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PREFATORY NOTE

Rev. BENyaMIN BrECKINRIDGE WaRFIELD, D.D., LL.D,,
Professor of Didactic and Polemic Theology in the Theological
Seminary of the Presbyterian Church at Princeton, New
Jersey, provided in his will for the collection and publication
of the numerous articles on theological subjects which he
contributed to encyclopaedias, reviews and other periodicals,
and appointed a committee to edit and publish these papers.
In pursuance of his instructions, this, the ninth volume, con-
taining miscellaneous Studies in Theology, has been prepared
under the editorial direction of this committee.

The generous permission to publish articles contained in
this volume is gratefully acknowledged as follows: Funk and
Wagnalls Company for the articles taken from “The New
Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge ”’ edited
by Samuel Macauley Jackson; Charles Scribner’s Sons for
the article taken from the ‘ Encyclopsedia of Religion and
Ethics” edited by James Hastings; The Board of Christian
Education of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. for the
article taken from “ A Dictionary of the Bible ” by John D.
Davis, published by The Westminster Press; The Biblical
Seminary in New York for the articles taken from The Bibli-
cal Review,; Pittsburgh-Xenia Theological Seminary for the
article taken from Bibliotheca Sacra; and The University of
Chicago Press for the article taken from The American Journal
of Theology.

The clerical preparation of this volume has been done by
Mr. John E. Meeter, to whom the thanks of the committee
are hereby expressed.

ErHELBERT D. WARFIELD

WiLLIAM PARK ARMSTRONG

Caspar WisTAR HopGe
Committee.
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APOLOGETICS®

I. SIGNIFICANCE oF THE TERM

Since Planck (1794) and Schleiermacher (1811), “ apolo-
getics ” has been the accepted name of one of the theological
disciplines or departments of theological science. The term is
derived from the Greek apologeisthat, which embodies as its
central notion the idea of “ defense.” In its present applica-
tion, however, it has somewhat shifted its meaning, and we
speak accordingly of apologetics and apologies in contrast with
each other. The relation between these two is not that of theory
and practice (so e.g. Diisterdieck), nor yet that of genus and
species (so e.g. Kiibel). That is to say, apologetics is not a
formal science in which the principles exemplified in apologies
are investigated, as the principles of sermonizing are investi-
gated in homiletics. Nor is it merely the sum of all existing or
all possible apologies, or their quintessence, or their scientific
exhibition, as dogmatics is the scientific statement of dogmas.
Apologies are defenses of Christianity, in its entirety, in its
essence, or in some one or other of its elements or presuppo-
sitions, as against either all assailants, actual or conceivable,
or some particular form or instance of attack; though, of
course, as good defenses they may rise above mere defenses and
become vindications. Apologetics undertakes not the defense,
not even the vindication, but the establishment, not, strictly
speaking, of Christianity, but rather of that knowledge of God
which Christianity professes to embody and seeks to make
efficient in the world, and which it is the business of theology
scientifically to explicate. It may, of course, enter into de-
fense and vindication when in the prosecution of its task it

1 Reprinted from “The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious
Knowledge,” edited by Samuel Macauley Jackson, D.D., LL.D,, i. pp. 232-238

(copyright by Funk and Wagnalls Company, New York, 1908).
3
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4 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

meets with opposing points of view and requires to establish
its own standpoint or conclusions. Apologies may, therefore,
‘be embraced in apologetics, and form ancillary portions of its
. structure, as they may also do in the case of every other

" 'theological discipline. It is, moreover, inevitable that this or

that element or aspect of apologetics will be more or less
emphasized and cultivated, as the need of it is from time to
time more or less felt. But apologetics does not derive its
contents or take its form or borrow its value from the prevail-
ing opposition; but preserves through all varying circum-
stances its essential character as a positive and constructive
science which has to do with opposition only — like any other
constructive science — as the refutation of opposing views
becomes from time to time incident to construction. So little is
defense or vindication of the essence of apologetics that there
would be the same reason for its existence and the same neces-
sity for its work, were there no opposition in the world to be
encountered and no contradiction to be overcome. It finds its
deepest ground, in other words, not in the accidents which
accompany the efforts of true religion to plant, sustain, and
propagate itself in this world; not even in that most per-
vasive and most portentous of all these accidents, the accident
of sin; but in the fundamental needs of the human spirit. If it
is incumbent on the believer to be able to give a reason for the
faith that is in him, it is impossible for him to be a believer
without a reason for the faith that is in him; and it is the
task of apologetics to bring this reason clearly out in his con-
sciousness, and make its validity plain. It is, in other words,
the function of apologetics to investigate, explicate, and estab-
lish the grounds on which a theology — a science, or systema-
tized knowledge of God — is possible; and on the basis of
which every science which has God for its object must rest,
if it be a true science with claims to a place within the circle
of the sciences. It necessarily takes its place, therefore, at the
head of the departments of theological science and finds its
task in the establishment of the validity of that knowledge of
God which forms the subject-matter of these departments;
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APOLOGETICS 5

that we may then proceed through the succeeding departments
of exegetical, historical, systematic, and practical theology, to
explicate, appreciate, systematize, and propagate it in the
world.

I1. Prace AMoNG THE THEOLOGICAL DISCIPLINES

It must be admitted that considerable confusion has
reigned with respect to the conception and function of apolo~
getics, and its place among the theological disciplines. Nearly
every writer has a definition of his own, and describes the task
of the discipline in a fashion more or less peculiar to himself;
and there is scarcely a corner in the theological encyclopedia
into which it has not been thrust. Planck gave it a place among
the exegetical disciplines; others contend that its essence is
historical; most wish to assign it either to systematic or prac-
tical theology. Nosselt denies it all right of existence; Palmer
confesses inability to classify it; Rébiger casts it formally out
of the encyclopedia, but reintroduces it under the different
name of “ theory of religion.” Tholuck proposed that it should
be apportioned through the several departments; and Cave
actually distributes its material through three separate de-
partments. Much of this confusion is due to a persistent con-
fusion of apologetics with apologies. If apologetics is the theory
of apology, and its function is to teach men how to defend
Christianity, its place is, of course, alongside of homiletics,
catechetics, and poimenics in practical theology. If it is simply,
by way of eminence, the apology of Christianity, the sys-
tematically organized vindication of Christianity in all its
elements and details, against all opposition — or in its essen-
tial core against the only destructive opposition — it of course
presupposes the complete development of Christianity through
the exegetical, historical, and systematic disciplines, and must
take its place either as the culminating department of sys-
tematic theology, or as the intellectualistic side of practical
theology, or as an independent discipline between the two.
In this case it can be only artificially separated from polemic
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6 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

theology and other similar disciplines —if the analysis is
pushed so far as to create these, as is done by F. Duilhé de
Saint-Projet who distinguishes between apologetical, contro-
versial, and polemic theology, directed respectively against
unbelievers, heretics, and fellow believers, and by A. Kuyper
who distinguishes between polemics, elenctics, and apologetics,
opposing respectively heterodoxy, paganism, and false philoso-
phy. It will not be strange, then, if, though separated from
these kindred disciplines it, or some of it, should be again
united with them, or some of them, to form a larger whole
to which is given the same encyclopedic position. This
is done for example by Kuyper who joins polemics, elenctics,
and apologetics together to form his “ antithetic dogmatologi-
cal ” group of disciplines; and by F. L. Patton who, after hav-
ing distributed the material of apologetics into the two sepa-
rate disciplines of rational or philosophical theology, to which
as a thetic discipline a place is given at the outset of the sys-
tem, and apologetics, joins the latter with polemics to consti-
tute the antithetical disciplines, while systematic theology
succeeds both as part of the synthetic disciplines.

III. SourcE oF DIVERGENT VIEWS

Much of the diversity in question is due also, however, to
varying views of the thing which apologetics undertakes to
establish; whether it be, for example, the truth of the Chris-
tian religion, or the validity of that knowledge of God which
theology presents in systematized form. And more of it still is
due to profoundly differing conceptions of the nature and
subject-matter of that * theology,” a department of which
apologetics is. If we think of apologetics as undertaking the
defense or the vindication or even the justification of the
“Christian religion,” that is one thing; if we think of it as
undertaking the establishment of the validity of that knowl-
edge of God, which “ theology ” systematizes, that may be a
very different thing. And even if agreement exists upon the
latter conception, there remain the deeply cutting divergences
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APOLOGETICS 7

which beset the definition of “theology ” itself. Shall it be
defined as the “science of faith”? or as the “science of re-
ligion ’? or as the “science of the Christian religion”’? or
as the “ science of God ”’? In other words, shall it be regarded
as 8 branch of psychology, or as a branch of history, or as a
branch of science? Manifestly those who differ thus widely as
to what theology is, cannot be expected to agree as to the na-
ture and function of any one of its disciplines. If “ theology ”
is the science of faith or of religion, its subject-matter is the
subjective experiences of the human heart; and the function
of apologetics is to inquire whether these subjective experi-
ences have any objective validity. Of course, therefore, it
follows upon the systematic elucidation of these subjective ex-
periences and constitutes the culminating discipline of “ the-
ology.” Similarly, if “ theology ” is the science of the Christian
religion, it investigates the purely historical question of what
those who are called Christians believe; and of course the
function of apologetics is to follow this investigation with an
inquiry whether Christians are justified in believing these
things. But if theology is the science of God, it deals not with
a mass of subjective experiences, nor with a section of the
history of thought, but with a body of objective facts; and it is
absurd to say that these facts must be assumed and developed
unto their utmost implications before we stop to ask whether
they are facts. So soon as it is agreed that theology is a scien-
tific discipline and has as its subject-matter the knowledge
of God, we must recognize that it must begin by establishing
the reality as objective facts of the data upon which it is based.
One may indeed call the department of theology to which this
task is committed by any name which appears to him appro-
priate: it may be called “ general theology,” or “ fundamental
theology,” or “principial theology,” or “philosophical the-
ology,” or “rational theology,” or * natural theology,” or any
other of the innumerable names which have been used to de-
scribe it. Apologetics is the name which most naturally sug-
gests itself, and it is the name which, with more or less accu-
racy of view as to the nature and compass of the discipline,
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8 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

has been consecrated to this purpose by a large number of
writers from Schleiermacher down (e.g. Pelt, Twesten, Baum-
stark, Swetz, Ottiger, Knoll, Maissoneuve). It powerfully com-
mends itself as plainly indicating the nature of the discipline,
while equally applicable to it whatever may be the scope of
the theology which it undertakes to plant on a secure basis.
Whether this theology recognizes no other knowledge of God
than that given in the constitution and course of nature, or
derives its data from the full revelation of God as documented
in the Christian Scriptures, apologetics offers itself with equal
readiness to designate the discipline by which the validity of
the knowledge of God set forth is established. It need imply
no more than natural theology requires for its basis; when the
theology which it serves is, however, the complete theology
of the Christian revelation, it guards its unity and protects
from the fatally dualistic conception which sets natural and
revealed theology over against each other as separable entities,
each with its own separate presuppositions requiring establish-
ment — by which apologetics would be split into two quite
diverse disciplines, given very different places in the theologi-
cal encyclopedia.

