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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.

Google



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
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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.”

Google



II
CHRISTIAN SUPERNATURALISM

Google



CHRISTIAN SUPERNATURALISM®

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.

25

Google



26 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

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-
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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.
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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
exact conception of what theology is. We have in effect, for
example, settled our definition of theology. A science is defined
from its subject-matter; and the subject-matter of theology
is God in His nature and in His relations with His creatures.
Theology is therefore that science which treats of God and of
the relations between God and the universe. To this definition
most theologians have actually come. And those who define
theology as “the science of God,” mean the term God in a
broad sense as inclusive also of His relations; while others
exhibit their sense of the need of this inclusiveness by calling
it * the science of God and of divine things”’; while still others
speak of it, more loosely, as  the science of the supernatural.”
These definitions fail rather in precision of language than in
correctness of conception.

Others, however, go astray in the conception itself. Thus
theologians of the school of Schleiermacher usually derive
their definition from the sources rather than the subject-matter
of the science — and so speak of theology as “ the science of
faith ” or the like; a thoroughly unscientific procedure, even
though our view of the sources be complete and unexception-
able, which is certainly not the case with this school. Quite as
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confusing is it to define theology, as is very currently done and
often as an outgrowth of this same subjective tendency, as
“the science of religion,” or even — pressing to its greatest
extreme the historical conception, which as often underlies this
type of definition — as “ the science of the Christian religion.”
Theology and religion are parallel products of the same body
of facts in diverse spheres; the one in the sphere of thought
and the other in the sphere of life. And the definition of the-
ology as “ the science of religion ” thus confounds the product
of the facts concerning God and His relations with His crea-
tures working through the hearts and lives of men, with those
facts themselves; and consequently, whenever strictly under-
stood, bases theology not on the facts of the divine revelation,
but on the facts of the religious life. This leads ultimately
to a confusion of the two distinet disciplines of theology, the
subject-matter of which is objective, and the science of re-
ligion, the subject-matter of which is subjective; with the
effect of lowering the data of theology to the level of the
aspirations and imaginings of man’s own heart. Wherever this
definition is found, either a subjective conception of theology,
which reduces it to a branch of psychology, may be suspected ;
or else a historieal conception of it, a conception of “ Christian
theology " as one of the many theologies of the world, parallel
with, even if unspeakably truer than, the others with which
itis classed and in conjunction with which it furnishes us with
a full account of religion. When so conceived, it is natural
to take a step further and permit the methodology of the
science, as well as its idea, to be determined by its distinguish-
ing element: thus theology, in contradiction to its very name,
becomes Christocentric. No doubt “ Christian theology,” as a
historical discipline, is Christocentric; it is by its doctrine of
redemption that it is differentiated from all the other theolo-
gies that the world has known. But theology as a science is
and must be theocentric. So soon as we firmly grasp it from
the scientific point of view, we see that there can be but one
science of God and of His relations to His universe, and we no
longer seek a point of discrimination, but rather a center of
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development; and we quickly see that there can be but one
center about which so.comprehensive a subject-matter can
be organized — the conception of God. He that hath seen
Christ, has beyond doubt seen the Father; but it is one thing
to make Christ the center of theology so far as He is one with
God, and another thing to organize all theology around Him
as the theanthropos and in His specifically theanthropic work.

IV. Not only, however, is our definition of theology thus set
for us: we have also determined in advance our conception
of its sources. We have already made use of the term “ revela-
tion,” to designate the medium by which the facts concerning
God and His relations to His creatures are brought before men’s
minds, and so made the subject-matter of a possible science.
The word accurately describes the condition of all knowledge
of God. If God be a person, it follows by stringent necessity,
that He can be known only so far as He reveals or expresses
Himself. And it is but the converse of this, that if there be no
revelation, there can be no knowledge, and, of course, no
systematized knowledge or science of God. Our reaching up
to Him in thought and inference is possible only because He
condescends to make Himself intelligible to us, to speak to us
through work or word, to reveal Himself. We hazard nothing,
therefore, in saying that, as the condition of all theology is a
revealed God, so, without limitation, the sole source of theology
is revelation.

In so speaking, however, we have no thought of doubting
that God’s revelation of Himself is “ in divers manners.” We
have no desire to deny that He has never left man without
witness of His eternal power and Godhead, or that He has
multiplied the manifestations of Himself in nature and provi-
dence and grace, so that every generation has had abiding and
unmistakable evidence that He is, that He is the good God,
and that He is a God who marketh iniquity. Under the broad
skirts of the term “revelation,” every method of manifesting
Himself which God uses in communicating knowledge of His
being and attributes, may find shelter for itself — whether it
be through those visible things of nature whereby His invisible
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things are clearly seen, or through the constitution of the hu-
man mind with its causal judgment indelibly stamped upon
it, or through that voice of God that we call conscience, which
proclaims His moral law within us, or through His providence
in which He makes bare His arm for the government of the
nations, or through the exercises of His grace, our experience
under the tutelage of the Holy Ghost-—or whether it be
through the open visions of His prophets, the divinely-breathed
pages of His written Word, the divine life of the Word Him-
gelf. How God reveals Himself — in what divers manners He
makes Himself known to His creatures —is thus the subse-
quent question, by raising which we distribute the one source
of theology, revelation, into the various methods of revelation,
each of which brings us true knowledge of God, and all of which
must be taken account of in building our knowledge into one
all-comprehending system. It is the accepted method of the-
ology to infer that the God that made the eye must Himself
gee; that the God who sovereignly distributes His favors in
the secular world may be sovereign in grace too; that the
heart that condemns itself but repeats the condemnation of
the greater God ; that the songs of joy in which the Christian’s
happy soul voices its sense of God’s gratuitous mercy are valid
evidence that God has really dealt graciously with it. It is with
no reserve that we accept all these sources of knowledge of
God — nature, providence, Christian experience — as true and
valid sources, the well-authenticated data yielded by which
are to be received by us as revelations of God, and as such to
be placed alongside of the revelations in the written Word
and wrought with them into one system. As a matter of fact,
theologians have always so dealt with them; and doubtless
they always will so deal with them.

But to perceive, as all must perceive, that every method by
which God manifests Himself, is, so far as this manifestation
can be clearly interpreted, a source of knowledge of Him, and
must, therefore, be taken account of in framing all our knowl-
edge of Him into one organic whole, is far from allowing that
there are no differences among these various manifestations
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— in the amount of revelation they give, the clearness of their
message, the ease and certainty with which they may be in-
terpreted, or the importance of the special truths which they
are fitted to convey. Far rather is it a prior: likely that if there
are “divers manners ”’ in which God has revealed Himself,
He has not revealed precisely the same message through each;
that these “divers manners” correspond also to divers mes-
sages of divers degrees of importance, delivered with divers
degrees of clearness. And the mere fact that He has included in
these “divers manners ” a copious revelation in a written
Word, delivered with an authenticating accompaniment of
signs and miracles, proved by recorded prophecies with their
recorded fulfillments, and pressed, with the greatest solemnity,
upon the attention and consciences of men as the very Word
of the Living God, who has by it made all the wisdom of men
foolishness; nay, proclaimed as containing within itself the
formulation of His truth, the proclamation of His law, the
discovery of His plan of salvation: this mere fact, I say, would
itself and prior to all comparison, raise an overwhelming pre-
sumption that all the others of ““ the divers manners ” of God’s
revelation were insufficient for the purposes for which revela-
tion is given, whether on account of defect in the amount of
their communication or insufficiency of attestation or uncer-
tainty of interpretation or fatal one-sidedness in the character
of the revelation they are adapted to give.

We need not be surprised, therefore, that on actual exam-
ination, such imperfections are found undeniably to attach to
all forms of what we may, for the sake of discrimination, speak
of as mere manifestations of God; and that thus the revela-
tion of God in His written Word — in which are included the
only authentic records of the revelation of Him through the
incarnate Word — is easily shown not only to be incomparably
superior to all other manifestations of Him in the fullness,
richness, and clearness of its communications, but also- to
contain the sole discovery of much that it is most important
for the soul to know as to its state and destiny, and of much
that is most precious in our whole body of theological knowl-
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edge. The superior lucidity of this revelation makes it the
norm of interpretation for what is revealed so much more
darkly through the other methods of manifestation. The glo-
rious character of the discoveries made in it throws all other
manifestations into comparative shadow. The amazing full-
ness of its disclosures renders what they can tell us of little
relative value. And its absolute completeness for the needs of
man, taking up and reiteratingly repeating in the clearest of
language all that can be wrung from their sometimes enig-
matic indications, and then adding to this a vast body of still
more momentous truth undiscoverable through them, all but
supersedes their necessity. With the fullest recognition of the
validity of all the knowledge of God and His ways with men,
which can be obtained through the manifestations of His
power and divinity in nature and history and grace; and the
frankest allowance that the written Word is given, not to
destroy the manifestations of God, but to fulfill them; the
theologian must yet refuse to give these sources of knowledge
8 place alongside of the written Word, in any other sense than
that he gladly admits that they, alike with it, but in unspeak-
ably lower measure, do tell us of God. And nothing can be a
clearer indication of a decadent theology or of a decaying
faith, than a tendency to neglect the Word in favor of some
one or of all of the lesser sources of theological truth, as
fountains from which to draw our knowledge of divine things.
This were to prefer the flickering rays of a taper to the blazing
light of the sun; to elect to draw our water from a muddy run
rather than to dip it from the broad bosom of the pure foun-
tain itself,

Nevertheless, men have often sought to still the cravings
of their souls with a purely natural theology; and there are
nen to-day who prefer to derive their knowledge of what God
is and what He will do for man from an analysis of the im-
plications of their own religious feelings: not staying to con-
sider that nature, “red in tooth and claw with ravin,” can
but direct our eyes to the God of law, whose deadly letter kills;
or that our feelings must needs point us to the God of our
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imperfect apprehensions or of our unsanctified desires — not
to the God that is, so much as to the God that we would fain
should be. The natural result of resting on the revelations of
nature is despair; while the inevitable end of making our
appeal to even the Christian heart is to make for ourselves
refuges of lies in which there is neither truth nor safety. We
may, indeed, admit that it is valid reasoning to infer from
the nature of the Christian life what are the modes of God’s
activities towards His children: to see, for instance, in con-
viction of sin and the sudden peace of the new-born soul, God’s
hand in slaying that He may make alive, His almighty power
in raising the spiritually dead. But how easy to overstep the
limits of valid inference; and, forgetting that it is the body of
Christian truth known and assimilated that determines the
type of Christian experience, confuse in our inferences what
is from man with what is from God, and condition and limit
our theology by the undeveloped Christian thought of the
man or his times. The interpretation of the data included in
what we have learned to call “ the Christian consciousness,”
whether of the individual or of the Church at large, is a process
so delicate, so liable to error, so inevitably swayed to this side
or that by the currents that flow up and down in the soul,
that probably few satisfactory inferences could be drawn from
it, had we not the norm of Christian experience and its dog-
matic implications recorded for us in the perspicuous pages of
the written Word. But even were we to suppose that the in-
terpretation was easy and secure, and that we had before us,
in an infallible formulation, all the implications of the re-
ligious experience of all the men who have ever known Christ,
we have no reason to believe that the whole body of facts thus
obtained would suffice to give us a complete theology. After
all, we know in part and we feel in part; it is only when that
which is perfect shall appear that we shall know or experience
all that Christ has in store for us. With the fullest acceptance,
therefore, of the data of the theology of the feelings, no less
than of natural theology, when their results are validly ob-
tained and sufficiently authenticated as trustworthy, as di-
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vinely revealed facts which must be wrought into our system,
it remains nevertheless true that we should be confined to a
meager and doubtful theology were these data not confirmed,
reinforced, and supplemented by the surer and fuller revela-
tions of Scripture; and that the Holy Scriptures are the source
of theology in not only a degree, but also a sense in which
nothing else is.

There may be a theology without the Scriptures — a the-
ology of nature, gathered by painful, and slow, and sometimes
doubtful processes from what man sees around him in external
nature and the course of history, and what he sees within
him of nature and of grace. In like manner there may be and
has been an astronomy of nature, gathered by man in his
natural state without help from aught but his naked eyes,
ashe watched in the fields by night. But what is this astronomy
of nature to the astronomy that has become possible through
the wonderful appliances of our observatories? The Word of
God is to theology as, but vastly more than, these instruments
are to astronomy. It is the instrument which so far increases
the possibilities of the science as to revolutionize it and to
place it upon a height from which it can never more descend.
What would be thought of the deluded man, who, discarding
the new methods of research, should insist on acquiring all
the astronomy which he would admit, from the unaided ob-
servation of his own myopic and astigmatic eyes? Much more
deluded is he who, neglecting the instrument of God’s Word
written, would confine his admissions of theological truth to
what he could discover from the broken lights that play upon
external nature, and the faint gleams of a dying or even a
slowly reviving light, which arise in his own sinful soul. Ah,
no! The telescope first made a real science of astronomy pos-
sible: and the Scriptures form the only sufficing source of
theology.

