matter. Ma-
terialistic Monism was advocated by August Florel and
Ernst Haeckel. Florel taught that the brain and the
soul were one, the soul having its material aspect and
the brain its psychical aspect. Psychology and brain
physiology therefore were but two aspects of the same
thing. Haeckel in a similar manner maintained that
what we call the soul is but the sum of the physiological
process of the brain. Idealistic Monism as represented
by Hoffding holds that there is one substance which
works in both spirit and matter but denies any interac-
tion between them. It advocates rather a parallelism
between the activity of consciousness and the functions
of the nervous system. In addition to these theories
there is an extreme idealism which holds that the sensi-
tive and cognitive mind alone is real and that the phe-
nomena of the material world are but modifications of
mind. Whether Atheism, Materialism or Monism be ad-
vanced as an explanation of the universe, all equally
fail before the intuitive and universal conviction of
mankind that there is a God and that He alone is the
Creator and Preserver of all things.

Modern Disintegration of the Idea of God. From the
time of Augustine to that of Descartes and Spinoza, there
was but little change in the common concept of God.
Beginning with Descartes, and especially with Spinoza,
we have a new cycle of thought which gave emphasis to
the philosophical concepts of God, and consequently
affected religious beliefs. While each of the modern
philosophical definitions contain some fundamental
truth, none of them reach the sublime heights of the
Christian conception of God. (1) Descartes held to the
idea of God as supreme Substance; (2) Spinoza to an
All-Substance; (3) Leibnitz to a Chief Monad in a uni-
verse of monads; (4) Kant to the idea of a Moral Gov-
ernor; (5) Herbert Spencer to an Unknowable Ultimate
Reality, sometimes mentioned as “The Infinite and
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Eternal Energy from which all things proceed”; (6)
Hegel, the Absolute Mind; (7) Fichte, the Social Ego;
(8) H. G. Wells, the Veiled Being; (9) Hoffding, the
Principle of the Conservation of Value; (10) Bergson,
the Life Force, his favorite term being Vital Impetus;
(11) A. N. Whitehead, the “Integral Impetus” or the
Principle of Concretion; while (12) William James, H.
G. Wells and others advanced anew the idea of a Finite
God. It will be seen that these philosophical conceptions
are only partial, and can in nowise satisfy the religious
nature of man, which demands an object of worship as
well as an explanation of the universe.

Basic Ideas of God. The numerous ideas of God ad-
vanced by modern philosophers may be classified in
three main groups, insofar as they stress one of the fol-
lowing basic elements in the definition of God: First, God
is regarded as the source of all Reality, generally ex-
pressed in terms of creatorship. This may be called the
cosmic idea of God. Second, there is the conception of
God as the Ideal, or the sum of all Values, all Goodness
and all Perfection. Murray calls this theory the “focus of
all hypostatized values,” while Galsworthy regards it
as “the sum of altruism in man.” This is the idealistic
aspect of God. Third, there is that which conceives of
God as a Supreme Being or an Independent Entity. This
is primarily the religious conception as over against
the philosophical concepts mentioned above. In its
scope it may reach from the lowest conception of God
held by the primitive religions, to the highest Christian
concept of the Triune God.

The first or cosmic aspect affirms that God must be
to us at least as real as physical things or human per-
sons. This argument is based upon the nature of con-
sciousness, in which is to be found the idea of depend-
ence. However free we may be as moral persons, we are
aware in consciousness that this freedom is limited. We
are therefore ultimately dependent upon an independ-
ent Being, and this Being the cosmic philosophers call
God. The idea, however, is one of bare existence only,
and tells us nothing of the content of this Being. Hoffding



278 CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

saw that not only must the sense of dependence be in-
cluded in religion, but the sense of values also. These
values we may believe are to be found in moral per-
sonality. God, therefore, is the conservator of values
and consequently of persons. The second or idealistic
aspect of God is that which views the supreme Being as
the Ideal, or that which comprises truth, beauty and
goodness. These ideals are regarded as having absolute
or divine authority, so that truth is the divine word and
duty the divine law. When religion is regarded as
aspiration, the Ideal takes on new significance. The Ideal-
istic philosophers maintain that this ideal does not exist
as a necessity, but subsists in a transcendent manner as
a progressively permanent Reality. But it has been found
difficult to harmonize Absolute Reality with a transcend-
ent Idea which is eternally becoming, without a unifying
concept of moral will. This leads directly to the third
aspect of God as an independent Entity, a Personal Be-
ing. If God be characterized by personality, He may be
absolutely Ideal in character and yet His perfect will may
still be unrealized in the objective world. As a Personal
Being, He may be trusted and worshiped, while leaving
at the same time a place for the moral imperative, which
calls upon man to share in the task and the prayer which
our Lord taught His disciples, Thy kingdom come. Thy
will be done in earth, as it is in heaven (Matt. 6:10).