IV. TeE TRUE TASK OF APOLOGETICS

It will already have appeared how far apologetics may be
defined, in accordance with a very prevalent custom (e.g. Sack,
Lechler, Ebrard, Kiibel, Lemme) as ‘ the science which estab-
lishes the truth of Christianity as the absolute religion.” Apolo-
getics certainly does establish the truth of Christianity as the
absolute religion. But the question of importance here is how
it does this. It certainly is not the business of apologetics to
take up each tenet of Christianity in turn and seek to estab-
lish its truth by a direct appeal to reason. Any attempt to do
this, no matter on what philosophical basis the work of demon-
stration be begun or by what methods it be pursued, would
transfer us at once into the atmosphere and betray us into the
devious devices of the old vulgar rationalism, the primary fault
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APOLOGETICS 9

of which was that it asked for a direct rational demonstra-
tion of the truth of each Christian teaching in turn. The
business of apologetics is to establish the truth of Chris-
tianity as the absolute religion directly only as a whole, and
in its details only indirectly. That is to say, we are not to begin
by developing Christianity into all its details, and only after
this task has been performed, tardily ask whether there is any
truth in all this. We are to begin by establishing the truth of
Christianity as a whole, and only then proceed to explicate
it into its details, each of which, if soundly explicated, has its
truth guaranteed by its place as a detail in an entity already
established in its entirety. Thus we are delivered from what
is perhaps the most distracting question which has vexed the
whole history of the discipline. In establishing the truth of
Christianity, it has been perennially asked, are we to deal with
all its details (e.g. H. B. Smith), or merely with the essence
of Christianity (e.g. Kiibel). The true answer is, neither.
Apologetics does not presuppose either the development of
Christianity into its details, or the extraction from it of its
essence. The details of Christianity are all contained in Chris-
tianity: the minimum of Christianity is just Christianity it-
self. What apologetics undertakes to establish is just this
Christianity itself — including all its “ details” and involving
its “essence” —in its unexplicated and uncompressed en-
tirety, as the absolute religion. It has for its object the laying
of the foundations on which the temple of theology is built,
and by which the whole structure of theology is determined. It
is the department of theology which establishes the constitu-
tive and regulative principles of theology as a science; and in
establishing these it establishes all the details which are de-
rived from them by the succeeding departments, in their sound
explication and systematization. Thus it establishes the whole,
though it establishes the whole in the mass, so to speak, and
not in its details, but yet in its entirety and not in some single
element deemed by us its core, its essence, or its minimum
expression.
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10 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

V. DivisioN OF APOLOGETICS

The subject-matter of apologetics being determined, its
distribution into its parts becomes very much a matter of
course. Having defined apologetics as the proof of the truth
of the Christian religion, many writers naturally confine it
to what is commonly known somewhat loosely as the “evi-
dences of Christianity.” Others, defining it as “ fundamental
theology,” equally naturally confine it to the primary princi-
ples of religion in general. Others more justly combine the
two conceptions and thus obtain at least two main divisions.
Thus Hermann Schultz makes it prove “ the right of the re-
ligious conception of the world, as over against the tendencies
to the denial of religion, and the right of Christianity as the
absolutely perfect manifestation of religion, as over against
the opponents of its permanent significance.” He then divides
it into two great sections with a third interposed between
them: the first, “ the apology of the religious conception of
the world ”’; the last, “the apology of Christianity ”’; while
between the two stands “ the philosophy of religion, religion in
its historical manifestation.” Somewhat less satisfactorily, be-
cause with a less firm hold upon the idea of the discipline,
Henry B. Smith, viewing apologetics as “ historico-philosophi-
cal dogmatics,” charged with the defense of “ the whole con-
tents and substance of the Christian faith,” divided the ma-
terial to much the same effect into what he calls fundamental,
historical, and philosophical apologetics. The first of these
undertakes to demonstrate the being and nature of God; the
second, the divine origin and authority of Christianity; and
the third, somewhat lamely as a conclusion to so high an argu-
ment, the superiority of Christianity to all other systems.
Quite similarly Francis R. Beattie divided into (1) fundamen-
tal or philosophical apologetics, which deals with the problem
of God and religion; (2) Christian or historical apologetics,
which deals with the problem of revelation and the Scriptures;
and (3) applied or practical apologetics, which deals with the
practical efficiency of Christianity in the world. The funda-
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APOLOGETICS 11

mental truth of these schematizations lies in the perception
that the subject-matter of apologetics embraces the two great
facts of God and Christianity. There is some failure in unity
of conception, however, arising apparently from a deficient
grasp of the peculiarity of apologetics as a department of
theological science, and a consequent inability to permit it
as such to determine its own contents and the natural order of
its constituent parts.

VI. TaE CoNCEPTION OF THEOLOGY AS A SCIENCE

If theology be a science at all, there is involved in that fact,
as in the case of all other sciences, at least these three things:
the reality of its subject-matter, the capacity of the human
mind to receive into itself and rationally to reflect this subject-
matter, the existence of media of communication between
the subject-matter and the percipient and understanding mind.
There could be no psychology were there not a mind to be in-
vestigated, a mind to investigate, and a self-consciousness by
means of which the mind as an object can be brought under
the inspection of the mind as subject. There could be no
astronomy were there no heavenly bodies to be investigated,
no mind capable of comprehending the laws of their existence
and movements, or no means of observing their structure and
motion. Similarly there can be no theology, conceived accord-
ing to its very name as the science of God, unless there is a God
to form its subject-matter, a capacity in the human mind to
apprehend and so far to comprehend God, and some media by
which God is made known to man. That a theology, as the
science of God, may exist, therefore, it must begin by estab-
lishing the existence of God, the capacity of the human mind
to know Him, and the accessibility of knowledge concerning
Him, In other words, the very idea of theology as the science
of God gives these three great topics which must be dealt with
in its fundamental department, by which the foundations for
the whole structure are laid — God, religion, revelation. With
these three facts established, a theology as the science of God
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12 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

becomes possible; with them, therefore, an apologetic might
be complete. But that, only provided that in these three
topics all the underlying presuppositions of the science of God
actually built up in our theology are established; for example,
provided that all the accessible sources and means of knowing
God are exhausted. No science can arbitrarily limit the data
lying within its sphere to which it will attend. On pain of
ceasing to be the science it professes to be, it must exhaust the
means of information open to it, and reduce to a unitary sys-
tem the entire body of knowledge in its sphere. No science can
represent itself as astronomy, for example, which arbitrarily
confines itself to the information concerning the heavenly bod-
ies obtainable by the unaided eye, or which discards, without
sound ground duly adduced, the aid of, say, the spectroscope.
In the presence of Christianity in the world making claim
to present a revelation of God adapted to the condition and
needs of sinners, and documented in Scriptures, theology can-
not proceed a step until it has examined this claim; and if
the claim be substantiated, this substantiation must form a
part of the fundamental department of theology in which
are laid the foundations for the systematization of the knowl-
edge of God. In that case, two new topics are added to the
subject-matter with which apologetics must constructively
deal, Christianity — and the Bible. It thus lies in the very
nature of apologetics as the fundamental department of the-
ology, conceived as the science of God, that it should find its
task in establishing the existence of a God who is capable of
being known by man and who has made Himself known, not
only in nature but in revelations of His grace to lost sinners,
documented in the Christian Scriptures. When apologetics has
placed these great facts in our hands — God, religion, revela-
tion, Christianity, the Bible — and not till then are we pre-
pared to go on and explicate the knowledge of God thus brought
to us, trace the history of its workings in the world, systema-
tize it, and propagate it in the world.
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APOLOGETICS 13

VII. Tae Five SuBDIVISIONS OF APOLOGETICS

The primary subdivisions of apologetics are therefore five,
unless for convenience of treatment it is preferred to sink the
third into its most closely related fellow. (1) The first, which
may perhaps be called philosophical apologetics, undertakes
the establishment of the being of God, as a personal spirit,
the creator, preserver, and governor of all things. To it be-
longs the great problem of theism, with the involved discus-
sion of the antitheistic theories. (2) The second, which may
perhaps be called psychological apologetics, undertakes the
establishment of the religious nature of man and the validity
of his religious sense. It involves the discussion alike of the
psychology, the philosophy, and the phenomenology of re-
ligion, and therefore includes what is loosely called ““com-
parative religion” or the “history of religions.” (3) To the
third falls the establishment of the reality of the supernatural
factor in history, with the involved determination of the
actual relations in which God stands to His world, and the
method of His government of His rational creatures, and espe-
cially His mode of making Himself known to them. It issues in
the establishment of the fact of revelation as the condition of
all knowledge of God, who as a personal Spirit can be known
only 50 far as He expresses Himself; so that theology differs
from all other sciences in that in it the object is not at the dis-
posal of the subject, but vice versa. (4) The fourth, which may
be called historical apologetics, undertakes to establish the
divine origin of Christianity as the religion of revelation in
the special sense of that word. It discusses all the topics which
naturally fall under the popular caption of the “evidences of
Christianity.” (5) The fifth, which may be called bibliological
spologetics, undertakes to establish the trustworthiness of the
Christian Seriptures as the documentation of the revelation
of God for the redemption of sinners. It is engaged especially
with such topics as the divine origin of the Scriptures; the
methods of the divine operation in their origination; their
place in the series of redemptive acts of God, and in the process
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14 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

of revelation; the nature, mode, and effect of inspiration; and
the like.

VIII. THE VALUE OF APOLOGETICS

The estimate which is put upon apologetics by scholars
naturally varies with the conception which is entertained of
its nature and function. In the wake of the subjectivism in-
troduced by Schleiermacher, it has become very common to
speak of such an apologetic as has just been outlined with no
little scorn. It is an evil inheritance, we are told, from the old
supranaturalismus vulgaris, which “ took its standpoint not in
the Scriptures but above the Scriptures, and imagined it could,
with formal conceptions, develop a ‘ ground for the divine
authority of Christianity ’ (Heubner), and therefore offered
proofs for the divine origin of Christianity, the necessity of
revelation, and the credibility of the Scriptures” (Lemme).
To recognize that we can take our standpoint in the Secriptures
only after we have Scriptures, authenticated as such, to take
our standpoint in, is, it seems, an outworn prejudice. The
subjective experience of faith is conceived to be the ultimate
fact; and the only legitimate apologetic, just the self-justifica-
tion of this faith itself. For faith, it seems, after Kant, can
no longer be looked upon as a matter of reasoning and does
not rest on rational grounds, but is an affair of the heart, and
manifests itself most powerfully when it has no reason out of
itself (Brunetiére). If repetition had probative force, it would
long ago have been established that faith, religion, theology,
lie wholly outside of the realm of reason, proof, and demon-
stration.