V. Under such a conception of its nature and sources, we
are led to consider the place of Systematic Theology among
the other theological disciplines as well as among the other
sciences in general. Without encroaching upon the details of
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Theological Encyclopedia, we may adopt here the usual four-
fold distribution of the theological disciplines into the Exe-
getical, the Historical, the Systematic, and the Practical, with
only the correction of prefixing to them a fifth department of
Apologetical Theology. The place of Systematic Theology in
this distribution is determined by its relation to the preceding
disciplines, of which it is the crown and head. Apologetical
Theology prepares the way for all theology by establishing its
necessary presuppositions without which no theology is pos-
sible — the existence and essential nature of God, the religious
nature of man which enables him to receive a revelation from
God, the possibility of a revelation and its actual realization in
the Scriptures. It thus places the Seriptures in our hands for
investigation and study. Exegetical Theology receives these
inspired writings from the hands of Apologetics, and investi-
gates their meaning; presenting us with a body of detailed and
substantiated results, culminating in a series of organized
systems of Biblical History, Biblical Ethics, Biblical Theology,
and the like, which provide material for further use in the more
advanced disciplines. Historical Theology investigates the pro-
gressive realization of Christianity in the lives, hearts, wor-
ship, and thought of men, issuing not only in a full account
of the history of Christianity, but also in a body of facts which
come into use in the more advanced disciplines, especially in
the way of the manifold experiments that have been made
during the ages in Christian organization, worship, living, and
creed-building, as well as of the sifted results of the reasoned
thinking and deep experience of Christian truth during the
whole past. Systematic Theology does not fail to strike its roots
deeply into this matter furnished by Historical Theology; it
knows how to profit by the experience of all past generations
in their efforts to understand and define, to systematize and
defend revealed truth; and it thinks of nothing so little as
lightly to discard the conquests of so many hard-fought fields.
It therefore gladly utilizes all the material that Historical
Theology brings it, accounting it, indeed, the very precipitate
of the Christian consciousness of the past; but it does not
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use it crudely, or at first hand for itself, but accepts it as in-
vestigated, explained, and made available by the sister disci-
pline of Historical Theology which alone can understand it
or draw from it its true lessons. It certainly does not find in
it its chief or primary source, and its relation to Historical
Theology is, in consequence, far less close than that in which
it stands to Exegetical Theology which is its true and especial
handmaid. The independence of Exegetical Theology is seen
in the fact that it does its work wholly without thought or
anxiety as to the use that is to be made of its results; and that
it furnishes a vastly larger body of data than can be utilized
by any one discipline. It provides a body of historical, ethical,
liturgic, ecclesiastical facts, as well as a body of theological
facts. But so far as its theological facts are concerned, it pro-
vides them chiefly that they may be used by Systematic The-
ology as material out of which to build its system.

This is not to forget the claims of Biblical Theology. It is
rather to emphasize its value, and to afford occasion for ex-
plaining its true place in the encyclopedia, and its true rela-
tions on the one side to Exegetical Theology, and on the other
to Systematics — a matter which appears to be even yet im-
perfectly understood in some quarters. Biblical Theology is
not & section of Historical Theology, although it must be
studied in a historical spirit, and has a historical face; it is
rather the ripest fruit of Exegetics, and Exegetics has not per-
formed its full task until its scattered results in the way of
theological data are gathered up into a full and articulated
system of Biblical Theology. It is to be hoped that the time
will come when no commentary will be considered complete
until the capstone is placed upon its fabric by closing chapters
gathering up into systematized exhibits, the unsystematized
results of the continuous exegesis of the text, in the spheres
of history, ethics, theology, and the like. The task of Biblical
Theology, in a word, is the task of co6rdinating the scattered
results of continuous exegesis into a concatenated whole,
whether with reference to a single book of Scripture or to a
body of related books or to the whole Scriptural fabric. Its
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chief object is not to find differences of conception between
the various writers, though some recent students of the sub-
ject seem to think this is so much their duty, that when they
cannot find differences they make them. It is to reproduce the
theological thought of each writer or group of writers in the
form in which it lay in their own minds, so that we may be
enabled to look at all their theological statements at their
angle, and to understand all their deliverances as modified and
conditioned by their own point of view. Its exegetical value
lies just in this circumstance, that it is only when we have
thus concatenated an author’s theological statements into a
whole, that we can be sure that we understand them as he un-
derstood them in detail. A light is inevitably thrown back from
Biblical Theology upon the separate theological deliverances
as they occur in the text, such as subtly colors them, and often,
for the first time, gives them to us in their true setting, and
thus enables us to guard against perverting them when we
adapt them to our use. This is a noble function, and could
students of Biblical Theology only firmly grasp it, once for
all, as their task, it would prevent this important science from
being brought into contempt through a tendency to exaggerate
differences in form of statement into divergences of view, and
so to force the deliverances of each book into a strange and
unnatural combination, in the effort to vindicate a function
for this discipline.

The relation of Biblical Theology to Systematic Theology
is based on a true view of its function. Systematic Theology is
not founded on the direct and primary results of the exegetical
process; it is founded on the final and complete results of
exegesis as exhibited in Biblical Theology. Not exegesis itself,
then, but Biblical Theology, provides the material for Sys-
tematics. Biblical Theology is not, then, a rival of Systemat-
ics; it is not even a parallel product of the same body of facts,
provided by exegesis; it is the basis and source of Systematics.
Systematic Theology is not a concatenation of the scattered
theological data furnished by the exegetic process; it is the
combination of the already concatenated data given to it by
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Biblical Theology. It uses the individual data furnished by
exegesis, in & word, not crudely, not independently for itself,
but only after these data have been worked up into Biblical
Theology and have received from it their final coloring and
subtlest shades of meaning — in other words, only in their
true sense, and after Exegetics has said its last word upon
them. Just as we shall attain our finest and truest conception
of the person and work of Christ, not by crudely trying to
combine the scattered details of His life and teaching as given
in our four Gospels into one patchwork life and account of His
teaching; but far more rationally and far more successfully
by first catching Matthew’s full conception of Jesus, and then
Mark’s, and then Luke’s, and then John’s, and combining these
four conceptions into one rounded whole: so we gain our truest
Systematics not by at once working together the separate dog-
matic statements in the Scriptures, but by combining them in
their due order and proportion as they stand in the various
theologies of the Scriptures. Thus we are enabled to view the
future whole not only in its parts, but in the several combina-
tions of the parts; and, looking at it from every side, to obtain
a true conception of its solidity and strength, and to avoid all
exaggeration or falsification of the details in giving them place
in the completed structure. And thus we do not make our
theology, according to our own pattern, as a mosaic, out of the
fragments of the Biblical teaching; but rather look out from
ourselves upon it as a great prospect, framed out of the moun-
tains and plains of the theologies of the Scriptures, and strive
to attain a point of view from which we can bring the whole
landscape into our field of sight.

From this point of view, we find no difficulty in understand-
ing the relation in which the several disciplines stand to one
another, with respect to their contents. The material that
Systematics draws from other than Biblical sources may be
here left momentarily out of account. The actual contents of
the theological results of the exegetic process, of Biblical The-
ology, and of Systematics, with this limitation, may be said to
be the same. The immediate work of exegesis may be compared
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to the work of a recruiting officer: it draws out from the mass
of mankind the men who are to constitute the army. Biblical
Theology organizes these men into companies and regiments
and corps, arranged in marching order and accoutered for serv-
ice. Systematic Theology combines these companies and regi-
ments and corps into an army — a single and unitary whole,
determined by its own all-pervasive principle. It, too, is com-
posed of men — the same men which were recruited by Exe-
getics; but it is composed of these men, not as individuals
merely, but in their due relations to the other men of their
companies and regiments and corps. The simile is far from a
perfect one; but it may illustrate the mutual relations of the
disciplines, and also, perhaps, suggest the historical element
that attaches to Biblical Theology, and the element of all-
inclusive systematization which is inseparable from Systematic
Theology. It is just this element, determining the spirit and
therefore the methods of Systematic Theology, which, along
with its greater inclusiveness, discriminates it from all forms
of Biblical Theology, the spirit of which is purely historical.
VI. The place that theology, as the scientific presentation
of all the facts that are known concerning God and His rela-
tions, claims for itself within the circle of the sciences is an
equally high one with that which it claims among the theo-
logical disciplines. Whether we consider the topics which it
treats, in their dignity, their excellence, their grandeur; or
the certainty with which its data can be determined; or the
completeness with which its principles have been ascertained
and its details classified; or the usefulness and importance of
its discoveries: it is as far out of all comparison above all
other sciences as the eternal health and destiny of the soul are
of more value than this fleeting life in this world. It is not so
above them, however, as not to be also a constituent member
of the closely interrelated and mutually interacting organism
of the sciences. There is no one of them all which is not, in
some measure, touched and affected by it, or which is not in
some measure included in it. As all nature, whether mental or
material, may be conceived of as only the mode in which God
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manifests Himself, every science which investigates nature and
ascertains its laws is occupied with the discovery of the modes
of the divine action, and as such might be considered a branch
of theology. And, on the other hand, as all nature, whether
mental or material, owes its existence to God, every science
which investigates nature and ascertains its laws, depends for
its foundation upon that science which would make known
what God is and what the relations are in which He stands
to the work of His hands and in which they stand to Him;
and must borrow from it those conceptions through which
alone the material with which it deals can find its explanation
or receive its proper significance.

Theology, thus, enters into the structure of every other
science. Its closest relations are, no doubt, with the highest of
the other sciences, ethics. Any discussion of our duty to God
must rest on a knowledge of our relation to Him; and much
of our duty to man is undiscoverable, save through knowledge
of our common relation to the one God and Father of all, and
one Lord the Redeemer of all, and one Spirit the Sanctifier of
all—all of which it is the function of theology to supply.
This fact is, of course, not fatal to the existence of a natural
ethics; but an ethics independent of theological conceptions
would be a meager thing indeed, while the theology of the
Seriptural revelation for the first time affords a basis for
ethical investigation at once broad enough and sure enough
to raise that science to its true dignity. Accordingly, a purely
natural ethics has always been an incomplete ethics even rela-
tively to the less developed forms of ethics resting on a revealed
basis. A careful student has recently told us, for example,
that:

Between the ethics of pagan antiquity and that of the Old Testa-
ment there is a difference of the widest and most radical kind. There
i8 no trace of gradual transition from the one to the other. That dif-
ference is first seen in the pagan conception of God and of man’s
ethical relation to Him. . . . It was essentially a morality between
man and man, For where man’s relation to a personal God is not ap-
prehended, anything approaching an universal ethics is impossible,
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and only individual virtues can be manifested. Ethics was thus de-
prived of its unity. . . . Morality became but a catalogue of sepa-
rate virtues, and was deprived of that penetrating bond of union
which it receives when the realm of human personalities is bound by
innumerable links to the great central personality, God.*

We must not, however, on the ground of this intimacy of
relation, confound the two sciences of theology and ethics.
Something like it in kind and approaching it in degree exists
between theology and every other science, no one of which is so
independent of it as not to touch and be touched by it. Some-
thing of theology is implicated in all metaphysics and physics
alike. It alone can determine the origin of either matter or mind,
or of the mystic powers that have been granted to them.® It
alone can explain the nature of second causes and set the
boundaries to their efficiency. It alone is competent to declare
the meaning of the ineradicable persuasion of the human mind
that its reason is right reason, its processes trustworthy, its
intuitions true. All science without God is mutilated science,
and no account of a single branch of knowledge can ever be
complete until it is pushed back to find its completion and
ground in Him. In the eloquent words of Dr. Pusey:

God alone 7s in Himself, and is the Cause and Upholder of
everything to which He has given being. Every faculty of the mind
is some reflection of His; every truth has its being from Him; every
law of nature has the impress of His hand; everything beautiful has
caught its light from His eternal beauty ; every principle of goodness
has its foundation in His attributes. . . . Without Him, in the
region of thought, everything is dead; as without Him everything
which is, would at once cease to be. All things must speak of God,
refer to God, or they are atheistic. History, without God, is a chaos

¢+ W, 8. Bruce, “ The Ethics of the Old Testament,” 1895, pp. 12-14.