CHAPTER XII

GOD AS INFINITE EFFICIENCY

We have pointed out that the Absolute as the world
ground must be identical with the God of religion. But
in viewing God as the Absolute, we have seen that the
finite, whether in Being or knowledge, must rest in Him.
What, then, is the character of the relations which He
bears to the universe of finite things? Are they depend-
ent upon him in a merely logical order, or do they
emanate from his being as the Neo-Platonist would main-
tain? The theistic conception of God as personal, neces-
sitates a belief in will as in intellect, and must therefore
account for efficiency as well as absoluteness. It must
regard God as the source as well as the ground of reality.
While it is generally assumed that God stands in relation
to the world as Creator, this truth needs to be given
proper emphasis, as being a necessary and characteristic
feature of the Christian idea of the universe. Unless the
universe depends upon God as a world-ground, it can-
not be the pliant instrument of his infinite efficiency.

Modern Speculative Theism. The necessity of the
causal relations of God to the universe, is shown by the
various theories of modern theistic speculation. This
type of theism differs from the older deism in its concep-
tion of the relation of God to the world, mainly in its
emphasis upon immanence rather than transcendence.
It developed as a reaction to the barrenness of the specu-
lations concerning the Absolute as transcendent and
unknowable, and is represented by such writers as Theo-
dore Parker and James Martineau. Specifically stated,
God is not to be identified with the world as in panthe-
ism, but yet is so far one with it that His activity is
rigidly confined within it and limited to the course of
nature. The energy displayed in the world is the divine
immanence revealing itself in the realm of both matter
and mind, but in each according to its own laws, The
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theory has all the effect, therefore, in its consequences, as
that of ancient Stoicism. It denies creative activity to
God in the sense of a volitional act, and limits human
freedom to a mere expression of the inner divine activity.
These theists, however, guard carefully against panthe-
ism in their insistence upon the distinctness of God from
the world. Theodore Parker says, “If God be infinite,
then He must be immanent, perfectly and totally present
in nature and in spirit. Thus there is no point, no atom
of matter, but God is there; no point of spirit, and no
atom of soul, but God is there. And yet finite matter
and finite spirit do not exhaust God. He transcends the
world of matter and of spirit, and in virtue of that trans-
cendence continually makes the world of matter fairer,
and the world of spirit wiser. So there is really a pro-
gress in the manifestation of God, not a progress in God
the manifesting. In thought you may annihilate the
world of matter and of man; but you do not thereby in
thought annihilate the Infinite God, or subtract any-
thing from the existence of God. In thought you may
double the world of matter and of man; but in so doing
you do not in thought double the Being of the Infinite
God; that remains the same as before. That is what I
mean when I say that God is infinite, and transcends
matter and spirit, and is different in kind from the finite
universe” (Parker, Works, XI, p. 108). This form of
theism, while closely related to pantheism must be
classed with the older Deism. Delitzsch sums up the
two positions in this statement, ‘“While speculative
theism in a one-sided manner emphasizes the immanence
of God, the older deism emphasized with equal one-sided-
ness His transcendence. The former makes God the
active ground of the world development according to
natural law, which is dependent on Him, He in turn be-
ing dependent on it; the latter placed Him above the
perpetuum mobile of the universe, and made Him a
mere spectator of human history; both agreeing in the
opinion that there is no need or room for a supernatural
incursion of God into the natural course of development,
and refusing to recognize in Christ a new creative be-
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ginning and all that goes along with that” (DeriTzscH,
Christian Apologetics, p. 157). Bruce says that the dis-
tinction may be made more vivid to the imagination by
representing the immanent Deity as imprisoned within
the world, and the transcendent Deity as banished to
the outside of the world (Cf. Bruce, Apologetics, p.
135). Hence, in carrying out the above statement in a
truly Christian sense, Dr. Parker carries out the impli-
cations of his theory by a denial of the miraculous. “No
whim in God, therefore no miracle in nature. The law
of nature represents the modes of God himself, who is
the only true cause and the only true power, and as He
is infinite, unchangeably perfect, and perfectly un-
changeable, His mode of action is therefore constant
and universal, so that there can be no such thing as a
violation of God’s constant mode of action” (PARKER,
Works, XI, p. 114). It may readily be seen, therefore,
that it is possible to regard the personal God as the Ab-
solute in the sense of the world-ground, and deny to
Him the Christian conception of volitional activity in
the world, as it affects both creation and providence. It
is for this reason that we must stress the infinite ef-
ficiency of the Spirit, if we are to maintain the Christian
conception of the personality of God.