It is, however, from the point of view of rationalism
and mysticism that the value of apologetics is most decried.
Wherever rationalistic preconceptions have penetrated, there,
of course, the validity of the apologetic proofs has been in
more or less of their extent questioned. Wherever mystical sen-
timent has seeped in, there the validity of apologetics has been
with more or less emphasis doubted. At the present moment,
the rationalistic tendency is most active, perhaps, in the form
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APOLOGETICS 15

given it by Albrecht Ritschl. In this form it strikes at the very
roots of apologetics, by the distinction it erects between theo-
retical and religious knowledge. Religious knowledge is not
the knowledge of fact, but a perception of utility; and there-
fore positive religion, while it may be historically conditioned,
has no theoretical basis, and is accordingly not the object of
rational proof. In significant parallelism with this, the mysti-
cal tendency is manifesting itself at the present day most dis-
tinetly in & widespread inclination to set aside apologetics in
favor of the “ witness of the Spirit.” The convictions of the
Christian man, we are told, are not the product of reason ad-
dressed to the intellect, but the immediate creation of the Holy
Spirit in the heart. Therefore, it is intimated, we may do very
well without these reasons, if indeed they are not positively
noxious, because tending to substitute a barren intellectualism
for a vital faith. It seems to be forgotten that though faith
be a moral act and the gift of God, it is yet formally convic-
tion passing into confidence; and that all forms of convie-
tions must rest on evidence as their ground, and it is not faith
but reason which investigates the nature and validity of this
ground. “ He who believes,” says Thomas Aquinas, in words
which have become current as an axiom, “ would not believe
unless he saw that what he believes is worthy of belief.”
Though faith is the gift of God, it does not in the least follow
that the faith which God gives is an irrational faith, that is, a
faith without cognizable ground in right reason. We believe
in Christ because it is rational to believe in Him, not even
though it be irrational. Of course mere reasoning cannot
make a Christian ; but that is not because faith is not the result
of evidence, but because a dead soul cannot respond to evi-
dence. The action of the Holy Spirit in giving faith is not apart
from evidence, but along with evidence; and in the first in-
stance consists in preparing the soul for the reception of the
evidence.
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16 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

IX. ReELATION OF APOLOGETICS TO CHRISTIAN FarTH

This is not to argue that it is by apologetics that men are
made Christians, but that apologetics supplies to Christian
men the systematically organized basis on which the faith of
Christian men must rest. All that apologetics explicates in the
forms of systematic proof is implicit in every act of Christian
faith. Whenever a sinner accepts Jesus Christ as his Saviour,
there is implicated in that act a living conviction that there
is a God, knowable to man, who has made Himself known
in a revelation of Himself for redemption in Jesus Christ,
as is set down in the Scriptures. It is not necessary for his act
of faith that all the grounds of this conviction should be
drawn into full consciousness and given the explicit assent of
his understanding, though it is necessary for his faith that
sufficient ground for his conviction be actively present and
working in his spirit. But it is necessary for the vindication of
his faith to reason in the form of scientific judgment, that the
grounds on which it rests be explicated and established. The-
ology as a science, though it includes in its culminating disci-
pline, that of practical theology, an exposition of how that
knowledge of God with which it deals objectively may best
be made the subjective possession of man, is not itself the
instrument of propaganda; what it undertakes to do is sys-
tematically to set forth this knowledge of God as the object
of rational contemplation. And as it has to set it forth as
knowledge, it must of course begin by establishing its right
to rank as such. Did it not do so, the whole of its work would
hang in the air, and theology would present the odd spectacle
among the sciences of claiming a place among a series of sys-
tems of knowledge for an elaboration of pure assumptions.

X. THE EARLIEST APOLOGETICS

Seeing that it thus supplies an insistent need of the human
spirit, the world has, of course, never been without its apolo-
getics. Whenever men have thought at all they have thought
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about God and the supernatural order; and whenever they
have thought of God and the supernatural order, there has
been present to their minds a variety of more or less solid
reasons for believing in their reality. The enucleation of these
reasons into a systematically organized body of proofs waited
of course upon advancing culture. But the advent of apolo-
getics did not wait for the advent of Christianity; nor are
traces of this department of thought discoverable only in the
regions lit up by special revelation. The philosophical systems
of antiquity, especially those which derive from Plato, are
far from empty of apologetical elements; and when in the
later stages of its development, classical philosophy became
peculiarly religious, express apologetical material became al-
most predominant. With the coming of Christianity into the
world, however, as the contents of the theology to be stated
became richer, so the efforts to substantiate it became more
fertile in apologetical elements. We must not confuse the
apologies of the early Christian ages with formal apologetics.
Like the sermons of the day, they contributed to apologetics
without being it. The apologetic material developed by what
one may call the more philosophical of the apologists (Aris-
tides, Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus, Hermias, Tertullian)
was already considerable; it was largely supplemented by the
theological labors of their successors. In the first instance
Christianity, plunged into a polytheistic environment and
called upon to contend with systems of thought grounded in
pantheistic or dualistic assumptions, required to establish its
theistic standpoint; and as over against the bitterness of the
Jews and the mockery of the heathen (e.g. Tacitus, Fronto,
Crescens, Lucian), to evince its own divine origin as a gift of
grace to sinful man. Along with Tertullian, the great Alexan-
drians, Clement and Origen, are the richest depositaries of
the apologetic thought of the first period. The greatest apolo-
gists of the patristic age were, however, Eusebius of Cazsarea
and Augustine. The former was the most learned and the
latter the most profound of all the defenders of Christianity
among the Fathers. And Augustine, in particular, not merely
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in his “ City of God” but in his controversial writings, accu-
mulated a vast mass of apologetical material which is far from
having lost its significance even yet.

XI. TEE LATER APOLOGETICS

It was not, however, until the scholastic age that apolo-
getics came to its rights as a constructive science. The whole
theological activity of the Middle Ages was so far ancillary
to apologetics, that its primary effort was the justification of
faith to reason. It was not only rich in apologists (Agobard,
Abelard, Raymund Martini), but every theologian was in a
sense an apologist. Anselm at its beginning, Aquinas at its
culmination, are types of the whole series; types in which all
its excellencies are summed up. The Renaissance, with its
repristination of heathenism, naturally called out a series of
new apologists (Savonarola, Marsilius Ficinus, Ludovicus
Vives), but the Reformation forced polemics into the fore-
ground and drove apologetics out of sight, although, of course,
the great theologians of the Reformation era brought their
rich contribution to the accumulating apologetical material.
When, in the exhaustion of the seventeenth century, irreligion
began to spread among the people and indifferentism ripening
into naturalism among the leaders of thought, the stream of
apologetical thought was once more started flowing, to swell
into a great flood as the prevalent unbelief intensified and
spread. With a forerunner in Philippe de Mornay (1581),
Hugo Grotius (1627) became the typical apologist of the
earlier portion of this period, while its middle portion was
illuminated by the genius of Pascal (d. 1662) and the unex-
ampled richness of apologetical labor in its later years cul-
minated in Butler’s great ““ Analogy ” (1736) and Paley’s plain
but powerful argumentation. As the assault against Christian-
ity shifted its basis from the English deism of the early half
of the eighteenth century through the German rationalism of
its later half, the idealism which dominated the first half of
the nineteenth century, and thence to the materialism of its
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later years, period after period was marked in the history of
apology, and the particular elements of apologetics which were
especially cultivated changed with the changing thought. But
no epoch was marked in the history of apologetics itself, until
under the guidance of Schleiermacher’s attempt to trace the
organism of the departments of theology, K. H. Sack essayed
to set forth a scientifically organized “ Christian Apologetics "’
(Hamburg, 1829; ed. 2, 1841). Since then an unbroken series
of scientific systems of apologetics has flowed from the press.
These differ from one another in almost every conceivable
way; in their conception of the nature, task, compass, and
encyclopedic place of the science; in their methods of dealing
with its material; in their conception of Christianity itself;
and of religion and of God and of the nature of the evidence
on which belief in one or the other must rest. But they agree
in the fundamental point that apologetics is conceived by all
alike as a special department of theological science, capable of
and demanding separate treatment. In this sense apologetics
has come at last, in the last two-thirds of the nineteenth cen-
tury, to its rights. The significant names in its development are
such a8, perhaps, among the Germans, Sack, Steudel, Delitzsch,
Ebrard, Baumstark, Tolle, Kratz, Kiibel, Steude, Frank, Kaf-
tan, Vogel, Schultz, Kéhler; to whom may be added such
Romanists as Drey, Dieringer, Staudenmeyer, Hettinger,
Schanz, and such English-speaking writers as Hetherington,
H. B. Smith, Bruce, Rishell, and Beattie.