8 Cf. the ground-texts which Professor Laidlaw has placed at the head
of the first division of his “ The Bible Doctrine of Man,” 1895: “ The truth con-
cerning the soul can only be established by the word of God.” — Plato,
“Timeus,” 72 D. “ How can the knowledge of the substance of the rational
soul be sought or had from philosophy? It must surely be derived from the
same divine inspiration from which the substance of the soul first emanated.”
— Bacon, “ De Augmentis Scientiarum,” lib. iv. cap. iii. § 3.
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without design, or end, or aim. Political Economy, without God,
would be a selfish teaching about the acquisition of wealth, making
the larger portion of mankind animate machines for its production;
Physics, without God, would be but a dull inquiry into certain
meaningless phenomena; Ethics, without God, would be a varying
rule, without principle, or substance, or centre, or regulating hand;
Metaphysics, without God, would make man his own temporary
god, to be resolved, after his brief hour here, into the nothingness
out of which he proceeded.®

It is thus as true of sciences as it is of creatures, that in Him
they all live and move and have their being. The science of
Him and His relations is the necessary ground of all science.
All speculation takes us back to Him; all inquiry presupposes
Him; and every phase of science consciously or unconsciously
rests at every step on the science that makes Him known.
Theology, thus, as the science which treats of God, lies at the
root of all sciences. It is true enough that each could exist
without it, in a sense and in some degree; but through it alone
can any one of them reach its true dignity. Herein we see not
only the proof of its greatness, but also the assurance of its
permanence. “ What so permeates all sections and subjects
of human thought, has a deep root in human nature and an
immense hold upon it. What so possesses man’s mind that
he cannot think at all without thinking of it, is so bound up
with the very being of intelligence that ere it can perish, in-
tellect must cease to be.”

It is only in theology, therefore, that the other sciences
find their completion. Theology, formally speaking, is accord-
ingly the apex of the pyramid of the sciences by which the
structure is perfected. Its relation to the other sciences is,
thus, in this broader sphere quite analogous to its relation to
the other branches of the theological encyclopedia in that
narrower sphere. All other sciences are subsidiary to it, and

$ E. B. Pusey, “Collegiate and Professorial Teaching and Discipline,”

Oxford: Parker, 1854, pp. 215, 216.
" A. M. Fairbairn, “ Theology as an Academic Discipline,” in The Con-
temporary Review, li, 1887, p. 202.
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it builds its fabric out of material supplied by them. Theology
is the science which deals with the facts concerning God and -
His relations with the universe. Such facts include all the facts
of nature and history: and it is the very function of the sev- :
eral sciences to supply these facts in scientific, that is, thor- a8
oughly comprehended form. Scientific theology thus stands Zi
at the head of the sciences as well as at the head of the theo- -
logical disciplines. The several sciences deal each with its own
material in an independent spirit and supply a multitude of
results not immediately useful to theology. But so far as their
results stand related to questions with which theology deals, -
they exist only to serve her. Dr. Flint well says:

The relevant data of natural theology are all the works of God | S
in nature and providence, all the phenomena and laws of matter, o
mind, and history, — and these can only be thoroughly ascertained e
by the special sciences. The surest and most adequate knowledge of L
them is knowledge in the form called scientific, and therefore in this i
form the theologian must seek to know them. The sciences which o
deal with nature, mind, and history hold the same position towards
natural theology which the disciplines that treat of the composition,
genuineness, authenticity, text, development, etec., of the Scriptures
do towards Biblical theology. They inform us, as it were, what is the
true text and literal interpretation of the book of creation. Their N
conclusions are the premisses, or at least the data, of the scientific
natural theologian. All reasonings of his which disregard these data o
are ipso facto condemned. A conflict between the results of these
sciences and the findings of natural theology is inconceivable. It
would be a conflict between the data and conclusions of natural =
theology, and so equivalent for natural theology to self-contradic-
tion. . . . The religion of the Bible . . . is but one of a multitude
of religions which have left traces of themselves in documents,
monuments, rites, creeds, customs, institutions, individual lives,
social changes, etc.; and there is a theological discipline — com-
parative theology — which undertakes to disclose the spirit, deline-
ate the character, trace the development, and exhibit the relations
of all religions with the utmost attainable exactitude. Obviously the
mass of data which this science has to collect, sift, and interpret is
enormous. They can only be brought to light and set in their natural
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relationships by the labours of hosts of specialists of all kinds. . . .
Christian dogmatics has to make use of the results of natural the-
ology, Biblical theology, and comparative theology, and to raise
them to a higher stage by a comprehensive synthesis which connects
them with the person and work of Christ, as of Him in whom all
spiritual truth is comprehended and all spiritual wants supplied.®

The essence of the matter is here admirably set forth,
though as connected with some points of view which may re-
quire modification. It would seem to be a mistake, for ex-
ample, to conceive of scientific theology as the immediate and
direct synthesis of the three sources — Natural Theology, Bib-
lical Theology, and Comparative Theology — so that it would
be considered the product in like degree or even in similar man-
ner of the three. All three furnish data for the completed
structure; but if what has been said in an earlier connection
has any validity, Natural and Comparative Theology should
stand in & somewhat different relation to Scientific Theology
from that which Biblical Theology occupies — a relation not
less organic indeed, but certainly less direct. The true repre-
sentation seems to be that Scientific Theology is related to the
natural and historical sciences, not immediately and inde-
pendently for itself, but only indirectly, that is, through the
mediation of the preliminary theological discipline of Apolo-
getics. The work of Apologetics in its three branches of Philo-
sophical, Psychological, and Historical, results not only in
presenting the Bible to the theological student, but also in
presenting to him God, Religion, and Christianity. And in so
doing, it supplies him with the total material of Natural and
Comparative Theology as well as with the foundation on which
exegesis is to raise the structure of Biblical Theology. The
materials thus provided Scientific Theology utilizes, just as
it utilizes the results of exegesis through Biblical Theology,
and the results of the age-long life of men under Christianity
through Historical Theology. Scientific Theology rests, there-
fore, most directly on the results of Biblical exegesis as pro-

¢ Article “ Theology,” in the “ Encyclopedia Britannica,” ninth edition,
xiii, 1888, pp. 264 f.

Google



74 STUDIES IN THEOLOGY

vided in Biblical Theology; but avails itself likewise of all the
material furnished by all the preceding disciplines, and, in the
results of Apologetics as found in Natural Theology and Com-
parative Theology, of all the data bearing on its problems,
supplied by all the sciences. But it does not make its direct
appeal crudely and independently to these sciences, any more
than to exegesis and Christian history, but as it receives the
one set of results from the hands of Exegetics and Historics,
so it receives the others from the hand of Apologetics.® Sys-
tematic Theology is fundamentally one of the theological
disciplines, and bears immediate relation only to its sister dis-
ciplines; it is only through them that it reaches further out
and sets its roots in more remote sources of information.
VII. The interpretation of a written document, intended
to convey a plain message, is infinitely easier than the inter-
pretation of the teaching embodied in facts themselves. It is
therefore that systematic treatises on the several sciences are
written. Theology has, therefore, an immense advantage over
all other sciences, inasmuch as it is more an inductive study
of facts conveyed in a written revelation, than an inductive
study of facts as conveyed in life. It was, consequently, the
first-born of the sciences. It was the first to reach relative
completeness. And it is to-day in a state far nearer perfection
than any other science. This is not, however, to deny that it is

? It may be useful to seck to give a rough graphic representation of the
relations of Systematic Theology as thus far outlined:

The Natural and Historical Sciences

APOLOGETICS

God Religion  Christianity =~ The Bible

EXEGETIC8 HISTORICS

Development
... .. " Biblical Theology of Doctrine

SYSTEMATICS
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a progressive science. In exactly the same sense in which any
other science is progressive, this is progressive. It is not meant
that new revelations are to be expected of truth which has not
been before within the reach of man. There is a vast difference
between the progress of a science and increase in its material.
All the facts of psychology, for instance, have been in existence
80 long as mind itself has existed; and the progress of this
science has been dependent on the progressive discovery, un-
derstanding, and systematization of these facts. All the facts
of theology have, in like manner, been within the reach of man
for nearly two millenniums; and the progress of theology is
dependent on men’s progress in gathering, defining, mentally
assimilating, and organizing these facts into a correlated
gystem. So long as revelation was not completed, the progres-
sive character of theology was secured by the progress in reve-
lation itself. And since the close of the canon of Scripture, the
intellectual realization and definition of the doctrines revealed
in it, in relation to one another, have been, as a mere matter
of fact, a slow but ever advancing process.

The affirmation that theology has been a progressive
gcience is no more, then, than to assert that it is a science that
has had a history — and a history which can be and should
be genetically traced and presented. First, the objective side
of Christian truth was developed: pressed on the one side
by the crass monotheism of the Jews and on the other by the
coarse polytheism of the heathen, and urged on by its own
internal need of comprehending the sources of its life, Chris-
tian theology first searched the Scriptures that it might un-
derstand the nature and modes of existence of its God and the
person of its divine Redeemer. Then, more and more con-
scious of itself, it more and more fully wrought out from
those same Scriptures a guarded expression of the subjective
side of its faith; until through throes and conflicts it has built
up the system which we all inherit. Thus the body of Christian
truth has come down to us in the form of an organic growth;
and we can conceive of the completed structure as the ripened
fruit of the ages, as truly as we can think of it as the perfected
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result of the exegetical discipline. As it has come into our pos-
session by this historic process, there is no reason that we can
assign why it should not continue to make for itself a history.
We do not expect the history of theology to close in our own
day. However nearly completed our realization of the body
of truth may seem to us to be; however certain it is that the
great outlines are already securely laid and most of the details
soundly discovered and arranged; no one will assert that
every detail is as yet perfected, and we are all living in the
confidence so admirably expressed by old John Robinson,
“ that God hath more truth yet to break forth from His holy
Word.” Just because God gives us the truth in single threads
which we must weave into the reticulated texture, all the
threads are always within our reach, but the finished texture
is ever and will ever continue to be before us until we dare
affirm that there is no truth in the Word which we have
not perfectly apprehended, and no relation of these truths
as revealed which we have not perfectly understood, and
no possibility in clearness of presentation which we have not
attained.

The conditions of progress in theology are clearly dis-
cernible from its nature as a science. The progressive men in
any science are the men who stand firmly on the basis of the
already ascertained truth. The condition of progress in build-
ing the structures of those great cathedrals whose splendid
piles glorify the history of art in the Middle Ages, was that
each succeeding generation should build upon the foundations
laid by its predecessor. If each architect had begun by destroy-
ing what had been accomplished by his forerunners, no cathe-
dral would ever have been raised.® The railroad is pushed
across the continent by the simple process of laying each rail
at the end of the line already laid. The prerequisite of all
progress is a clear discrimination which as frankly accepts the
limitations set by the truth already discovered, as it rejects

10 “ Commend me,” says Coleridge, “ to the Irish architect who took out

the foundation stone to repair the roof ” (“ Anima Poet,” 1895, p. 139). Such
architects seem to be rather numerous in the sphere of theology.
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the false and bad. Construction is not destruction; neither is it
the outcome of destruction. There are abuses no doubt to be
reformed; errors to correct; falsehoods to cut away. But the
history of progress in every science and no less in theology,
is a story of impulses given, corrected, and assimilated. And
when they have been once corrected and assimilated, these
truths are to remain accepted. It is then time for another im-
pulse, and the condition of all further progress is to place
ourselves in this well-marked line of growth. Astronomy, for
example, has had such a history; and there are now some in-
disputable truths in astronomy, as, for instance, the rotundity
of the earth and the central place of the sun in our system.
I do not say that these truths are undisputed; probably noth-
ing is any more undisputed in astronomy, or any other science,
than in theology. At all events he who wishes, may read the
elaborate arguments of the “Zetetic ” philosophers, as they
love to call themselves, who in this year of grace are striving
to prove that the earth is flat and occupies the center of our
system. Quite in the same spirit, there are “ Zetetic ” theolo-
gians who strive with similar zeal and acuteness to overturn
the established basal truths of theology — which, however,
can nevermore be shaken; and we should give about as much
ear to them in the one science as in the other. It is utter folly to
suppose that progress can be made otherwise than by placing
ourselves in the line of progress; and if the temple of God’s
truth is ever to be completely built, we must not spend our
efforts in digging at the foundations which have been securely
laid in the distant past, but must rather give our best efforts
to rounding the arches, carving the capitals, and fitting in the
fretted roof. What if it is not ours to lay foundations? Let us
rejoice that that work has been done! Happy are we if our
God will permit us to bring a single capstone into place. This
fabric is not a house of cards to be built and blown down again
8 hundred times a day, as the amusement of our idle hours:
it is a miracle of art to which all ages and lands bring their
varied tribute. The subtle Greek laid the foundations; the law-
loving Roman raised high the walls; and all the perspicuity
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of France and ideality of Germany and systematization of Hol- &
land and deep sobriety of Britain have been expended in per- &
fecting the structure; and so it grows.