THE IDEA OF A FINITE GOD

The attempt to harmonize the Absolute of phi-
losophy with the God of religion, has given rise to various
theories which have as their basis the idea of a finite

If “God were simply living Nature,” says Dorner, “not being Master
of Himself, and therefore not being truly A].migh‘ﬂr because He is not
another than Himself, He might create, but He co d only work Himself
out and produce Himself by physical necessity. All Cosmogony would
thus be Theogony. On the contrary, if His Nature is the servant of His
Will, then without prejudice to His original power or His Omnipotence,
there will remain a place for the world, and that a free world, by virtue
of which alone is reciprocal action possible between God and it, and in
which the Law of Causality finds its perfection anew. God cannot, it is
true, be limited from without, but can be conditioned only by Himself;
but if He is Almighty, by virtue of His Omnipotence, and without limita-
tion of it, He can freely determine to condition His action by causalities
in the world He has formed, upon whom He bestows the gg:laibﬂity of
free determination. A more thorough statement can be admitted only
in the higher categories of the divine idea, and especially of the ethical
attributes of God."—DoRNER, System of Christian Doctrine, p. 261.
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God. It is frequently assumed that such a reconcilia-
tion of thought is impossible, and that religious belief
must rest upon the basis of the ethical and religious feel-
ings. Master Eckhart (1260-1329), the noted German
mystic, made a distinction between the Godhead and
God; and Dean Inge, who follows him in this particular,
asserts that “the God of religion is not the Absolute, but
the highest form under which the Absolute can manifest
Himself to finite creatures” (INGe, Personal Idealism
and Mysticism, pp. 13, 14). The theory of a finite God is
not a product of modern thought, but strikes its roots
deep in both Greek philosophy and Greek religion. The
Greeks had their pantheon in which one god while su-
preme was yet but one among many. Plato identified
God with the Idea of the Good, but at the same time ad-
mitted other ideas equally self-existent and eternal. To
Aristotle, God was the “unmoved Mover” absolutely in-
dependent of the world, but to him the world was equally
self-existent and eternal. In modern times, the idea of
a finite God is closely associated with the skepticism of
David Hume, but was given more definite form in the
philosophy of John Stuart Mill. Here the motive is not so
much ontological as ethical, and arises from the attempt
to harmonize belief in the infinite goodness of God with
the problem of existent evil. Hume held that it is im-
possible “to reconcile any mixture of evil in the universe
with infinite attributes.” He adopts, therefore, the idea
of a finite God in order to account for evil, which he
thinks lies outside and beyond the God of religion as we
know Him. On this theory, infinity is not necessary to
creatorship, but “benevolence regulated by wisdom,
and limited by necessity, may produce just such a world
as at present.” Mill is equally specific in denying the
possibility of “reconciling infinite benevolence and jus-

That God is finite rather than infinite roots back into Greek phi-
losophy. To Plato God was the supreme Idea or Good, but there were
other ideas Jve:elf-existent. e the heavenly bodies in relation to
the sun He is not the author of all things; God is not the
author of evil but of good only (Republic, Bk, p. 380). Aristotle
conceived of God as a perfect self-consciousness, w ose being was ab-

solutely independent of the world which was, eq with God, self-
existent and eternal —WmnbeLBAND, History of Phlloco-p{ P.
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tice with infinite power in the Creator of such a world
as this.” The idea of finiteness has assumed different
forms. First, there is the agnostic idea represented in
modern times by Samuel Butler and H. G. Wells, which
maintains that there is an unrevealed Reality back of the
God of religion and which called the latter into exist-
ence. This theory is closely related to the Gnosticism
and Neo-Platonism of the first Christian century,
against which St. Paul warned the Colossians, and St.
John wrote his First Epistle. Second, there is the idea
of a finite God which is embraced in the community
theory of the Absolute. Both Dr. Rashdall and Dr. A. E.
Taylor hold that the Absolute is not to be identified
with God, but must include God in a wider community
of other consciousness. “The Ultimate Being is a single
power,” says Dr. Rashdall, “manifested in a plurality of
consciousness, one consciousness which is omniscient
and eternal, and many consciousnesses which are of
limited knowledge, which havin