BiBuiogrAPHY: Lists of literature will be found in F. R. Beattie’s
“ Apologetics, or the Rational Vindication of Christianity,” Rich-
mond, 1903; in A. Cave, “ Introduction to Theology,” Edinburgh,
ed. 2, 1896; in G. R. Crooks and J. F. Hurst, “ Theological Ency-
clopedia and Methodology,” New York, 1884, pp. 411-413; in
P. Schaff, “ Theological Propedeutic,” 2 parts, New York, 1892-
1893. Consult F. L. Patton, in Princeton Theological Review, ii. 1904,
pp. 110 ff.; Presbyterian and Reformed Review, vii. 1896, pp. 243 ff.
(or pp. 49ff. of this volume). On the history of apologetics and
apologetic method: H. G. Tzschirner, “ Geschichte der Apologetiek,”
Leipzig, 1805; G. H. van Senden, “ Geschichte der Apologetiek,”
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2 vols., Stuttgart, 1846; K. Werner, “ Geschichte der apologetischen
und polemischen Literatur,” § vols., Schaffhausen, 1861-1867 (Ro-
man Catholic); W. Haan, “ Geschichte der Vertheidigung des
Christenthums,” Frankenberg, 1882 (popular). For early Christian
apologies consult “ Ante-Nicene Fathers” and * Nicene and Post-
Nicene Fathers ”’; for discussions of these, F. Watson, “ The Ante-
Nicene Apologies: their Character and Value,” Cambridge, 1870
(Hulsean essay); W. J. Bolton, “ The Evidences of Christianity as
exhibited in the . . . Apologists down to Augustine,” Cambridge,
1853 (Hulsean essay); F. R. Wynne, “ The Literature of the Sec-
ond Century,” London, 1891 (popular but scholarly) ; A. Seitz, “ Die
Apologie des Christentums bei den Griechen des IV. und V. Jahr-
hunderts,” Wiirzburg, 1895. On special phases in the history of
apologetics: L. Noack, “ Die Freidenker in der Religion, oder die
Repriisentanten der religissen Aufklirung in England, Frankreich
und Deutschland,” 3 vols., Bern, 1853-1855; A. S. Farrar, “ Critical
History of Free Thought,” New York, 1863; K. R. Hagenbach,
“ German Rationalism, in its Rise, Progress, and Decline,” Edin-
burgh, 1865; A. Viguié, * Histoire de I'apologétique dans Péglise
réformée francaise,” Geneva, 1858; H. B. Smith, “ Apologetics,”
New York, 1882 (appendix contains sketches of German apologetic
works) ; J. F. Hurst, “ History of Rationalism,” New York, 1902;
A. H. Huizinga, “ Some Recent Phases of Christian Apologetics,” in
Presbyterian and Reformed Review, vii. 1896, pp. 34 ff. Apologetical
literature: F. R. Beattie, “ Apologetics, or the Rational Vindication
of Christianity,” Richmond, 1903; W. M. Hetherington, “ Apolo-
getics of the Christian Faith,” Edinburgh, 1867; J. H. A. Ebrard,
“ Apologetik,” Giitersloh, ed. 2, 1878-1880, English translation,
“ Apologetics: or the Scientific Vindication of Christianity,” 3 vols.,
Edinburgh, 1886-1887; A. Mair, “ Studies in the Christian Evi-
dences,” Edinburgh, 1883; G. F. Wright, “ Logic of Christian
Evidences,” Andover, 1880; F. H. R. Frank, “ System der christ-
lichen Gewissheit,” Erlangen, 1870-1873 (ed. 2, 1884), E.T. (of
ed. 2), “System of the Christian Certainty,” Edinburgh, 1886;
P. Schanz, “ Apologie des Christentums,” 3 vols., Freiburg, 1887-
1888, E.T. “ Christian Apology,” 3 vols.,, New York and Cin-
cinnati, ed. 2, 1896 (Roman Catholic); L. F. Stearns, * The
Evidence of Christian Experience,” New York, 1890 (the best book:
on the subject) ; A. B. Bruce, “ Apologetics; or, Christianity De-
fensively Stated,” Edinburgh, 1892; H. Wace, “ Students’ Manual

Google




APOLOGETICS 21

of the Evidences of Christianity,” London, 1892; J. Kaftan, “ Die
Wahrheit der christlichen Religion,” Basel, 1888, E.T. 2 vols,,
Edinburgh, 1894; C. W. Rishell, “ Foundations of the Christian
Faith,” New York, 1899; W. Devivier, “ Cours d’apologétique chré-
tienne,” Paris, 1889, E. T. “ Christian Apologetics,” 2 vols.,, New
York, 1903; A. Harnack, “ What is Christianity? ” London, 1901;
J. T. Bergen, “ Evidences of Christianity,” Holland, Mich., 1902;
A. M. Randolph, “ Reason, Faith and Authority in Christianity,”
New York, 1902; the Boyle and Bampton lecture series deal ex-
clusively with subjects in apologetics; see also under ““ Agnosti-
cism ”; “ Antitrinitarianism ”; and “ Atheism.”
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Dr. JogN BascoM has lately told us afresh and certainly,
88 we shall all agree, most truly, that “ the relation of the
natural and supernatural ” is the “ question of questions which
underlies our rational life.” “ The fact of such a relation,” he
justly adds, “is the most patent and omnipresent in the his-
tory of the human mind.” We cannot think at all without fac-
ing the great problems which arise out of the perennial pres-
sure of this most persistent of intellectual questions. From the
first dawn of intelligence each human mind has busied itself
instinetively with their adjustment. The history of human
thought in every race from its earliest beginnings is chiefly
concerned with the varying relations which men — in this or
that stage of culture, or under the influence of this or that
dominating conception — have conceived to exist between the
natural world in which they lived and that supernatural world
which they have ever been prone to conceive to lie above and
beyond it. The most elaborate systems of philosophy differ in
nothing in this respect from the tentative efforts of un-
tutored thinking. For them, too, the problem of the super-
natural is the prime theme of their investigation: and the so-
lutions which have commended themselves to them too have
been the most varied possible, running through the entire
series from the one-sided assertion of the natural as absolute
and complete, with the exclusion of all supernaturalism, to
the equally one-sided affirmation of the reality of the super-
natural alone with the entire exclusion of all that can properly
be called natural. Between these two extremes of atheistic
naturalism and superstitious supernaturalism nearly every

1 Opening address delivered before the Faculty and students of Princeton

Theological Seminsry, September 18, 1896, Reprinted from The Presbyterian
ond Reformed Review, viii. 1897, pp. 58-74.
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possible adjustment of the relation of the two factors has found
some advocates. So that there is some color to Dr. Bascom’s
plaint that, though the proper appreciation of their relation
constitutes “ the summation of sound philosophy,” “its final
conception and statement elude us all.”

Some color, but not a thorough justification. For, amid all
the variety and confusion of men’s ideas on this great subject,
there are not lacking certain lines of direction leading to one
assured goal, broadly outlined only it may be and seen only
dimly through the mist of innumerable errors of detail, within
which it is demonstrable that the sonian thinking of the race
is always traveling: within which also it is clear that the best
and most vital of that high, conscious thinking which we call
philosophy finds the limits of its coneeptions and the pathway
of its advance. We may not fancy that every conceivable con-
ception of the relation of the natural and supernatural has
found equal favor in the unsophisticated mind of man, or has
won equal support from the criticized elaborations of philo-
sophic contemplation. No one who will permit to pass before
his mental vision the long procession of world-conceptions
which have dominated the human race in its several stages of
development will imagine that humanity at large has ever been
tempted to doubt, much less to deny, the reality or the sig-
nificance to it of either the natural or the supernatural. On
any adequate survey of the immanent thought of the world
as expressed in its systems of popular belief, atheistic natural-
ism and exclusive supernaturalism exhibit themselves as alike
inhuman. Atheists have existed, who knew and would know
nothing beyond what their five senses immediately gave them,
and naturalistic atheism has found expression in elaborate
systems which have warped the conceptions of large masses of
men: and in like manner a debased superstition has fallen like
a pall over entire communities and for ages has darkened their
minds and cursed their whole life. So there have, from time to
time, appeared among men both ascetic solitaries and com-
munistic socialists, though God has set mankind in families.
The band of camp-followers on either wing of an army confuses
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no man’s judgment as to the whereabouts of the army itself,
but rather points directly to its position. Similarly a general
consideration of the great philosophical systems of the world
will leave us in no doubt as to the trend of deliberate ponder-
ing upon this subject. Somewhere between the two extremes
of a consistent naturalism and an exclusive supernaturalism
we shall assuredly find the center of gravity of the thinking
of the ages — the point on which philosophy rests all the more
stably that on both sides wings stretch themselves far beyond
all support and hang over the abyss. Precisely where, between
the two extremes, this stable center is to be found, it may be
more difficult to determine — our instruments of measurement
are not always “implements of precision.” Assuredly, how-
ever, it will not be found where either the purely supernatural
or the purely natural is excluded, and in any case it is much
to know that it lies somewhere between the two extremes, and
that it is as unphilosophical as it is inhuman to deny or doubt
either the natural or the supernatural.

It is not to be gainsaid, of course, that from time to time,
strong tendencies of thought set in to this direction or to that;
and, for a while, it may seem as if the whole world were rush-
ing to one extreme or the other. A special type of philosophiz-
ing becomes temporarily dominant and its conceptions run
burning over the whole thinking world. At such times men
are likely to fancy that the great problem of the ages is settled,
and to felicitate themselves upon the facility with which they
see through what to men of other times were clouds of great
darkness. Such a period visited European thought in the last
century, when English Deism set the supernatural so far off
from the world that French Atheism thought it an easy thing
to dispense with it altogether. “ Down with the infamy! ”’ cried
Voltaire, and actually thought the world had hearkened to his
commandment. The atheistic naturalism of the eighteenth cen-
tury has long since taken up its abode with the owls and bats;
but the world has not yet learned its lesson. An even more
powerful current seems to have seized the modern world, and
to be hurling it by a very different pathway to practically
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the same conclusion. It is to be feared that it cannot be denied
that we are to-day in the midst of a very strong drift away
from frank recognition of the supernatural as a factor in
human life. To this also Dr. Bascom may be cited as a witness.
“The task which the bolder thinking of our time has under-
taken,” he tells us, is “ to curb the supernatural, to bring it
into the full service of reason.” “To curb the supernatural ”
—yes, that is the labor with which the thinkers of our day
have burdened themselves. The tap-root of this movement is
firmly set in a pantheistic philosophy, to which, of course, there
is no such distinction possible as that between the natural and
supernatural: to it all things are natural, the necessary product
of the blind interaction of the forces inherent in what we call
matter, but which the pantheist calls “ God” and thinks he
has thereby given not only due but even sole recognition to
the supernatural. But it has reached out and embraced in its
ramified network of branches the whole sphere of human
thinking through the magic watchword of “evolution,” by
means of which it strives to break down and obliterate all the
lines of demarcation which separate things that differ, and
thus to reduce all that exists to but varying forms taken,
through natural processes, by the one life that underlies them
all. How absolutely determinant the conception of evolution
has become in the thinking of our age, there can be no need
to remind ourselves. It may not be amiss, however, to recall
the anti-supernaturalistic root and the anti-supernaturalistic
effects of the dominance of this mode of conceiving things;
and thus to identify in it the cause of the persistent anti-
supernaturalism which at present characterizes the world’s
thought. The recognition of the supernatural is too deeply in-
trenched in human nature ever to be extirpated; man is not a
brute, and he differs from the brutes in nothing more markedly
or more ineradicably than in his correlation with an unseen
world. But probably there never was an era in which the think-
ing of the more or less educated classes was more deeply tinged
with an anti-supernatural stain than at present. Even when
we confess the supernatural with our lips and look for it and
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find it with our reasons, our instincts as modern men lead us
unconsciously to neglect and in all practical ways to disallow
and even to scout it.