We have heard much in these last days of the phrase e
“ progressive orthodoxy,” and in somewhat strange connec- -

tions. Nevertheless, the phrase itself is not an inapt descrip- A
tion of the building of this theological house. Let us assert .
that the history of theology has been and ever must be a pro- b

gressive orthodoxy. But let us equally loudly assert that pro- Sl
gressive orthodoxy and retrogressive heterodoxy can scarcely
be convertible terms. Progressive orthodoxy implies that first =
of all we are orthodox, and secondly that we are progressively
orthodox, that is, that we are ever growing more and more :
orthodox as more and more truth is being established. This has
been and must be the history of the advance of every science,
and not less, among them, of the science of theology. Justin
Martyr, champion of the orthodoxy of his day, held a theory
of the intertrinitarian relationship which became heterodoxy
after the Council of Nicea; the ever struggling Christologies
of the earlier ages were forever set aside by the Chalcedon
Fathers; Augustine determined for all time the doctrine of R
grace, Anselm the doctrine of the atonement, Luther the doc- S
trine of forensic justification. In any progressive science, the ]
amount of departure from accepted truth which is possible :
to the sound thinker becomes thus ever less and less, in pro-
portion as investigation and study result in the progressive
establishment of an ever increasing number of facts. The phy-
sician who would bring back to-day the medicine of Galen
would be no more mad than the theologian who would revive
the theology of Clement of Alexandria. Both were men of light
and leading in their time; but their time is past, and it is the
privilege of the child of to-day to know a sounder physic and
a sounder theology than the giants of that far past yesterday
could attain. It is of the very essence of our position at the
end of the ages that we are ever more and more hedged around
with ascertained facts, the discovery and establishment of
which constitute the very essence of progress. Progress brings
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increasing limitation, just because it brings increasing knowl-
edge. And as the orthodox man is he that teaches no other
doctrine than that which has been established as true, the pro-
gressively orthodox man is he who is quick to perceive, admit,
and condition all his reasoning by all the truth down to the
latest, which has been established as true.

VIII. When we speak of progress our eyes are set upon a
goal. And in calling theology a progressive science we un-
avoidably raise the inquiry, what the end and purpose is
towards an ever increasing fitness to secure which it is con-
tinually growing. Its own completeness and perfecting as a
science —as & department of knowledge — is naturally the
proximate goal towards which every science tends. And when
we consider the surpassing glory of the subject-matter with
which theology deals, it would appear that if ever science ex-
isted for its own sake, this might surely be true of this science.
The truths concerning God and His relations are, above all
comparison, in themselves the most worthy of all truths of
study and examination. Yet we must vindicate a further goal
for the advance of theology and thus contend for it that it is
an eminently practical science. The contemplation and ex-
hibition of Christianity as truth, is far from the end of the
matter. This truth is specially communicated by God for a
purpose, for which it is admirably adapted. That purpose is
to save and sanctify the soul. And the discovery, study, and
systematization of the truth is in order that, firmly grasping it
and thoroughly comprehending it in all its reciprocal relations,
we may be able to make the most efficient use of it for its holy
purpose. Well worth our most laborious study, then, as it is,
for its own sake as mere truth, it becomes not only absorb-
ingly interesting, but inexpressibly precious to us when we
bear in mind that the truth with which we thus deal consti-
tutes, as a whole, the engrafted Word that is able to save our
souls. The task of thoroughly exploring the pages of revela-
tion, soundly gathering from them their treasures of theologi-
cal teaching, and carefully fitting these into their due places
in a system whereby they may be preserved from misunder-
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standing, perversion, and misuse, and given a new power to
convince the understanding, move the heart, and quicken
the will, becomes thus a holy duty to our own and our brothers’
souls as well as an eager pleasure of our intellectual nature.

That the knowledge of the truth is an essential prerequisite
to the production of those graces and the building up of those
elements of a sanctified character for the production of which
each truth is especially adapted, probably few will deny: but
surely it is equally true that the clearer, fuller, and more dis-
criminating this knowledge is, the more certainly and richly
will it produce its appropriate effect; and in this is found a
most complete vindication of the duty of systematizing the
separate elements of truth into a single soundly concatenated
whole, by which the essential nature of each is made as clear
as it can be made to human apprehension. It is not a matter of
indifference, then, how we apprehend and systematize this
truth. On the contrary, if we misconceive it in its parts or in
its relations, not only do our views of truth become confused
and erroneous, but also our religious life becomes dwarfed or
contorted. The character of our religion is, in a word, deter-
mined by the character of our theology: and thus the task of
the systematic theologian is to see that the relations in which
the separate truths actually stand are rightly conceived, in
order that they may exert their rightful influence on the de-
velopment of the religious life. As no truth is so insignificant
as to have no place in the development of our religious life,
so no truth is so unimportant that we dare neglect it or deal
deceitfully with it in adjusting it into our system. We are
smitten with a deadly fear on the one side, lest by fitting them
into a system of our own devising, we cut from them just the
angles by which they were intended to lay hold of the hearts of
men: but on the other side, we are filled with a holy confidence
that, by allowing them to frame themselves into their own sys-
tem as indicated by their own natures — as the stones in Solo-
mon’s temple were cut each for its place — we shall make each
available for all men, for just the place in the saving process
for which it was divinely framed and divinely given.

Google




THE IDEA OF SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY 81

These theoretical considerations are greatly strengthened
by the historical fact, that throughout all the ages every ad-
vance in the scientific statement of theological truth has been
made in response to a practical demand, and has been made in
a distinetly practical interest. We wholly misconceive the facts
if we imagine that the development of systematic theology
has been the work of cold, scholastic recluses, intent only upon
intellectual subtleties. It has been the work of the best heart
of the whole Church driving on and utilizing in its practical
interests, the best brain. The true state of the case could not
be better expressed than it is by Professor Auguste Sabatier,
when he tells us that:

The promulgation of each dogma has been imposed on the Church
by some practical necessity. It has always been to bring to an end
some theological controversy which was in danger of provoking a
schism, to respond to attacks or accusations which it would have
been dangerous to permit to acquire credit, that the Church has
moved in a dogmatic way. . . . Nothing is more mistaken than to
represent the Fathers of the Councils, or the members of the Synods
ag theoricians, or even as professional theologians, brought together
in conference by speculative zeal alone, in order to resolve meta-
physical enigmas. They were men of action, not of speculation;
courageous priests and pastors who understood their mission, like
goldiers in open battle, and whose first care was to save their Church,
its life, its unity, its honor — ready to die for it as one dies for his

country.!*

In quite similar manner one of the latest critics (M. Pannier)
of Calvin’s doctrinal work feels moved to bear his testimony to
the practical purpose which ruled over the development of his
gystem. He says:

In the midst, as at the outset of his work, it was the practical
preoccupations of living faith which guided him, and never a vain
desire for pure speculation. If this practical need led [in the suc-
cessive editions of the “ Institutes ’] to some new theories, to many
fuller expositions of principles, this was not only because he now

11 A, Sabatier, “ Esquisse d’'une philosophie de la religion,” 1897, p. 306;
of. “The Vitality of Christian Dogmas,” London, 1898, pp. 31-33.
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desired his book to help students of theology to interpret Seripture
better — it was because, with his systematic genius, Calvin under-
stood all that which, from the point of view of their application,
ideas gain severally in force by forming a complete whole around one
master thought.?

Wrought out thus in response to practical needs, the ever
growing body of scientific theology has worked its way among
men chiefly by virtue of its ever increasing power of meeting
their spiritual requirements. The story of the victory of Au-
gustinianism in Southern Gaul, as brought out by Professor
Arnold of Breslau, is only a typical instance of what each age
has experienced in its own way, and with its own theological
advances. He warns us that the victory of Augustinianism is
not to be accounted for by the learning or dialectic gifts
of Augustine, nor by the vigorous propaganda kept up in Gaul
by the African refugees, nor by the influence of Ceesarius, de-
servedly great as that was, nor by the pressure brought to bear
from Rome: but rather by the fullness of its provision for the
needs of the soul.

These were better met by Christianity than by heathenism; by
Catholicism than by Arianism; by the enthusiasm of asceticism than
by the lukewarm worldliness of the old opponents of monachism:
and they found more strength and consolation in the fundamental
Augustinian conception of divine grace, than in the paltry mecha-
nism of the synergistic moralism.1®

Here is the philosophy, sub specie temporis, of the advance of
doctrinal development; and it all turns on the progressively
growing fitness of the system of doctrine to produce its prac-
tical fruits.**

12 Jacques Pannier, “ Le Témoignage du Saint-Esprit,” 1893, p. 79.

18 C. F. Arnold, “ Caesarius von Arelate,” 1894, p. 343.

14 It is only another way of saying this to say with Professor W. M.
Ramsay, when speaking of another of the great controversies (The Erpositor,
January, 1896 [Fifth Series, iii.], p. 52): “Difficult, however, as it is to
appreciate the real character of the Arian controversy as a question of
social life, on the whole we gather, I think, that the progressive tendencies
were on the side of Basil, and acquiescence in the existing standard of
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It may possibly be thought, however, that these lessons are
ill-applied to systematic theology properly so called: that it
may be allowed indeed that the separate truths of religion
make themselves felt in the life of men, but scarcely that the
systematic knowledge of them is of any value for the religious
life. Surely, however, we may very easily fall into error here.
We do not possess the separate truths of religion in the ab-
stract: we possess them only in their relations, and we do not
properly know any one of them—nor can it have its full
effect on our life — except as we know it in its relations to
other truths, that is, as systematized. What we do not know,
in this sense, systematically, we rob of half its power on our
conduct; unless, indeed, we are prepared to argue that a truth
has effect on us in proportion as it is unknown, rather than in
proportion as it is known. To which may be added that when
we do not know a body of doctrine systematically, we are sure
to misconceive the nature of more or fewer of its separate
elements; and to fancy, in the words of Dr. Charles Hodge,
“that that is true which a more systematic knowledge would
show us to be false,” so that  our religious belief and therefore
our religious life would become deformed and misshapen.”
Let us once more, however, strengthen our theoretical opinion
by testimony: and for this let us appeal to the witness of a
recent French writer who supports his own judgment by that
of several of the best informed students of current French
Protestantism.*®* Amid much external activity of Christian
work, M. Arnaud tells us, no one would dare say that the life
lived with Christ in God is flourishing in equal measure: and
his conclusion is that, “in order to be a strong and living
Christian, it does not suffice to submit our heart and will to
the gospel: we must submit also our mind and our reason.”
“The doctrines of Christianity,” he adds:

morality characterized the Arian point of view. The ‘Orthodox’ Church
was still the champion of higher aspirations, and Basil, however harsh he
wag to all who differed from him, was an ennobling and upward-struggling
force in the life of his time.”

18 Arnaud, “ Manuel de dogmatique,” 1890, p. ix.
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The doctrines of Christianity have just as much right to be be-
lieved as its duties have to be practised, and it is not permissible to
accept these and reject those. In neglecting to inquire with care into
the Biblical verities, and to assimilate them by reflection, the Chris-
tian loses part of his virtue, the preacher part of his force; both build
their house on the sand or begin at the top; they deprive themselves
of the precious lights which can illuminate and strengthen their
faith, and fortify them against the frivolous or learned unbelief as
well as against the aberrations of false individualism, that are so
diffused in our day.

In support of this judgment he quotes striking passages,
among others, from Messrs. F. Bonifas and Ch. Bois. The for-
mer says: ¢

What strikes me to-day is the incomplete and fragmentary char-
acter of our faith: the lack of precision in our Christian conceptions;
a certain ignorance of the wonderful things which God has done for
us and which He has revealed to us for the salvation and nourish-
ment of our souls. I discover the traces of this ignorance in our
preaching as well as in our daily life. And here is one of the causes
of the feebleness of spiritual life in the bosom of our flocks and
among ourselves, To these fluid Christian convictions, there neces-
sarily corresponds a lowered Christian life.