It would be impossible that what we call specifically Chris-
tian thought should be unaffected by such a powerful trend in
the thinking of the world. Christian men are men first and
Christians afterwards: and therefore their Christian thinking
is superinduced on a basis of world-thinking. Theology ac-
cordingly in each age is stamped with the traits of the philoso-
phy ruling at the time. The supernatural is the very breath
of Christianity’s nostrils and an anti-supernaturalistic atmos-
phere is to it the deadliest miasma. An absolutely anti-
supernaturalistic Christianity is therefore a contradiction in
terms. Nevertheless, immersed in an anti-supernaturalistic
world-atmosphere, Christian thinking tends to become as anti-
supernaturalistic as is possible to it. And it is indisputable that
this is the characteristic of the Christian thought of our day.
As Dr. Bascom puts it, the task that has been set themselves
by those who would fain be considered the “ bolder thinkers
of our time ” is “ to curb the supernatural, to bring it into the
full service of reason.” The real question with them seems to
be, not what kind and measure of supernaturalism does the
Christianity of Christ and His apostles recognize and require;
but, how little of the supernatural may be admitted and yet
men continue to call themselves Christians. The effort is not
to Christianize the world-conception of the age, but specifi-
cally to desupernaturalize Christianity so as to bring it into
accord with the prevailing world-view.

The effects of the adoption of this point of view are all
sbout us. This is the account to give, for example, of that
speculative theism which poses under the name of “ non-
miraculous Christianity ” and seeks to convince the world
through reasoners like Pfleiderer and to woo it through novels
like “ Robert Elsmere.” This is also the account to give of
that odd positivistic religion offered us by the followers of
Albrecht Ritschl, who, under color of a phenomenalism which
knows nothing of “the thing in itself,” profess to hold it not
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to be a matter of serious importance to Christianity whether
God be a person, or Christ be God, or the soul have any per-
sistence, and to find it enough to bask in the sweet impression
which is made on the heart by the personality of the man Jesus,
dimly seen through the mists of critical history. This is the
account again to give of the growing disbelief and denial of the
virgin-birth of our Lord; of the increasingly numerous and
subtle attempts to explain away His bodily resurrection; and,
in far wider circles, of the ever renewed and constantly varying
efforts that positively swarm about us to reduce His miracles
and those of His predecessors and followers — the God-
endowed prophets and apostles of the two Testaments — to
natural phenomena, the product of natural forces, though
these forces may be held to be as yet undiscovered or even en-
tirely undiscoverable by men. This also is the account to give
of the vogue which destructive eriticism of the Biblical books
has gained in our time; and it is also the reason why detailed
refutations of the numerous critical theories of the origin of
the Biblical writings, though so repeatedly complete and logi-
cally final, have so little effect in abolishing destructive criti-
cism. Its roots are not set in its detailed accounts of the origin
of the Biblical writings, but in its anti-supernaturalistic bias:
and so long as its two fixed points remain to it — its starting
point in unbelief in the supernatural and its goal in a natural-
istic development of the religion of Israel and its record — it
easily shifts the pathway by which it proceeds from one to the
other, according to its varying needs. It is of as little moment

to it how it passes from one point to the other, as it is to the

electrician what course his wire shall follow after he has se-
cured its end attachments. Therefore theory follows theory
with bewildering rapidity and — shall we not say it? — with
equally bewildering levity, while the conclusion remains the
same. And finally this is the account to give of the endlessly
varying schemes of self-salvation offered the world in our day,
and of the practical neglect and not infrequent open denial of
the personal work of the Holy Spirit on the heart. In every
way, in a word, and in every sphere of Christian thought, the
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Christian thinking of our time is curbed, limited, confined
within unnatural bounds by doubt and hesitation before the
supernatural. In wide circles the reality of direct supernatural
activity in this world is openly rejected: in wider circles still
it is doubted: almost everywhere its assertion is timid and
chary. It is significant of much that one of the brightest of
recent Christian apologists has found it necessary to prefix
to his treatment of Christian supernaturalism a section on
“the evasion of the supernatural ” among Christian thinkers.

It is certainly to be allowed that it is no light task for a
Christian man to hold his anchorage in the rush of such a
current of anti-supernaturalistic thought. We need not won-
der that so many are carried from their moorings. How shall
we g0 firmly brace ourselves that, as the flood of the world’s
thought beats upon us, it may bring us cleansing and refresh-
ment, but may not sweep us away from our grasp on Christian
truth? How, but by constantly reminding ourselves of what
Christianity is, and of what as Christian men we must needs
believe as to the nature and measure of the supernatural in
its impact on the life of the world? For this nature and meas-
ure of the supernatural we have all the evidence which gives
us Christianity. And surely the mass of that evidence is far
too great to be shaken by any current of the world’s thought
whatever. Christian truth is a rock too securely planted to go
down before any storm. Let us attach ourselves to it by such
strong cables, and let us know so well its promontories of
vantage and secure hiding-places, that though the waters may
go over us we shall not be moved. To this end it will not be
useless to recall continually the frankness of Christianity’s
commitment to the absolute supernatural. And it may be that
we shall find profit in enumerating at this time a few of the
points, at least, at which, as Christian men, we must recognize,
with all heartiness, the intrusion of pure supernaturalism into
our conception of things.

L The Christian man, then, must, first of all, give the
heartiest and frankest recognition to the supernatural fact.
“God,” we call it. But it is not enough for us to say “ God.”
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The pantheist, too, says “ God,” and means this universal
frame: for him accordingly the supernatural is but the more
inclusive natural. When the Christian says “ God,” he means,
and if he is to remain Christian he must mean, a supernatural
God —a God who is not entangled in nature, is not only an-
other name for nature in its coordinated activities, or for that
mystery which lies beneath and throbs through the All; but
who is above nature and beyond, who existed, the Living God,
before nature was, and should nature cease to be would still
exist, the Everlasting God, and so long as this universal frame
endures exists above and outside of nature as its Lord, its
Lawgiver, and its Almighty King.

No Christian man may allow that the universe, material
and spiritual combined, call it infinite if you will, in all its
operations, be they as myriad as you choose, sums up the
being or the activities of God. Before this universe was, God
was, the one eternal One, rich in infinite activities: and while
this universe persists, outside and beyond and above it God is,
the one infinite One, ineffably rich in innumerable activities
inconceivable, it may be, to the whole universe of derived be-
ing. He is not imprisoned within His works: the laws which He
has ordained for them express indeed His character, but do not
compass the possibilities of His action. The Apostle Paul has
no doubt told us that “ in Him we live and move and have our
being,” but no accredited voice has declared that in the uni-
verse He lives and moves and has His being. No, the heaven
of heavens cannot contain Him; and what He has made is to
what He is only as the smallest moisture-particle of the most
attenuated vapor to the mighty expanse of the immeasurable
sea.

The divine immanence is a fact to the Christian man. But
to the Christian man this fact of the divine immanence is not
the ultimate expression of his conception of God. Its recogni-
tion does not operate for him as a limitation of God in being
or activities; it does not result in enclosing Him within His
works and confining the possibilities of His action to the capaci-
ties of their laws. It is rather the expression of the Christian’s
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sense of the comparative littleness of the universe — to every
part and activity of which God is present because the whole
universe is to Him as the mustard seed lying in the palm of a
man. An immanent God, yes: but what is His immanence in
even this immense universe to a God like ours? God in nature,
yes: but what is God in nature to the inconceivable vastness
of the God above nature? To the Christian conception, so far
is the immanent God from exhausting the idea of God, that
it touches but the skirt of His garment. It is only when we rise
above the divine immanence to catch some faint glimpse of
the God that transcends all the works of His hands — to the
truly supernatural God — that we begin to know who and
what the Christian God is. Let us say, then, with all the em-
phasis that we are capable of, that the Christian’s God is before
all else the transcendent God — a God so great that though
He be truly the supporter of this whole universe as well as its
maker, yet His activity as ground of existence and governor
of all that moves, is as nothing to that greater activity which
is His apart from and above what is to us the infinite universe
but to Him an infinitesimal speck of being that cannot in
any way control His life. The Christian’s God is no doubt the
God of nature and the God in nature: but before and above
all this He is the God above nature — the Supernatural Fact.
As Christian men we must see to it that we retain a worthy
conception of God: and an exclusively immanent God is, after
all, a very little and belittling notion to hold of Him the
product of whose simple word all this universe is.

IL. The Christian man, again, must needs most frankly
and heartily believe in the supernatural act. Belief in the
supernatural act is, indeed, necessarily included in belief in the
supernatural fact. If immanence is an inadequate formula for
the being of God, it is equally inadequate as a formula for His
activities, For where God is, there He must act: and if He
exists above and beyond nature He must act also above and
beyond nature. The supernatural God cannot but be conceived
83 a supernatural actor. He who called nature into being by a
word cannot possibly be subject to the creature of His will in
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the mode of His activities. He to whom all nature is but a
speck of derived and dependent being cannot be thought of as,
in the reach of His operations, bound within the limits of the
laws which operate within this granule and hold it together.

Before all that we call nature came into existence God was,
in infinite fullness of life and of the innumerable activities
which infinite fullness of life implies: and that nature has
come into existence is due to an act of His prenatural power.
Nature, in other words, has not come into existence at all: it
has been made. And if it was made it must have been by a
supernatural act. The Christian conception of creation in-
volves thus the frankest recognition of the supernatural act.
To the Christian man nature cannot be conceived either as
self-existent or as self-made or as a necessary emanation from
the basal Being which we call God, nor yet as a mere modifi-
cation in form of the one eternal substance. It is a manufac-
tured article, the product of an act of power. God spoke and
it was: and the God that thus spoke nature into being, is
necessarily a supernatural God, creating nature by a super-
natural act. As Christian men, we must at all hazards preserve
this supernaturalistic conception of creation.

There are voices strong and subtle which would woo us
from it. One would have us believe that in what we call crea-
tion, God did but give form and law to a dark Somewhat,
which from all eternity lay beside Him — chaining thus by His
almighty power the realm of inimical matter to the divine
chariot wheels of order and progress. Or, if that crass dualism
seems too gross, the outlying realm of darkness is subtly
spoken of as the Nothing, the power it exerts is affirmed to
be simply a dull and inert resistance, while yet the character
of the product of God’s creative power is represented as con-
ditioned by the “ Nothing ” out of which it is made. Another
would have us believe that what we call nature is of the sub-
stance of God Himself, and what we call creation is but the
modification of form and manifestation which takes place in
the eternal systole and diastole of the divine life. Or, if this
crass pantheism seems too gross, a subtle ontology is called in,
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matter is resolved into its atoms, the atoms are conceived as
mere centers of force, and this force is asserted to be the pure
will of God: so that after all no substance exists except the
substance of God. As over against all such speculations, gross
and subtle alike, the Christian man is bound to maintain that
God created the heavens and the earth — that this great act
by which He called into being all that is was in the strictest
sense of the words a creation, and that in this act of creation
He produced in the strictest sense of the words a somewhat.
It was an act of creation: not a mere molding or ordering of a
preéxistent substance — not a mere evolution or modification
of His own substance. And in it He produced a somewhat —
not & mere appearance or simulacrum, but being, derived and
dependent being, but just as real being as His own infinite
essence. In creation, therefore, the Christian man is bound to
confess a frankly supernatural act — an act above nature, in-
dependent of nature, by which nature itself and all its laws
were brought into existence.