Mr. Bois similarly says: ¥’

There does not at present exist among us a strongly concatenated
body of doctrine, possessing the conscience and determining the will.
We have convictions, no doubt, and even strong and active con-
victions, but they are, if I may so speak, isolated and merely
juxtaposed in the mind, without any deep bond uniting them into an
organism. . . . Upon several fundamental points, even among be-
lievers, there is a vagueness, an indetermination, which leave access
open to every fluctuation and to the most unexpected mixtures of
belief. Contradictory elements often live together and struggle with
one another, even in the most positively convinced, without their
suspecting the enmity of the guests they have received into their
thought. It is astonishing to observe the strange amalgams which

16 “ De la valeur religieuse des doctrines chrétiennes,” p. 14.
17 Revue théologique de Montauban, 13° Année, p. 14.
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spring up and acclimate themselves in the minds of the young theo-
logical generations, which have been long deprived of the strong
discipline of the past. This incoherence of ideas produces weakness
and danger elsewhere also, besides in the sphere of doctrine. It is
impossible but that spiritual life and practical activity should sus-
tain also serious damage from this intellectual anarchy.

Cannot we see in the state of French Protestantism as de-
picted in these extracts, a warning to ourselves, among whom
we may observe the beginnings of the same doctrinal anarchy?
And shall we not, at least, learn this much: that doctrine is in
order to life, and that the study of doctrine must be prose-
cuted in a spirit which would see its end in the correction and
edification of life? Shall we not, as students of doctrine, listen
devoutly to the words of one of the richest writers on experi-
mental religion of our generation,’® when he tells us that

Living knowledge of our living Lord, and of our need of Him,
and of our relations to Him for peace, life, testimony, service, con-
sistency, is given by the Holy Comforter alone, But it is given by
Him in the great rule of His dealings with man, only through the
channel of doctrine, of revealed, recorded, authenticated truth con-
cerning the Lord of life.

And shall we not catch the meaning of the illustrations which
he adds:

Does the happy soul, happy because brought to the * confidence
of self-despair,” and to a sight of the foundation of all peace, find
itself saying, “ O Lamb of God, I come,” and know that it falls,
never to be cast out, into the embraces of ever-living love? Every
element in that profound experience of restful joy has to do with
doctrine, applied by the Spirit. “ O Lamb of God "’ would be a mean-
ingless incantation were it not for the precious and most definite
doctrine of the sacrifice of propitiation and peace. That I may
“come just as I am ” is a matter of pure Divine information. My
emotions, my deepest and most awful convictions, without such
information, say the opposite; my instinct is to ery, “ Depart, for

18 Principal H. C. G. Moule, in his paper entitled “ On the Relations
Between Doctrine and Life,” printed in “ The Church and her Doctrine ” (New
York: The Christian Literature Co., 1882), pp. 185-188.
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I am a sinful man.” The blessed doctrine, not my reveries, says,
“ Nay; He was wounded for thy transgressions; come unto Him.”
. . . And when [one] . . . draws towards the journey’s end, and ex-
changes the trials of the pilgrimage for the last trial, ¢ the river that
hath no bridge,” why does he address himself in peace to die, this
man who has been taught the evil of his own heart and the holiness =%
of the Judge of all? It is because of doctrine. He knows the covenant o
of peace, and the Mediator of it. He knows, and he knows it through =
revealed doctrine only, that to depart is to be with Christ, and is far 2
better. He knows that the sting of death is sin, and the strength of o
sin is the law. But he knows, with the same certainty, that God

giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ; and that His
sheep shall never perish; and that He will raise up again at the last
day him that has come to God through Him. All this is doctrine. It is
made to live in the man by the Holy Ghost given to him. But it is in
itself creed, not life. It is revealed information.

If such be the value and use of doctrine, the systematic
theologian is preéminently a preacher of the gospel; and the
end of his work is obviously not merely the logical arrange-
ment of the truths which come under his hand, but the mov-
ing of men, through their power, to love God with all their
hearts and their neighbors as themselves; to choose their por-
tion with the Saviour of their souls; to find and hold Him
precious; and to recognize and yield to the sweet influences
of the Holy Spirit whom He has sent. With such truth as
this he will not dare to deal in a cold and merely scientific
spirit, but will justly and necessarily permit its preciousness
and its practical destination to determine the spirit in which
he handles it, and to awaken the reverential love with which
alone he should investigate its reciprocal relations. For this
he needs to be suffused at all times with a sense of the un-
speakable worth of the revelation which lies before him as
the source of his material, and with the personal bearings of
its separate truths on his own heart and life; he needs to have
had and to be having a full, rich, and deep religious experience
of the great doctrines with which he deals; he needs to be
living close to his God, to be resting always on the bosom of

T
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his Redeemer, to be filled at all times with the manifest in-
fluences of the Holy Spirit. The student of systematic theology
needs & very sensitive religious nature, a most thoroughly
consecrated heart, and an outpouring of the Holy Ghost upon
him, such as will fill him with that spiritual discernment, with-
out which all native intellect is in vain. He needs to be not
merely a student, not merely a thinker, not merely a systema-
tizer, not merely a teacher — he needs to be like the beloved

disciple himself in the highest, truest, and holiest sense, a
divine.
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THE TASK AND METHOD
OF SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY*

By “Systematic Theology ” is meant that department or
section of theological science which is concerned with setting
forth systematically, that is to say, as a concatenated whole,
what is known concerning God. Other departments or sections
of theological science undertake other tasks. Whether such a
being as God exists needs to be ascertained, and if such a
being exists, whether He is knowable; whether such creatures
as men are capable of knowing Him, and, if so, what sources
of information concerning Him are accessible. This is the task
of apologetical theology. These matters being determined, it
is necessary to draw out from the sources of information con-
cerning God which are accessible to us, all that can be known of
God. This is the task of exegetical theology. A critical survey of
previous attempts to draw from the sources of information
concerning God what may be known of God, with an estimate
of the results of these attempts and of their testing in life, is
next incumbent on us. This is the task of historical theology.
Finally we must inquire into the use of this knowledge of God
and the ways in which it may be best applied to human needs.
This is the task of practical theology. Among these various
departments or sections of theological science there is obviously
place for, or rather there is positively demanded, yet another,
the task of which is to set forth in systematic formulation the
results of the investigations of exegetical theology, clarified
and enforced by the investigations of historical theology,
which are to be applied by practical theology to the needs of
man. Here the warrant of systematic theology, its task, and
its encyclopedic place are at once exhibited. It is the business

1 Reprinted from The American Journal of Theology, xiv. 1910, pp.
192-205.
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of systematic theology to take the knowledge of God supplied
to it by apologetical, exegetical, and historical theology, scruti- -
nize it with a view to discovering the inner relations of its sev-
eral elements, and set it forth in a systematic presentation, :
that is to say, as an organic whole, so that it may be grasped gt
and held in its entirety, in the due relation of its parts to one
another and to the whole, and with a just distribution of em- -
phasis among the several items of knowledge which combine “ fl
to make up the totality of our knowledge of God. ’%

It is clear at once that systematic theology ” forms the ‘*_"1’
central, or perhaps we may better say the culminating, depart- "*"f",‘
ment of theological science. It is the goal to which apologeti- Al
cal, exegetical, and historical theology lead up; and it provides 41
the matter which practical theology employs. What is most Gl
important in the knowledge of God — which is what theology =t
igs — is, of course, just the knowledge of God; and that is what S
systematic theology sets forth. Apologetical theology puts us R
in the way of obtaining knowledge of God. Exegetical theology
gives us this knowledge in its disjecta membra. Historical
theology makes us aware how it has been apprehended and Al
transmuted into life. Practical theology teaches us how to e
propagate it in the world. It is systematic theology which il
spreads it before us in the form most accessible to our modes -
of conception, pours it, so to speak, into the molds of our i
minds, and makes it our assured possession that we may thor- ks
oughly understand and utilize it. There is nothing strange,
therefore, in the common manner of speech by which system- u
atic theology absorbs into itself all theology. In point of fact,
theology, as the science of God, comes to itself only in system-
atic theology; and if we set systematic theology over against i
other theological disciplines as a separable department of b
theological science, this is not that we divide the knowledge 3
of God up among these departments, retaining only some of g
it — perhaps a small or a relatively unimportant portion — for :
systematic theology; but only that we trace the process by ;
which the knowledge of God is ascertained, clarified, and or- |
dered, up through the several stages of the dealing of the
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human mind with it until at last, in systematic theology, it
stands before our eyes in complete formulation.

The choice of the term “ systematic theology "’ to designate
this department of theological science has been made the occa-
sion of some criticism, and its employment has been accom-
panied by some abuse. It is, no doubt, capable of being
misunderstood and misused, as what term is not? It ought to
be unnecessary to explain that its employment is not intended
to imply that other departments of theological science are
prosecuted in an unsystematic manner, that is to say, in a
disorderly way and to no safe results. Nor ought it to be neces-
sary to protest against advantage being taken of the breadth
of the term “systematic,” in its popular usage, to subsume
under it a series of incongruous disciplines which have nothing
in common except that they are all systematically pursued.
What the term naturally designates is that department of
theological science in which the knowledge of God is presented
as a concatenated system of truth; and it is not merely the
natural but the perfectly explicit and probably the best desig-
nation of this department of theological science. At all events
none of its synonyms which have from time to time been in
use—such a&s theoretical, thetical, methodical, scholastic,
didactic, dogmatic theology — seems to possess any advantage
over it.

The most commonly employed of these synonyms, since its
introduction by Lucas Friedrich Reinhard in his “ Synopsis
theologicae dogmaticae,” 1660, has been “ dogmatic theology.”
This designation differs from “ systematic theology ” by lay-
ing stress upon the authority which attaches to the several
doctrines brought together in the presentation, rather than
upon the presentation of them in a system. A dogma is, briefly,
an established truth, authoritative and not to be disputed. The
ground of its authoritativeness is indifferent to the term itself,
and will vary with the point of view of the dogmatician. The
Romanist will find it in the decrees of the Church, by which
the several dogmas are established. The Protestant will find
it in the declarations of Scripture: ‘“ Verbum Dei,” say the
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Smalkald Articles, ““ condit articulos fidei, et praeterea nemo, ne
angelus quidem.” ‘“ Moderns ”’ will attenuate it into whatever
general considerations exist to commend the propositions in
question to our credit, and will not pause until they have
transmuted dogmas into —to put it shortly — just our “re-
ligious beliefs.” “ A dogma,” says Dr. A. J. Headlam, “ means
a truth to be believed ”’; and it is the task of dogmatics, ac-
cording to him, “ to investigate, to expound, and to systema-
tize those truths about God and human destiny, whether de-
rived from nature or revelation, which should be believed ” —
a definition which, if taken literally, might seem to imply that
there are some “truths” about God and human destiny —
whether derived from nature or from revelation — which
should not be believed. This ambiguity in the connotation of
the term “ dogma ” is fatal to the usefulness of its derivative
“ dogmatic ” as a designation of a department of theological
science. It undertakes to tell us nothing of the department to
which it is applied but the nature of the elements with which it
deals; and it leaves us in uncertainty what the nature of these
elements is, whether established truths or only religious
beliefs.”

“ Systematic theology ” is attended with no such drawbacks.
It properly describes the department to which it is attached,
according to its own nature: it is the department in which the
truths concerning God, given to us by the other departments
of theological science, are systematized and presented in their
proper relations to one another and to the whole of which they
form parts. The authority of the truths with which it deals does
not constitute its peculiarity as a department of theological
science. These truths were just as authoritative as presented
by exegetical theology one by one to our separate considera-
tion, as when presented by systematic theology to our view
in their concatenation with one another into a consistent
whole. Their authority was not bestowed on them by their
systematization; and they do not wait until presented by sys-
tematic theology to acquire authority. What constitutes the
peculiarity of this department of theological science is that in
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it these truths are presented not one by one in isolation, but
in & mutually related body — in a system. What more truly
descriptive name for it could be invented than just *sys-
tematic theology ”’?

There are some, no doubt, to whom it may seem presump-
tuous to attempt to systematize our knowledge of God. If we
possess any knowledge of God at all, however, the attempt to
systematize it is a necessity of the human spirit. If we know
so much as two facts concerning God, the human mind is in-
capable of holding these facts apart; it must contemplate
them in relation to one another. Systematization is only a part
of the irrepressible effort of the intelligence to comprehend the
facts presented to it, an effort which the intelligence can escape
only by ceasing to be intelligence. It may systematize well, or
ill; but systematize it must whenever it holds together, in its
unitary grasp, more facts than one. Wherever God is in any
degree known by a being of a systematically working mind,
therefore, there is a theology in the express sense of that word,
that is, a “ systematic theology.” Only the atheist or the agnos-
tic on the one side, the idiot or the lunatic on the other, can
be without such a theology. If there is a God; if anything
whatever is known of this God; if the being possessing this
knowledge is capable of orderly thought — a theology in this
sense is inevitable. It is but the reflection in the orderly work-
ing intelligence of God perceived as such; and it exists,
therefore, wherever God is perceived and recognized. Doubt
and hesitation before the task of systematizing our knowledge
of God — be that knowledge great or small — is therefore not
an effect of reverence, but an outgrowth of that agnostic tem-
per which lurks behind much modern thinking.

The leaven of agnosticism underlying much of modern
thought to which allusion has just been made, manifests itself
more distinctly in the continuous attempt, which is more or
less deliberately made, to shift the object of the knowledge
which systematic theology systematizes from God to something
else, deemed more capable of being really known by or more
accessible to such beings as men. Theology, ex vi verbs, is the
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systematized knowledge of God; and if God exists and any -2
knowledge of Him whatever is accessible to us, there must be »
such a thing as a systematic knowledge of Him, and it would i

seem that this would be the proper connotation of the term 2
“ theology.” Nevertheless, we are repeatedly being told that s
theology is not the science of God, its object-matter being God R

in His existence and activities, but the science of religion or e
of faith, its object-matter being the religious phenomena g
manifested by humanity at large, or observable in the souls of it
believers. A whole generation of theologians, having the cour- Tk
age of their convictions, accordingly almost ceased to speak of vl
“gystematic theology,” preferring some such name as the o
“cience of faith " (Glaubenslehre). It was Schleiermacher, of i
course, who gave this subjective twist to what he still spoke of o
as “ Dogmatics.” Dogmas to him were no longer authoritative %i

propositions concerning God, but “conceptions of the states 0
of the Christian religious consciousness, set forth in formal A
statement ”’; and dogmatics was to him accordingly nothing tx)
more than the systematic presentation of the body of such
dogmas in vogue in any given church at any given time. Ac-
cordingly he classified it frankly, along with “ Church Statis- Ky
tics,” under the caption of “ The Historical Knowledge of the :
Present Situation of the Church.” Undoubtedly it is very de-
sirable to know what the Church at large, or any particular s
branch of the Church, believes at any given stage of its devel-
opment. But this helps us to a better knowledge of the Church, |
not of God; and by what right the formulated results of such a
historical inquiry can be called *“ dogmatics”’ or “ systematic
theology ” simpliciter and not rather, historically, “the dog-
matic system of the German Lutheran Church in the year
1821,” or “the doctrinal belief of the American Baptists of
1910,” it would be difficult to explain. The matter is not in
principle altered if the end set before us i8 to delineate, not the
doctrinal beliefs of a particular church at a particular time, but
the religious conceptions of humanity at large. We are still
moving in the region of history, and the results of our re-
searches will be that we shall know better, not God, but man

o emr tai
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—man in his religious nature and in the products of his re-
ligious activities. After all, the science of religion is something
radically different from systematic theology. We cannot thus
lightly renounce the knowledge of the most important object of
knowledge in the whole compass of knowledge. Over against the
world and all that is in the world, including man and all that is
in man, and all that is the product of man’s highest activities,
intellectual and, in the noblest sense the word may bear, spir-
itual, there after all stands God; and He — He Himself, not
our thought about Him or our beliefs concerning Him, but He
Himself —is the object of our highest knowledge. And to
know Him is not merely the highest exercise of the human
intellect; it is the indispensable complement of the circle of
human science, which, without the knowledge of God, is fa-
tally incomplete. It was not without reason that Augustine
renounced the knowledge of all else but God and the soul;
and that Calvin declares the knowledge of God and ourselves
the sum of all useful knowledge. Without the knowledge of God
it is not too much to say we know nothing rightly, so that the
renunciation of the knowledge of God carries with it renun-
ciation of all right knowledge. It is this knowledge of God
which is designated by the appropriate term “ theology,” and
it, as the science of God, stands over against all other sciences,
each having its own object, determining for each its own
peculiar subject-matter.

Theology being, thus, the systematized knowledge of God, -
the determining question which divides theologies concerns
the sources from which this knowledge of God is derived. It
may be agreed, indeed, that the sole source of all possible
knowledge of God is revelation. God is a person; and a person
is known only as he expresses himself, which is as much as to
say only as he makes himself known, reveals himself. But this
agreement is only formal. So soon as it is asked how God re-
veals Himself, theology is set over against theology in in-
eradicable opposition. The hinge on which the controversy
particularly turns is the question whether God has revealed
Himself only in works, or also in word: ultimately whether
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He has made Himself known only in the natural or also in a
supernatural revelation. Answer this question as we may, we
shall still have a theology, but according to our answer, so
will be our theology, not merely in its contents but in its very
method. By revelation may be meant nothing more than the
evolution of religious ideas in the age-long thinking of the
race, conceived (whether pantheistically or more or less theis-
tically) as the expression of the divine mind in the forms
of human thought. In that case, the work of systematic
theology follows the lines of the psychology and phenome-
nology of religion; its task is to gather out and to cast into a
systematic statement the metaphysical implications of the
results of these departments of investigation. Or revelation
may be summed up in the impression made by the phenome-
non of Jesus on the minds of His believing followers. Then,
what theology has to do is to unfold the ideas of God which
are involved in this experience. Or, again, revelation may be
thought to lie in a series of extraordinary occurrences, con-
ceived as redemptive acts on the part of God, inserted into
the course of ordinary history. In that case the task of the-
ology is to draw out the implications of this series of extra-
ordinary events in their sequence, and in their culmination in
the apparition of Christ. Or, once more, revelation may be
held to include the direct communication of truth through
chosen organs of the divine Spirit. Then the fundamental task
of theology becomes the ascertainment, formulation, and sys-
tematization of the truth thus communicated, and if this
truth comes to it fixed in an authoritative written record, it
is obvious that its task is greatly facilitated. These are not
questions raised by systematic theology; nor does it belong
to systematic theology to determine them. That task has
already been performed for it by the precedent department
of theological science which we call apologetics, which thus
determines the whole structure and contents of systematic
theology. The task of systematic theology is not to validate
the reality, or to define the nature, or to determine the method
of revelation; nor, indeed, even to ascertain the truths com-
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municated by revelation ; but to systematize these truths when
placed in its hands by the precedent disciplines of apologetical,
exegetical, and historical theology.

The question of the sources of our knowledge of God
culminates obviously in the question of the Scriptures. Do
the Scriptures contain a special revelation of God; or are
they merely a record of religious aspirations and attainments
of men —under whatever (more or less) divine leading? Are
they themselves the documented revelation of God to man;
or do they merely contain the record of the effect on men of
the revelation of God made in a series of redemptive acts cul-
minating in Christ, or possibly made in Christ alone? Are the
declarations of Scripture the authoritative revelations of God
to us which need only to be understood to become items in
our trustworthy knowledge of God; or are they merely human
statements, conveying with more or less accuracy the impres-
sions received by men in the presence of divine manifestations
of more or less purity? On the answers which our apologetics
gives to such questions as these, depend the entire method
and contents of our systematic theology. Many voices are
raised about us, declaring “the old view of the Seriptures ”
no longer tenable; meaning by this the view that recognizes
them as the documented revelation of God and treats their
declarations as the authoritative enunciations of truth. Never-
theless men have not commonly wished to break entirely with
the Scriptures. In one way or another they have usually de-
sired to see in them a record of divine revelation; and in one
sense or another they have desired to find in them, if not the
source, yet the norm, of the knowledge of God which they
have sought to set forth in their theologies. This apparent
deference to Scripture is, however, illusory. In point of fact,
on a closer scrutiny of their actual procedure, it will be dis-
covered that “modern thinkers” in general really set aside
Scripture altogether as source or even authoritative norm of
our knowledge of God, and depend, according to their indi-
vidual predilections, on reason, on Christian experience,
corporate or personal, or on tradition, for all the truth concern-
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ing God which they will admit. The formal incorporation by -
them of Seripture among the sources of theology is merely a -
fashion of speech derived from the historical evolution of their
“new” views and is indicatory only of the starting-point of
their development. Their case is much the same as the Roman-
ist’s who still formally places Scripture at the base of his “ rule
of faith ” in the complicated formula: Scripture plus tradition, =
as interpreted by the Church, speaking through its infallible
organ, the pope — while in point of fact it is just the pope.
speaking ez cathedra, which constitutes the actual authority
to which he bows.

A striking illustration of how men cling to such old phrase- “
ology after it has become obsolete to their actual thought may “'
be derived from a recent writer whom we have already taken -
occasion to quote. Dr. A. C. Headlam, whose inheritance is
Anglican while his critical point of view is “ modern,” really
recognizes no source of theological beliefs (for with him dog-
matics deals with beliefs, not truths) but tradition and the i
living voice of the Church. Yet this is the way he describes B
the sources of his theology: “ The continuous revelation of the 3
Old Testament as accepted in the New, the revelation of Christ
in the New Testament, the witness of Christian tradition, and
the living voice of the Christian Church.” The statement is &
so far incomplete that it omits the revelation of “ nature,” for I
Dr. Headlam allows that nature may teach us somewhat of its b
Maker: it includes the sources only of what Dr. Headlam l
would perhaps call “ revealed theology.” What is to be noted ‘
is that it avoids saying simply that these sources are Scripture, |
tradition, and the living voice of the Church, as a Romanist
might have said, reserving of course the right of further ex-
planation of how these three sources stand related to one
another. Dr. Headlam has gone too far with modern Biblical
criticism to accept the Scriptures as a direct source of dogma.
He therefore frames wary forms of statement. He does not
say “the Old Testament,” or even “ the continuous revelation
of the Old Testament.” He introduces a qualifying clause:
“The continuous revelation of the Old Testament as accepted
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m the New.” This is not, however, to make the New Testa-

ment the authoritative norm of theological truth. Proceeding .

to speak of this New Testament, he does not say “simply * the

New Testament ”; or even “the revelation embxrhed in.the: -

New Testament. » He restricts himself to: “The revelation
of Christ in the New Testament.” It is not, we see, the Old
and New Testaments themselves he is thinking of ; he does not
accord authority to either of them as is done, for example,
when they are spoken of in the old phrase, “ God’s Word
written.” His appeal to them is not as the documented reve-
lation of God, nor even, as might be perhaps supposed at first
sight, as the trustworthy record of such revelations as God
has given; but simply as depositories, so far, of Christian be-
liefs. The Seriptures, in a word, are of value to him only as
witness to Christian tradition. He says explicitly: “ The Serip-
tures are simply a part of the Christian tradition ”; and he is
at pains to show that Christianity, having antedated the New
Testament, cannot be derived from it but must rather be just
reflected in it. He does not even look upon the Scriptures as
a trustworthy depository of Christian tradition. The tradi-
tion which they preserve for us is declared to be both incom-
plete and distorted. They cannot serve, therefore, even as a
test of tradition; contrariwise, tradition is the norm of Scrip-
ture and its correction is needed to enable us safely to draw
from Seripture. “ It is tradition,” we read, “ which gives us
the true proportions of apostolic teaching and practice,” by
which the one-sidedness of the Scriptural record is rectified.
If, then, Dr. Headlam’s view of the sources of dogmatics were
stated with succinct clearness, undeflected by modes of speech
which have become outworn to him, we should have to say
that these sources are just “ tradition ” and “ the voice of the
living Church.” Seripture is to him merely an untrustworthy
vehicle of tradition.