Nor can he confine himself to the confession of this one
supernatural act. The Christian’s God not only existed before
nature and is its Creator, but also exists above nature and is its
Governor and Lord. It is inconceivable that He should be ac-
tive only in that speck of being which He Himself has called
into existence by an act of His independent power. It exists
in Him, not He in it; and just because it is finite and He is
infinite, the great sphere of His life and activity lies above
it and beyond. It is equally inconceivable that His activities
with reference to it, or even within it, should be confined to
the operation of the laws which He has ordained for the regu-
lation of its activities and not of His. What power has this
little speck of derived being to exclude the operation upon it
and within it of that almighty force to whose energy it owes
both its existence and its persistence in being? Have its forces
acquired such strength as to neutralize the power which called
it into being? Or has it framed for itself a crust so hard as to
isolate it from the omnipotence which plays about it and suc-
cessfully to resist the power that made it, that it may not
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crush it or pierce it at will through and through? Certainly
he who confesses the Christian’s God has no ground for deny-
ing the supernatural act.

Now nothing is further from the Christian’s thought than
to doubt the reality and the efficiency of second causes. Just
because he believes that in creation God created a somewhat —
real substance endowed with real powers —he believes that
these powers really act and really produce their effects. He
thinks of nothing so little, to be sure, as to doubt the imma-
nence of God in these second causes. It is his joy to see the
hand of God in all that occurs, and to believe that it is not
only by His preserving care, but in accordance with His direc-
tion, that every derived cause acts and every effect is pro-
duced. But least of all men has the Christian a desire to sub-
stitute the immediate energy of God for His mediate activity
in His ordinary government of the universe which He has
made. Just because he believes that the universe was well
made, he believes that the forces with which it was endowed
are competent for its ordinary government and he traces in
their action the divine purpose unrolling its faultless scroll.
The Christian man, then, is frankly ready to accredit to
second causes all that second causes are capable of producing.
He is free to trace them in all the products of time, and to
lend his ear to the poets when they tell him that

This solid earth whereon we tread,
In tracts of fluent heat began,

And grew to seeming random forms,

The seeming prey of cyclic storms,
Till at the last arose the man.

He only insists that in all this great process by which, he is
told, the ordered world was hacked and hewn out by the great
forces and convulsions of nature, we shall perceive, also with
the poets, that those great artificers, “ Hack and Hew, were
the sons of God,” and stood

One at His right hand and one at His left,
To obey as He taught them how.
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Let us open our eyes wide to the grandeur and perfection of
God’s providential government ; and let us not neglect to note
that here too is a supernaturalism, and that in the ordered
progress of the world towards that one far-off divine event
we can trace the very finger of God.

But let us not fancy, on the other hand, that the provi-
dence of God any more than the immanence of God is a for-
mula adequate to sum up all His activities. God is the God
of providence: but He is much more than the God of provi-
dence. The universe is but a speck in His sight: and its provi-
dential government is scarcely an incident in the infinite
fullness of His life. It is certain that He acts in infinitely
varied modes, otherwise and beyond providence, and there is
no reason we can give why He should not act otherwise and
beyond providence even in relation to the universe which He
has made. In our conception of a supernatural God, we dare
not erect His providential activity into an exclusive law of
action for Him, and refuse to allow of any other mode of
operation. Who can say, for example, whether creation itself,
in the purity and absoluteness of that conception, may not be
progressive, and may not correlate itself with and follow the
process of the providential development of the world, in the
plan of such & God — so that the works of creation and provi-
dence may interlace through all time in the production of this
completed universe? What warrant, then, can there be to as-
sume beforehand that some way must be found for “evolu-
tion” to spring the chasms in the creative process over which
even divinely led second causes appear insufficient to build a
bridge? And if for any reason — certainly not unforeseen by
God, or in contradiction to His ordering — there should a
“rift appear in the lute,” who dare assert that the supernatu-
ral God may not directly intervene for its mending, but
must needs beat out His music on the broken strings or let
their discord jar down the ages to all eternity? The laws of
nature are not bonds by which God is tied so that He cannot
move save within their limits: they are not in His sight such
great and holy things that it would be sacrilege for Him not
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to honor them in all His activities. His real life is above and
beyond them: there is no reason why He may not at will act
independently of them even in dealing with nature itself: and
if there be reason why He should act apart from them we may
be sure that the supernatural God will so act. The frank recog-
nition of the possibility of the supernatural act, and of its
probable reality on adequate occasion, is in any event a part
of the Christian man’s heritage.

ITI. And this leads us to recognize next that the Christian
man must cherish a frank and hearty faith in a supernatural
redemption. As certainly as the recognition of the great fact
of sin is an element in the Christian’s world-conception, the
need and therefore the actuality of the direct corrective act of
God — of miracle, in a word — enters ineradicably into his be-
lief. We cannot confess ourselves sinners — radically at breach
with God and broken and deformed in our moral and spiritual
being — and look to purely natural causes or to simply provi-
dential agencies, which act only through natural causes and
therefore never beyond their reach, for our recovery to God
and to moral and spiritual health. And in proportion as we
realize what sin is — what, in the Christian conception, is the
nature of that bottomless gulf which it has opened between
the sinning soul and the all-holy and faultlessly just God, the
single source of the soul’s life, and what is the consequent
mortal character of the wound which sin has inflicted on the
soul — in that proportion will it become more and more plain
to us that there is no ability in what we fondly call the remedial
forces of nature, no capacity in growth, however skillfully led
by even an all-wise providence, to heal this hurt. A seed of life
may indeed be developed into abounding life: but no wise
leading can direct a seed of death into the ways of life. Dead
things do not climb. As well expect dead and decaying Lazarus
through the action of natural forces, however wisely directed,
to put on the fresh firmness of youthful flesh and stand forth
a sound and living man, as a soul dead in sin to rise by natural
powers into newness of life. No, the world knows that dead
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men do not live again: and the world’s singers, on the plane
of nature, rightly declare,

One thing is certain, and the rest is lies;
The flower that once has blown, forever dies.

If no supernatural voice had cried at the door of Lazarus’
tomb, “ Lazarus, come forth!” it would have been true of
him, too, what the rebellious poet shouts in the ears of the
rest of men,

Once dead, you never shall return.

And if there be no voice of supernatural power to call dead
souls back unto life, those who are dead in sin must needs
fester in their corruption to the eternity of eternities.

One might suppose the supernaturalness of redemption to
be too obviously the very heart of the whole Christian system,
and to constitute too fundamentally the very essence of the
Christian proclamation, for it to be possible for any one claim-
ing the Christian name to lose sight of it for a moment. As-
suredly the note of the whole history of redemption is the
supernatural. To see this we do not need to focus our eyes on
the supernatural man who came to redeem sinners— the
“man from heaven,” as Paul calls Him, who was indeed of the
seed of David according to the flesh but at the same time was
God over all, blessed forever, and became thus poor only that
by His poverty we might be made rich — the Word who was
in the beginning with God and was God, as John calls Him,
who became flesh and dwelt among men, exhibiting to their
astonished eyes the glory of an only-begotten of the Father —
the One sent of the Father, whom to have seen was to see the
Father also, as He Himself witnessed, who is before Abraham
wag, and while on earth abides still in Heaven — who came to
earth by an obviously supernatural pathway, breaking His
way through a virgin’s womb, and lived on earth an obviously
supernatural life, with the forces of nature and powers of
disease and death subject to His simple word, and left the
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earth in an obviously supernatural ascension after having =
burst the bonds of the grave and led captivity captive. The
whole course of preparation for His coming, extending through =
centuries, is just as clearly a supernatural history — sown with -

miracle and prophecy, and itself the greatest miracle and L
prophecy of them all: and the whole course of garnering the =
fruits of His coming in the establishment of a Church through .
the apostles He had chosen for the task, is supernatural to -t

the core. Assuredly, if the redemptive process is not a super- ~
natural operation, the entire proclamation of Christianity is a o
lie: as Paul declared with specific reference to one of its super- —

natural items, we, as Christians, “ are found false-witnesses of G
God,” “ our preaching is vain,” and “ our faith is also vain.”

Nevertheless, inconceivable as it would appear, there are Tl
many voices raised about us which would fain persuade us,
in the professed interests of Christianity itself, to attenuate
or evacuate the supernatural even in redemption. That super- gk
natural history of preparation for the Redeemer, we are asked, i
did it indeed all happen as it is there recorded by the simple- “iy
minded writers? Are we not at liberty to read it merely as the Sk
record of what pious hearts, meditating on the great past, i
fancied ought to have occurred, when God was with the g
fathers; and to dig out from beneath the strata of its devout e
imaginations, as veritable history, only a sober narrative of i)

how Israel walked in the felt presence of God and was led by L
His providence to ever clearer and higher conceptions of His Ty
Holy Being and of its mission as His chosen people? And that Ay
supernatural figure which the evangelists and apostles have e

limned for us, did it indeed ever walk this sin-stricken earth G
of ours? Are we not bound to see in it, we are asked, merely the
projection of the hopes and fears swallowed up in hope of His
devoted followers, clothing with all imaginable heavenly vir-
tues the dead form of their Master snatched from their sight
—of whom they had “hoped that it was He who should
deliver Israel”? And are we not bound reverently to draw “ui
aside the veil laid by such tender hands over the dead face, that
we may see beneath it the real Jesus, dead indeed, but a man
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of infinite sweetness of temper and depth of faith, from whose

holy life we may even yet catch an inspiration and receive an

impulse for good? And Peter and Paul and John and the rest

of those whose hearts were set on fire by the spectacle of that

great and noble life, are we really to take their enthusiasm as

the rule of our thought? Are we not bound, we are asked,

though honoring the purity of their fine hero-worship, to

curb the extravagance of their assertions; and to follow the
faith quickened in them by the Master’s example while we
correct the exuberance of their fancy in attributing to Him
superhuman qualities and performances? In a word — for let
us put it at length plainly — are we not at liberty, are we not
bound, to eviscerate Christianity of all that makes it a re-
demptive scheme, of all that has given it power in the earth,
of all that has made it a message of hope and joy to lost men,
of all that belongs to its very heart’s blood and essence, as
witnessed by all history and all experience alike, and yet
claim still to remain Christians? No, let our answer be: as
Christian men, a thousand times, no! When the anti-super-
naturalistic bias of this age attacks the supernatural in the
very process of redemption, and seeks to evaporate it into a
set of platitudes about the guiding hand of God in history, the
power of the man Jesus’ pure faith over His followers’ imagi-
nations, and the imitation by us of the religion of Jesus — it
has assaulted Christianity in the very citadel of its life. As
Christian men we must assert with all vigor the purity and
the absoluteness of the supernatural in redemption.

IV. And let us add at once, further, that as Christian men
we must retain a frank and hearty faith in a supernatural
revelation. For how should we be advantaged by a supernatu-
ral redemption of which we knew nothing? Who is competent
to uncover to us the meaning of this great series of redemptive
acts but God Himself? It is easy to talk of revelation by deed.
But how little is capable of being revealed by even the mighti-
est deeds, unaccompanied by the explanatory word? Two
thousand years ago a child was born in Bethlehem, who throve
and grew up nobly, lived a life of poverty and beneficence, was
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cruelly slain and rose from the dead. What is that to us? After
a little, as His followers sat waiting in Jerusalem, there was a 4y
rush as of a mighty wind, and an appearance of tongues of 2
fire descending upon their heads. Strange: but what concern
have we in it all? We require the revealing word to tell us e
who and what this goodly child was, why He lived and what -
He wrought by His death, what it meant that He could not
be holden of the grave, and what those cloven tongues of flame
signified — before they can avail as redemptive facts to us. No
earthly person knew, or could know, their import. No earthly
insight was capable of divining it. No earthly authority could
assure the world of any presumed meaning attached to them.
None but God was in a position to know or assert their real
significance. Only, then, as God spake through His servants,
the prophets and apostles, could the mighty deeds by which
He would save the world be given a voice and a message — be
transformed into a gospel. And so the supernatural word re-
ceives its necessary position among the redemptive acts as their
interpretation and their complement.

We cannot miss the fact that from the beginning the word
of God took its honorable place among the redemptive deeds
of God. “ God spake,” declares the record as significantly and
as constantly as it declares that “ God did.” And we cannot
miss the fact that God’s word, giving their meaning, their
force, and their value to His great redemptive acts, enters as
vitally into our Christian faith and hope as the acts them-
selves. As Christian men we cannot let slip our faith in the
one without losing also our grasp upon the other. And this is
the explanation both, on the one hand, of the constancy of the
hold which Christianity has kept upon the Word of God, and, :
on the other, of the persistency of the assault which has been B
made upon it in the interests of an anti-supernaturalistic B
world-view. It is no idle task which has been set itself by K
naturalistic criticism, when it has undertaken to explain away
the supernaturalism of this record of God’s redemptive work,
which we call the Bible. This is the rock upon which all its
efforts to desupernaturalize Christianity break. It is no otiose
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traditionalism which leads the Christian man to cling to this
Word of the living God which has come down to him through
the ages. It is his sole assurance that there has been a redemp-
tive activity exercised by God in the world — the single
Ariadne’s thread by which he is enabled to trace the course of
redemption through the ages. If God did not so speak of old to
the fathers by the prophets, if He has not in the end of these
days so spoken to us in His Son — He may indeed have inter-
vened redemptively in the world, but to us it would be as if
He had not. Only as His voice has pierced to us to declare
His purpose, can we read the riddle of His operations: only as
He interprets to us their significance can we learn the wonder
of His ways. And just in proportion as our confidence in this
interpretative word shall wane, in just that proportion shall
we lose our hold upon the fact of a redemptive work of God in
the world. That we may believe in a supernatural redemption,
we must believe in a supernatural revelation, by which alone
we can be assured that this and not something else was what
occurred, and that this and not something other was what it
meant, The Christian man cannot afford to relax in the least
degree his entire confidence in a supernatural revelation.

V. And finally, we need to remind ourselves that as Chris-
tian men we must cherish a frank and hearty faith in a super-
natural salvation. It is not enough to believe that God has
intervened in this natural world of ours and wrought a super-
natural redemption: and that He has Himself made known to
men His mighty acts and unveiled to them the significance of
His working. It is upon a field of the dead that the Sun of
righteousness has risen, and the shouts that announce His
advent fall on deaf ears: yea, even though the morning stars
should again sing for joy and the air be palpitant with the
echo of the great proclamation, their voice could not penetrate
the ears of the dead. As we sweep our eyes over the world lying
in its wickedness, it is the valley of the prophet’s vision which
we see before us: a valley that is filled with bones, and lo! they
are very dry. What benefit is there in proclaiming to dry bones
even the greatest of redemptions? How shall we stand and
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cry, “ O ye dry bones, hear ye the word of the Lord! ” In vain -
the redemption, in vain its proclamation, unless there come a =
breath from heaven to breathe upon these slain that they may
live. The redemption of Christ is therefore no more central s
to the Christian hope than the creative operations of the Holy
Spirit upon the heart: and the supernatural redemption itself .
would remain a mere name outside of us and beyond our reach,
were it not realized in the subjective life by an equally super-
natural application. -

Yet how easy it is, immersed in an anti-supernaturalistic ‘
world, to forget this our sound confession! Are we not men?
we are asked: and is not the individuality of every human
being a sacred thing? Must not each be the architect of his own s
fortunes, the creator of his own future — not indeed apart
from the influence of the Holy Spirit, but certainly without
His compulsion? Is it not mere fanaticism to dream that the
very penetralium of our personality is invaded by an alien
power, and the whole trend of our lives reversed in an instant
of time, independently of our previous choice? Led, led cer-
tainly we may be by the Holy Spirit: but assuredly our man-
hood is respected and no non-ethical cataclysms are wrought
in our lives by intrusive powers, not first sought and then
yielded to at our own proper motion. But alas! alas! dead
things are not led! Of course, the Christian is led by the Holy
Spirit — and let us see to it that we heartily acknowledge it
and fully recognize this directive supernaturalism throughout
the Christian life. But that it may become Christian, and so
come under the leading of the Spirit, the dead soul needs some-
thing more than leading. It needs reanimation, resurrection,
regeneration, re-creation. So the Scriptures unwearyingly teach
us. And so the Christian must, with all frankness and empha-
sis, constantly maintain.

The Christian man is not the product of the regenerative
forces of nature under however divine a direction; he is not an
““evolution ” out of the natural man: he is a new creation. He
has not made himself by however wary a walk, letting the ape
and tiger die and cherishing his higher ideals until they be-

Go 3IC



CHRISTIAN SUPERNATURALISM 45

come dominant in his life; he is not merely the old man im-
proved: he is & new man, recreated in Christ Jesus by the
almighty power of the Holy Spirit — by a power comparable
only to that by which God raised Jesus Christ from the dead.
As well might it be contended that Lazarus, not only came
forth from the tomb, but rose from the dead by his own will
and at his own motion, as that the Christian man not only
of his own desire works out his salvation with fear and
trembling, in the knowledge that it is God who is working in
him both the willing and the doing according to His own good
pleasure, but has even initiated that salvation in his soul by
an act of his own will and accord. He lives by virtue of the life
that has been given him, and prior to the inception of that life,
of course, he has no power of action: and it is of the utmost
importance that as Christian men we should not lower our
testimony to this true supernaturalness of our salvation. We
confess that it was God who made us men: let us confess with
equal heartiness that it is God who makes us Christians.

Of such sort, then, is the supernaturalism which is involved
in the confession of Christians. We have made it no part of
our present task to enumerate all the ways in which the frank
recognition of the supernatural enters into the very essence of
Chrigtianity. Much less do we essay here to discriminate be-
tween the several modes of supernatural action which Chris-
tian thought is bound to admit. We have fancied it well,
however, to bring together a few of the instances in which the
maintenance of the occurrence of the absolute supernatural
is incumbent on every Christian man. Thus we may fortify
ourselves against that unconscious yielding of the citadel of
our faith to which every one is exposed who breathes the at-
mosphere of our unbelieving and encroaching world. The
confession of a supernatural God, who may and does act in a
supernatural mode, and who acting in a supernatural mode has
wrought out for us a supernatural redemption, interpreted in a
supernatural revelation, and applied by the supernatural op-
erations of His Spirit — this confession constitutes the core of
the Christian profession. Only he who holds this faith whole
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and entire has a full right to the Christian name: only he can
hope to conserve the fullness of Christian truth. Let us see to
it that under whatever pressure and amid whatever difficul-
ties, we make it heartily and frankly our confession, and think
and live alike in its strength and by its light. So doing, we shall
find ourselves intrenched against the assaults of the world’s
anti-supernaturalism, and able by God’s grace to witness a
good confession in the midst of its most insidious attacks.
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THE IDEA OF SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY*

THE term “ Systematic Theology ”’ has long been in some-
what general use, especially in America, to designate one of the
theological disciplines. And, on the whole, it appears to be a
sufficiently exact designation of this discipline. It has not, of
course, escaped criticism. The main faults that have been
found with it are succinetly summed up by a recent writer in
the following compact phrases:

The expression “ systematic theology ” is really an impertinent
tautology. It is a tautology, in so far as a theology that is not sys-
tematic or methodical would be no theology. The idea of rational
method lies in the word logos, which forms part of the term theology.
And it is an impertinence, in so far as it suggests that there are other
theological discipline, or departments of theology, which are not
methodical.?

Is not this, however, just a shade hypercritical? What is
meant by calling this discipline “ Systematic Theology” is
not that it deals with its material in a systematic or methodi-
cal way, and the other disciplines do not; but that it presents
its material in the form of a system. Other disciplines may use
a chronological, a historical, or some other method: this disci-
pline must needs employ a systematic, that is to say, a philo-
sophical or scientific method. It might be equally well
designated, therefore,  Philosophical Theology,” or * Scien-
tific Theology.” But we should not by the adoption of one of
these terms escape the ambiguities which are charged against
the term “ Systematic Theology.” Other theological disciplines
may also claim to be philosophical or scientific. If exegesis

1 Reprinted from The Presbyterian and Reformed Review, vii. 1898,
Pp. 43-271.

2 Professor D. W. Simon, D.D., “ The Nature and Scope of Systematic
Theology,” in Bibliotheca Sacra, li. 1894, p. 587.
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should be systematic, it should also be scientific. If history
should be methodical, it should also be philosophical. An addi-
tional ambiguity would also be brought to these terms from
their popular usage. There would be danger that  Philosophi-
cal Theology ” should be misapprehended as theology domi-
nated by some philosophical system. There would be & similar
danger that “ Scientific Theology ” should be misunderstood
as theology reduced to an empirical science, or dependent upon
an “experimental method.” Nevertheless these terms also
would fairly describe what we mean by “ Systematic Theology.”
They too would discriminate it from its sister disciplines,
as the philosophical discipline which investigates from the
philosophical standpoint the matter with which all the dis-
ciplines deal. And they would keep clearly before our minds
the main fact in the case, namely, that Systematic Theology,
as distinguished from its sister disciplines, is a science, and is
to be conceived as a science and treated as a science.