Dr. Headlam is an Anglican, and when the authority of
Scripture dissolves in his hands, he drops back naturally on
“the Church,” — its “tradition,” its “living voice.” Others,
born under different skies, have only the authority of the
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Christian’s own spirit to fall back on, whether as a rationally

. thinking. eatity, or as a faith-enlightened soul. A mighty ef-

+ + fortis, ‘indeed, made to escape from the individualistic sub- =
- jectivism: of. this point of view; but with indifferent success. S

" It is not, however, to the Scnptures that appeal is made in this U
interest. Rather is it common with this whole school of writers o

that it is not the Scriptures but “ the gospel ”’ which supplies
the norm by which the faith of the individual is regulated, or
the source from which it derives its positive content. This “ gos- e
pel ” may be spoken of, indeed, as “ the essential content and i
the inspiring soul of the Holy Scriptures.” But this does not
mean that whatever we may find written in the Scriptures
enters into this “ gospel,” but rather that of all which stands -
written in the Scriptures only that which we esteem the “ gos-
pel ”” has religious significance and therefore theological value.
What this “gospel ” is, therefore, is not objectively but sub-
jectively determined. Sometimes it is frankly declared to be
just that element in Seripture which awakens our souls to life; o
sometimes more frankly still it is affirmed to be only what in

Scripture approves itself to our Christian judgment. “ What
is a proper function of a Christian man,” demands an American
writer not without heat, “if not to know a Christian truth
when he sees it? ” — just Paul’s question turned topsy-turvy,
since Paul would draw the inference that whoever did not
recognize his words as the commandments of God was there-
fore no Christian man. Sometimes, with an effort to attain a
greater show of objectivity, the “gospel ” is said to include
all that measures up to the revelation of God in Christ. But
the trouble is that the Christ which is thus made the touch-
stone is Himself a subjective creation. He is not the Christ of
the gospel narrative, as He stands out upon the pages of the
evangelists; for even in its portraiture of Jesus the Scriptures
are held untrustworthy. The Jesus by which we would try
Scripture is rather a reflection back upon the page of Serip-
ture of what we conceive the revelation of God in Christ ought
to be. When our very touchstone is thus a subjective creation,
it is easy to estimate how much real objective authority be-
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longs to the Scriptural revelation determined by it. One of
the most interesting, and certainly one of the most strenuous
attempts to preserve for Seripture a certain recognition in
theological construction from this point of view is supplied
by Julius Kaftan. Kaftan is emphatic and insistent that the
faith-knowledge which, according to him, constitutes the sub-
stance of dogmatics, takes hold upon objective realities which
are matters of revelation and that this revelation is recorded in
the Scriptures. But unfortunately he is equally emphatic and
insistent that this “revelation ” witnessed by the Scriptures
is not a communication of truths, but a series of occurrences,
testified to as such, indeed, by the Scriptures (when historico-
critically dealt with), but by no means authoritatively, or even
trustworthily interpreted by the Scriptures. And therefore it is
utilizable for the purposes of dogmatics only as it is taken up
by “faith ” and transmuted by faith into knowledge; which is
a8 much as to say that faith may, indeed, be quickened by
Seripture, but the material which is to be built into our dog-
matics is not what Scripture teaches but what we believe.
“Dogmatics,” we are told explicitly, “derives none of its
propositions directly from the Scriptures; . . . what medi-
ates for Dogmatics between the Scriptures and the dogmatic
propositions, is faith.” “ The dogma of which Dogmatics treats
is the dogma that is recognized by the community.” All of
which, it would seem, would be more clearly expressed, if it
were simply said that the source of dogmatics is not Scripture
but faith — the faith of the community.

This is not the place to vindicate the objective authority
of Seripture as the documented revelation of God. That is the
task of apologetics. What we are now seeking to make clear,
is only that, as there are apologetics and apologetics, so there
are, following them, systematic theologies and systematic the-
ologies. Systematic theology, as the presentation of the knowl-
edge of God in systematized form, can build only with the
materials which the precedent departments of theological sci-
ence give it and only after a fashion consonant with the nature
of these materials. If our apologetics has convinced us that
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we have no other knowledge of God but that given us by a
rational contemplation of the world, recognized as the work of
His hands; or that given us by an analysis of the convictions
which form themselves in hearts fixed on Him — our proce-
dure will take shape from the character of our sources and the
modes by which knowledge of God is elicited from them. But
equally if our apologetics assures us that God not only mani-
fests Himself in His works, and moves in the hearts which turn
to Him in faith, but has redemptively intervened in the his-
torical development of the race (without this redemptive in-
tervention lost in sin), and that not merely in acts but in
words, and has fixed the record of this intervention in authori-
tative Scriptures, our whole procedure in systematizing the
knowledge of God thus conveyed to us will be determined by
the character of the sources on which we depend. Taking from
the hands of apologetics the natural knowledge of God which
its critical survey of the results of human science brings us,
and from the hands of Biblical theology the supernaturally
revealed knowledge of God which its survey of the historical
process of revelation yields us, and viewing all in the light of
the progressive assimilation of the body of knowledge of God
by His people, through twenty centuries of thinking, and feel-
ing, and living — systematic theology essays to cast the whole
into a systematic formulation, conformed to the laws of
thought and consonant with the modes of conception proper
to the human intelligence.

Systematic theology is thus, in essence, an attempt to re-
flect in the mirror of the human consciousness the God who
reveals Himself in His works and word, and as He has revealed
Himself. It finds its whole substance in the revelation which
we suppose God to have made of Himself; and as we differ
as to the revelation which we suppose God to have made, so
will our systematic theologies differ in their substance. Its
form is given it by the greater or less perfection of the reflec-
tion of this revelation in our consciousness. It is not imagined,
of course, that this reflection can be perfect in any individual
consciousness. It is the people of God at large who are really the
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subject of that knowledge of God which systematic theology
seeks to set forth. Nor is it imagined that even in the people of
God at large, in their present imperfect condition, oppressed by
the gin of the world of which they still form a part, the image of
God can be reflected back to Him in its perfection. Only the
pure in heart can see God; and who, even of His redeemed
saints, are in this life really pure in heart? Meanwhile God is
framing the knowledge of Himself in the hearts of His people;
and, as each one of them seeks to give expression in the forms
best adapted to human consciousness, to the knowledge of
God he has received, a better and fuller reflection of the re-
vealed God is continually growing up. Systematic theology is
therefore a progressive science. It will be perfected only in the
minds and hearts of the perfected saints who at the end, being
at last like God, shall see Him as He is. Then, the God who has
revealed Himself to His people shall be known by them in all
the fullness of His revelation of Himself. Now we know in

part; but when that which is perfect is come that which is in
part shall be done away.
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GOD*

THE English word “ God ” is derived from a root meaning
“to call,” and indicates simply the object of worship, one whom
men call upon or invoke. The Greek word which it translates
in the pages of the New Testament, however, describes this ob-
ject of worship as Spirit; and the Old Testament Hebrew
word, which this word in turn represents, conveys, as its pri-
mary meaning, the idea of power. On Christian lips, therefore,
the word “ God ” designates fundamentally the almighty Spirit
who is worshiped and whose aid is invoked by men. This
primary idea of God, in which is summed up what is known as
theism, is the product of that general revelation which God
makes of Himself to all men, on the plane of nature. The truths
involved in it are continually reiterated, enriched, and deep-
ened in the Scriptures; but they are not so much revealed by
them as presupposed at the foundation of the special revelation
with which the Scriptures busy themselves — the great revela~
tion of the grace of God to sinners. On the plane of nature
men can learn only what God necessarily is, and what, by vir-
tue of His essential attributes, He must do; a special com-
munication from Him is requisite to assure us what, in His
infinite love, He will do for the recovery of sinners from their
guilt and misery to the bliss of communion with Him. And
for the full revelation of this, His grace in the redemption of
sinners, there was requisite an even more profound unveiling
of the mode of His existence, by which He has been ultimately
disclosed as including in the unity of His being a distinction of
persons, by virtue of which it is the same God from whom,
through whom, and by whom are all things, who is at once the
Father who provides, the Son who accomplishes, and the Spirit

1 Reprinted from “ A Dictionary of the Bible,” edited by John D. Davis,

PhD, DD, LLD., 1808, pp. 251-253.
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who applies, redemption. Only in the uncovering of this su-
pernal mystery of the Trinity is the revelation of what God is
completed. That there is no hint of the Trinity in the general
revelation made on the plane of nature is due to the fact that
nature has nothing to say of redemption, in the process of
which alone are the depths of the divine nature made known.
That it is explicitly revealed only in the New Testament is due
to the fact that not until the New Testament stage of revela-
tion was reached was the redemption, which was being prepared
throughout the whole Old Testament economy, actually ac-
complished. That so ineffable a mystery was placed before the
darkened mind of man at all is due to the necessities of the
plan of redemption itself, which is rooted in the trinal distine-
tion in the Godhead, and can be apprehended only on the
basis of the Trinity in Unity.

The nature of God has been made known to men, there-
fore, in three stages, corresponding to the three planes of
revelation, and we will naturally come to know Him, first, as
the infinite Spirit or the God of nature; then, as the Redeemer
of sinners, or the God of grace; and lastly as the Father, Son,
and Holy Ghost, or the Triune God.

1. Gop, THE INFINITE SPIRIT

The conviction of the existence of God bears the marks of
an intuitive truth in so far as it is the universal and unavoid-
able belief of men, and is given in the very same act with the
idea of self, which is known at once as dependent and re-
sponsible and thus implies one on whom it depends and to
whom it is responsible. This immediate perception of God is
confirmed and the contents of the idea developed by a series of
arguments known as the “ theistic proofs.” These are derived
from the necessity we are under of believing in the real ex-
istence of the infinitely perfect Being, of a sufficient cause for
the contingent universe, of an intelligent author of the order
and of the manifold contrivances observable in ngture, and of a
lawgiver and judge for dependent moral beings, endowed with
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the sense of duty and an ineradicable feeling of responsibility,
conscious of the moral contradictions of the world and craving
s solution for them, and living under an intuitive perception
of right which they do not see realized. The cogency of these
proofs is currently recognized in the Scriptures, while they add
to them the supernatural manifestations of God in a redemp-
tive process, accompanied at every stage by miraculous at-
testation. From the theistic proofs, however, we learn not
only that a God exists, but also necessarily, on the principle
of a sufficient cause, very much of the nature of the God which
they prove to exist. The idea is still further developed, on the
principle of interpreting by the highest category within our
reach, by our instinctive attribution to Him, in an eminent
degree, of all that is the source of dignity and excellence in
ourselves. Thus we come to know God as a personal Spirit,
infinite, eternal, and illimitable alike in His being and in the
intelligence, sensibility, and will which belong to Him as per-
sonal spirit. The attributes which are thus ascribed to Him,
including self-existence, independence, unity, uniqueness, un-
changeableness, omnipresence, infinite knowledge and wisdom,
infinite freedom and power, infinite truth, righteousness, holi-
ness and goodness, are not only recognized but richly illustrated
in Scripture, which thus puts the seal of its special revelation
upon all the details of the natural idea of God.

II. Gop, THE REDEEMER OF SINNERS

While reiterating the teaching of nature as to the ex-
istence and character of the personal Creator and Lord of all,
the Scriptures lay their stress upon the grace or the undeserved
love of God, as exhibited in His dealings with His sinful and
wrath-deserving creatures. So little, however, is the consum-
mate divine attribute of love advanced, in the Scriptural reve-
lation, at the expense of the other moral attributes of God, that
it is thrown into prominence only upon a background of the
strongest assertion and fullest manifestation of its companion
attributes, especially of the divine righteousness and holiness,
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and is exhibited as acting only along with and in entire har-
mony with them. God is not represented in the Scriptures as
forgiving sin because He really cares very little about sin;
nor yet because He is so exclusively or predominatingly the
God of love, that all other attributes shrink into desuetude
in the presence of His illimitable benevolence. He is rather rep-
resented as moved to deliver sinful man from his guilt and pol-
lution because He pities the creatures of His hand, immeshed
in sin, with an intensity which is born of the vehemence of
His holy abhorrence of sin and His righteous determina-
tion to visit it with intolerable retribution; and by a mode
which brings as complete satisfaction to His infinite justice
and holiness as to His unbounded love itself. The Biblical pres-
entation of the God of grace includes thus the richest develop-
ment of all His moral attributes, and the God of the Bible is
consequently set forth, in the completeness of that idea, as
above everything else the ethical God. And that is as much
as to say that there is ascribed to Him a moral sense so sensi-
tive and true that it estimates with unfailing accuracy the
exact moral character of every person or deed presented for its
contemplation, and responds to it with the precisely appropri-
ate degree of satisfaction or reprobation. The infinitude of His
love is exhibited to us precisely in that while we were yet sin-
ners He loved us, though with all the force of His infinite na-
ture he reacted against our sin with illimitable abhorrence and
indignation. The mystery of grace resides just in the impulse
of a sin-hating God to show mercy to such guilty wretches;
and the supreme revelation of God as the God of holy love is
made in the disclosure of the mode of His procedure in redemp-
tion, by which alone He might remain just while justifying the
ungodly. For in this procedure there was involved the mighty
paradox of the infinitely just Judge Himself becoming the sin-
ner’s substitute before His own law and the infinitely blessed
God receiving in His own person the penalty of sin.
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1I1. Gop, THE FATHER, SoN, AND HoLY GHOST