The two designations, ‘ Philosophical Theology” and
“Scientific Theology,” are practically synonyms. But they
differ in their connotation as the terms ‘ philosophy” and
“science ” differ. The distinction between these terms in a
reference like the present would seem to be that between the
whole and one of its parts. Philosophy is the scientia scien-
tiarum. What a science does for a division of knowledge, that
philosophy essays to do for the mass of knowledge. A science
reduces a section of our knowledge to order and harmony:
philosophy reduces the sciences to order and harmony. Accord-
ingly there are many sciences, and but one philosophy. We,
therefore, so far agree with Professor D. W. Simon (whom we
have quoted above in order to disagree with him), when he says
that “ what a science properly understood does for a sub-
system; that, philosophy aims to do for the system which the
subsystems constitute.” “ Its function is so to grasp the whole
that every part shall find its proper place therein, and the
parts, that they shall form an orderly organic whole ”: “so to
correlate the reals, which with their interactivities make up
the world or the universe, that the whole shall be seen in its
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harmony and unity; and that to every individual real shall be
assigned the place in which it can be seen to be discharging its
proper functions.” ® This, as will be at once perceived, is the
function of each science in its own sphere. To call *“ Systematic
Theology ” “ Philosophical Theology” or “Scientific The-
ology ” would therefore be all one in essential meaning. Only,
when we call it “ Philosophical Theology,” we should be con-
ceiving it as a science among the sciences and should have our
eye upon its place in the universal sum of knowledge: while,
when we call it “Scientific Theology,” our mind should be
occupied with it in itself, as it were in isolation, and with the
proper mode of dealing with its material. In either case we are
affirming that it deals with its material as an organizable sys-
tem of knowledge ; that it deals with it from the philosophical
point of view; that it is, in other words, in its essential nature
a science.

It is possible that the implications of this determination are
not always fully realized. When we have made the simple asser-
tion of “ Systematic Theology ”’ that it is in its essential nature
ascience, we have already determined most of the vexing ques-
tions which arise concerning it in a formal point of view. In
this single predicate is implicitly included a series of affirma-
tions, which, when taken together, will give us a rather clear
conception not only of what Systematic Theology is, but also
of what it deals with, whence it obtains its material, and for
what purpose it exists.

L. First of all, then, let us observe that to say that Sys-
tematic Theology is a science is to deny that it is a historical
discipline, and to affirm that it seeks to discover, not what has
been or is held to be true, but what is ideally true; in other
words, it is to declare that it deals with absolute truth and
aims at organizing into a concatenated system all the truth in
its sphere. Geology is a science, and on that very account there
cannot be two geologies; its matter is all the well-authenti-
cated facts in its sphere, and its aim is to digest all these facts
into one all-comprehending system. There may be rival psy-

8 Loc. cit, p. 592.

Google



52 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

chologies, which fill the world with vain jangling; but they do
not strive together in order that they may obtain the right
to exist side by side in equal validity, but in strenuous effort
to supplant and supersede one another: there can be but one
true science of mind. In like manner, just because theology is a
science there can be but one theology. This all-embracing sys-
tem will brook no rival in its sphere, and there can be two
theologies only at the cost of one or both of them being im-
perfect, incorplete, false. It is because theology, in accord-
ance with a somewhat prevalent point of view, is often looked
upon as a historical rather than a scientific discipline, that it
is so frequently spoken of and defined as if it were but one of
many similar schemes of thought. There is no doubt such &
thing as Christian theology, as distinguished from Buddhist
theology or Mohammedan theology; and men may study it
as the theological implication of Christianity considered as
one of the world’s religions. But when studied from this point
of view, it forms a section of a historical discipline and fur-
nishes its share of facts for a history of religions; on the data
supplied by which a science or philosophy of religion may in
turn be based. We may also, no doubt, speak of the Pelagian
and Augustinian theologies, or of the Calvinistic and Arminian
theologies; but, again, we are speaking as historians and from
a historical point of view. The Pelagian and Augustinian
theologies are not two coordinate sciences of theology; they are
rival theologies. If one is true, just so far the other is false,
and there is but one theology. This we may identify, as an
empirical fact, with either or neither; but it is at all events
one, inclusive of all theological truth and exclusive of all else
as false or not germane to the subject.

In asserting that theology is a science, then, we assert that,
in its subject-matter, it includes all the facts belonging to that
sphere of truth which we call theological; and we deny that
it needs or will admit of limitation by a diseriminating adjec-
tival definition. We may speak of it as Christian theology just
as we may speak of it as true theology, if we mean thereby
only more fully to describe what, as a matter of fact, theology
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is found to be; but not, if we mean thereby to discriminate it
from some other assumed theology thus erected to a coordinate
position with it. We may describe our method of procedure in
attempting to ascertain and organize the truths that come
before us for building into the system, and so speak of logical
or inductive, of speculative or organic theology; or we may
separate the one body of theology into its members, and, just
as we speak of surface and organic geology or of physiological
and direct psychology, so speak of the theology of grace and
of sin, or of natural and revealed theology. But all these are
but designations of methods of procedure in dealing with the
one whole, or of the various sections that together constitute
the one whole, which in its completeness is the science of
theology, and which, as a science, is inclusive of all the truth
in its sphere, however ascertained, however presented, how-
ever defended.

II. There is much more than this included, however, in
calling theology a science. For the very existence of any sci-
ence, three things are presupposed: (1) the reality of its
subject-matter; (2) the capacity of the human mind to appre-
hend, receive into itself, and rationalize this subject-matter;
and (3) some medium of communication by which the subject-
matter is brought before the mind and presented to it for
apprehension. There could be no astronomy, for example,
if there were no heavenly bodies. And though the heavenly
bodies existed, there could still be no science of them were
there no mind to apprehend them. Facts do not make a
science; even facts as apprehended do not make a science;
they must be not only apprehended, but also so far compre-
hended as to be rationalized and thus combined into a cor-
related system. The mind brings to every science somewhat
which, though included in the facts, is not derived from the
facts considered in themselves alone, as isolated data, or
even as data perceived in some sort of relation to one another.
Though they be thus known, science is not yet; and is
not born save through the efforts of the mind in subsuming
the facts under its own intuitions and forms of thought. No
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mind is satisfied with a bare cognition of facts: its very con-
stitution forces it on to a restless energy until it succeeds in
working these facts not only into a network of correlated rela-
tions among themselves, but also into a rational body of
thought correlated to itself and its necessary modes of think-
ing. The condition of science, then, is that the facts which fall
within its scope shall be such as stand in relation not only to
our faculties, so that they may be apprehended; but also to
our mental constitution so that they may be so far understood
as to be rationalized and wrought into a system relative to our
thinking. Thus a science of ®sthetics presupposes an ssthetic
faculty, and a science of morals a moral nature, as truly as a
science of logic presupposes a logical apprehension, and a
science of mathematics a capacity to comprehend the rela-
tions of numbers. But still again, though the facts had real
existence, and the mind were furnished with a capacity for
their reception and for a sympathetic estimate and embracing
of them in their relations, no science could exist were there
no media by which the facts should be brought before and
communicated to the mind. The transmitter and intermedi-
ating wire are as essential for telegraphing as the message and
the receiving instrument. Subjectively speaking, sense percep-
tion is the essential basis of all science of external things; self-
consciousness, of internal things. But objective media are also
necessary. For example, there could be no astronomy, were
there no trembling ether through whose delicate telegraphy
the facts of light and heat are transmitted to us from the suns
and systems of the heavens. Subjective and objective condi-
tions of communication must unite, before the facts that con-
stitute the material of a science can be placed before the mind
that gives it its form. The sense of sight is essential to as-
tronomy: yet the sense of sight would be useless for forming
an astronomy were there no objective ethereal messengers to
bring us news from the stars. With these an astronomy becomes
possible; but how meager an astronomy compared with the
new possibilities which have opened out with the discovery of
a new medium of communication in the telescope, followed by
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still newer media in the subtle instruments by which our mod-
ern investigators not only weigh the spheres in their courses,
but analyze them into their chemical elements, map out the
heavens in & chart, and separate the suns into their primary
constituents.

Like all other sciences, therefore, theology, for its very
existence as a science, presupposes the objective reality of the
subject-matter with which it deals; the subjective capacity
of the human mind so far to understand this subject-matter
a8 to be able to subsume it under the forms of its thinking and
to rationalize it into not only a comprehensive, but also a
comprehensible whole; and the existence of trustworthy media
of communication by which the subject-matter is brought to
the mind and presented before it for perception and under-
standing. That is to say: (1) The affirmation that theology
is a science presupposes the affirmation that God is, and that
He has relation to His creatures. Were there no God, there
could be no theology ; nor could there be a theology if, though
He existed, He existed out of relation with His creatures. The
whole body of philosophical apologetics is, therefore, pre-
supposed in and underlies the structure of scientific theology.
(2) The affirmation that theology is a science presupposes
the affirmation that man has a religious nature, that is, a na-
ture capable of understanding not only that God is, but also,
to some extent, what He is; not only that He stands in rela-
tions with His creatures, but also what those relations are. Had
man no religious nature he might, indeed, apprehend certain
facts concerning God, but he could not so understand Him in
His relations to man as to be able to respond to those facts in
8 true and sympathetic embrace. The total product of the
great science of religion, which investigates the nature and
workings of this element in man’s mental constitution, is
therefore presupposed in and underlies the structure of scien-
tific theology. (3) The affirmation that theology is a science
presupposes the affirmation that there are media of communi-
cation by which God and divine things are brought before the
minds of men, that they may perceive them and, in perceiving,
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understand them. In other words, when we affirm that theology
is a science, we affirm not only the reality of God’s existence
and our capacity so far to understand Him, but we affirm that
He has made Himself known to us — we affirm the objective
reality of a revelation. Were there no revelation of God to man,
our capacity to understand Him would lie dormant and un-
awakened; and though He really existed it would be to us as
if He were not. There would be a God to be known and a mind
to know Him; but theology would be as impossible as if there
were neither the one nor the other. Not only, then, philo-
sophical, but also the whole mass of historical apologetics by
which the reality of revelation and its embodiment in the
Scriptures are vindicated, is presupposed in and underlies the
structure of scientific theology.

II1. In thus developing the implications of calling theology
a science, we have already gone far towards determining our
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