The elements of the plan of salvation are rooted in the
mysterious nature of the Godhead, in which there coexists a
trinal distinction of persons with absolute unity of essence;
and the revelation of the Trinity was accordingly incidental
to the execution of this plan of salvation, in which the Father
sent the Son to be the propitiation for sin, and the Son, when
He returned to the glory which He had with the Father before
the world was, sent the Spirit to apply His redemption to men.
The disclosure of this fundamental fact of the divine nature,
therefore, lagged until the time had arrived for the actual work-
ing out of the long-promised redemption; and it was accom-
plished first of all in fact rather than in word, by the actual
appearance of God the Son on earth and the subsequent mani-
festations of the Spirit, who was sent forth to act as His rep-
resentative in His absence. At the very beginning of Christ’s
ministry the three persons are dramatically exhibited to our
sight in the act of His baptism. And though there is no single
passage in Scripture in which all the details of this great mys-
tery are gathered up and expounded, there do not lack passages
in which the three persons are brought together in a manner
which exhibits at once their unity and distinctness. The most
prominent of these are perhaps the formula of baptism in the
triune name, put into the mouths of His followers by the resur-
rected Lord (Matt. xxviii. 19), and the apostolic benediction
in which a divine blessing is invoked from each person in turn
(IT Cor. xiii. 14). The essential elements which enter into
and together make up this great revelation of the Triune God
are, however, most commonly separately insisted upon. The
chief of these are the three constitutive facts: (1) that there is
but one God (Deut. vi. 4; Isa. xliv. 6; I Cor. viii. 4; Jas. ii.
19); (2) that the Father is God (Matt. xi. 25; John vi. 27;
viii. 41; Rom. xv. 6; I Cor. viii. 6; Gal. i. 1, 3, 4; Eph. iv. 6;
vi. 23; I Thess. i. 1; Jas. 1. 27; iii. 9; I Pet. i. 2; Jude 1); the
Son is God (John i. 1, 18; xx. 28; Acts xx. 28; Rom. ix. 5;
Heb. i. 8; Col. ii. 9; Phil. ii. 6; IT Pet. i. 1); and the Spirit is
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God (Acts v. 3, 4; I Cor. ii. 10, 11; Eph. ii. 22); and (3) that
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are personally distinct from
one another, distinguished by personal pronouns, able to send
and be sent by one another, to love and honor each the other,
and the like (John xv. 26; xvi. 13, 14; xvii. §, 18, 23; xvi. 14;
xvil. 1). The doctrine of the Trinity is but the synthesis of
these facts, and, adding nothing to them, simply recognizes in
the unity of the Godhead such a Trinity of persons as is in-
volved in the working out of the plan of redemption. In the
prosecution of this work there is implicated a certain relative
subordination in the modes of operation of the several per-
sons, by which it is the Father that sends the Son and the Son
who sends the Spirit; but the three persons are uniformly rep-
resented in Scripture as in their essential nature each alike
God over all, blessed forever (Rom. ix. 5); and we are there-
fore to conceive the subordination as rather economical, that is,
relative to the function of each in the work of redemption, than
essential, that is, involving a difference in nature.
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IN THE REFORMED CONFESSIONS®

WaAT we call the Reformation was fundamentally, when
looked at from a spiritual point of view, a great revival of re-
ligion; when looked at from the theological point of view, a
great revival of Augustinianism.? It was the one just because
it was the other. Revolting from the domination of ecclesiasti-
cal machinery, men found their one haven of rest in the sov-
ereignty of God. The doctrine of Predestination was therefore
the central doctrine of the Reformation.® In the Romish sys-
tem the idea of predestination has no place, and interest in
any opinions that may be held concerning it is in that com-
munion at best but languid. Therefore Perrone, after explain-
ing the difference between the views of the Augustinianizing
Thomists and the semi-Pelagianizing Jesuits, can complacently
add: “Each school has its own reasons for holding to its
opinion: the Church has never wished to compose this con-
troversy: therefore every one may, with safety to the faith,
adhere to whichever opinion he is most disposed to and thinks
best adapted to solve the difficulties of unbelievers and here-
tics.” * The matter was very different with the Reformers. To

1 Reprinted from The Presbyterian and Reformed Review, xii. 1901, pp.
49-128.

2 Of course the term is here used of the Augustinian doctrine of grace,
and not of the ecclesiastical system which finds its roots also in him.

8 Cf. E. F. Karl Miiller, “ Symbolik,” 1896, p. 75. What are called the
formal and material principles of Protestantism belong only to developed
Protestantism. The sole doctrine that from the beginning was common to
all the Reformers, and that really constituted the formative principle of
Protestantism, was that of predestination. It is really this that M&hler, no
less than Schweizer, sces, when he seeks to trace back the contrast between
Romanism and Protestantism to the emphasis on the freedom of the human
will on the one side and on the sole activity of God on the other.

+ “ Tractatus de Deo uno,” § 411, in his “ Pralectiones theologice,” i. 1861,
p. 342. Yet, one remembers Gottschalk and Jansen.
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them the doctrine of predestination was given directly in their
consciousness of dependence as sinners on the free mercy of a
saving God: it therefore was part of the content of their deep-
est religious consciousness. Calvin is historically thoroughly
justified in his remark that “ no one who wishes to be thought
pious will dare to deny simpliciter the predestination by which
God adopts some into the hope of life and adjudicates others
to eternal death.” ® In very fact, all the Reformers were at one
in this doctrine, and on it as a hinge their whole religious
consciousness as well as doctrinal teaching turned. The fact
is so obvious as to compel recognition even in unsympathetic
circles. Thus, for instance, the late Dr. Philip Schaff, though
adjusting his language with perhaps superfluous care so as to
exhibit his doctrinal disharmony with the Reformers, is yet
forced to give explicit recognition to the universal enthusiasm
with which they advocated the strictest doctrine of predestina-
tion. “ All the Reformers of the sixteenth century,” he says,®
“including even the gentle Melanchthon and the compromis-
ing Bucer, under a controlling sense of human depravity and
saving grace, in extreme antagonism to Pelagianism and self-
righteousness, and, as they sincerely believed, in full harmony
not only with the greatest of the fathers, but also with the in-
spired St. Paul, came to the same doctrine of a double predes-
tination which decides the eternal destiny of all men. Nor
is it possible to evade this conclusion,” he justly adds, “on
the two acknowledged premises of Protestant orthodoxy —
namely, the wholesale condemnation of men in Adam, and
the limitation of saving grace to the present world.” *

5 “Institutes,” III. xxi. 5.

6 “ Creeds of Christendom,” i. 1877, p. 451.

7 We should carefully note here the testimony to the necessary implica-
tion of the doctrine of “double predestination” in the evangelical system
(in the doctrines of original sin and of the confinement of redemption to this
life) ; and as well to the religious root of the doctrine—a matter of fact
which Dr, Schaff repeatedly recognizes, as e.g. p. 454. It has become customary
in some quarters, however, to represent it as rather a speculative than a
religious doctrine. Thus Gooszen discriminates Calvinism properly so called

from what he deems the milder teachings of Bullinger and the Heidelberg
Catechism as the intellectualistic-speculative tendency from the soteriological-
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Scarcely was the Reformation established, however, before
the purity of its confession of the predestination of God began
to give way. The first serious blow to it was given by the de-
fection of Melanchthon to a synergistic conception of the
saving act. As a result of the consequent controversies, the
Lutheran Churches were misled into seeking to define pre-
destination as having sole reference to salvation, denying its
obverse of reprobation. “ First of all,”” says the “ Formula of
Concord ” (1576), “it ought to be most accurately observed
that there is a distinction between the foreknowledge and the
predestination or eternal election of God. ... This fore-
knowledge of God extends both to good and evil men; but
nevertheless is not the cause of evil, nor is it the cause of
sin. . . . But the predestination or eternal election of God
extends only to the good and beloved children of God, and

this is the cause of their salvation.” ® The grave inconsequence
of this construction, of course, speedily had its revenge; and
typical Lutheranism rapidly sank to the level of Romish in-
difference to predestination altogether, and of the Romish
explanation of it as ex previsa fide.® Meanwhile the Reformed
continued to witness a better profession; partly, no doubt, be-
cause of the greater depth of religious life induced in them by
the severity of the persecutions they were called upon to un-
dergo; and partly, no doubt, because of the greater height of
religious thinking created in them by the example and im-
pulse of their great leader — at once, as even Renan has been
compelled to testify, the best Christian of his day and the
greatest religious thinker of the modern world. The first
really dangerous assault on what had now become distinctively
the Reformed doctrine of predestination was delayed till the
opening of the seventeenth century. In the meantime, though,

Biblical tendency: and Calvin is treated in many quarters as the reintroducer
of nominalistic speculation into Protestant thought. Nothing could be more
mistaken. “ This,” says Miiller (as cited, p. 481, note 39), pointedly, “is not
the Janguage of nominalism but of faith.”

& Article xi.

¢ This result is reached as early as Hutter (1610), in whose “ Compen~
dium ” it is baldly taught that God has elected men respectu previse fidet.
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no doubt, many individual Reformed thinkers had been more
or less affected by a Lutheran environment, as in the lands of
German speech, or by Romish remainders, as in England, as
well as no doubt by the everywhere present rationalizing spirit
which ever lays its stress on man’s autocracy; yet the Re-
formed Churches had everywhere compacted their faith in
numerous creeds, in which the Reformed consciousness had
expressed itself on the whole with remarkable purity. These
now served as a barrier to the new attacks, and supplied
strongholds in which the Reformed consciousness could in-
trench itself for future influence. The Arminian assault was
therefore successfully met. And although, ever since, the evil
seed then sown has produced a continuous harvest of doubt
and dispute in the Reformed Churches; until to-day —in a
new age of syncretism of perhaps unexampled extension — it
threatens to eat out all that is distinctive in the Reformed
Confessions: nevertheless the Reformed sense of absolute de-
pendence on the God of grace for salvation remains till to-
day the dominant element in the thought of the Reformed
Churches, and its theological expression in the complete doc-
trine of predestinatio duplex retains its place in the hearts as
well as in the creeds of a multitude of Reformed Christians
throughout the world.

The numerous Reformed creeds, representing the convie-
tions of Christian men of very diverse races during a period of
a century and a half (1523-1675), while on the whole falling
behind the works of the great dogmaticians in the ability and
fullness with which they set forth the Reformed system,’® nev-
ertheless form a very remarkable series of documents when
looked at as the consistent embodiment of such a doctrine as
the Reformed doctrine of predestination. For their own sakes,
and for the sake of the great doctrine which they so persistently
maintained in the face of so many disintegrating influences and

10 Cf. Schweizer, “ Die Glaubenslehre der evangelisch-reformirten Kirche,”
§ 15 (i. 1844, p. 84). So of the relation of creeds and theologians in genersal,
Dean Stanley, Confemporary Review, xxiv. 1874, p. 499. The Canons of Dort,
the Westminster Confession, and the Formula Consensus Helvetica form
exceptions in this regard.
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such determined assaults, they are well worth our study. And
this primary impulse to turn to them is powerfully reénforced
in our own day by the circumstance that recent appeals to
them seem to suggest that they have been but little investi-
gated by the men of our generation; so that their message to
us is in danger of being widely misapprehended, and some-
times, it must be confessed, even seriously misrepresented.
There is a certain timeliness, therefore, as well as inherent
propriety in, at this juncture, drawing out from the Reformed
creeds their teaching as to predestination, and noting the essen-
tial harmony in their presentation of this great doctrine. As-
suredly by such a survey the doctrine will be more deeply
rooted in our thinking and love. It is possible that we may
incidentally learn how to esteem the teaching on this great
subject of what may well be spoken of as the consummate
flower of the Reformed symbols — that Westminster Confes-
sion which it has been our happiness as Presbyterians to in-
herit. And along with this, we may perhaps also learn what
estimate to place on the attempts which are now making more
or less to eliminate from that Confession its testimony to this
great central Reformed doctrine. '

It will probably not be deemed impertinent if we prefix to
the extracts taken from the Confessions a brief running account
of the documents and their general attitude to the subject
under discussion, such as may serve as a kind of introduction
to reading intelligently their own words.

I

The Reformed Confessions begin, of course, with the sym-
bolical writings of Zwingli and his Swiss coadjutors, and pass
thence to those produced by Calvin and his pupils, and so on
to the later documents, the work of the Reformed theologians
of the latter part of the sixteenth and of the seventeenth cen-
turies.

Zwingli himself produced four works of this character.
These are the Sixty-seven Articles or Conclusions of Zurich
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(1523), the Ten Bernese Theses (1528), the System of Faith
(“ Fidei ratio ), prepared to be presented at the Diet of Augs-
burg (1530), and the Exposition of the Christian Faith, ad-
dressed to Francis I, and published by Bullinger after Zwingli’s
death (1531). These present the Reformed faith in the first
stage of its affirmation. The former two contain, indeed, only
the simplest and briefest assertion of the primary elements of
Protestant practice in opposition to the most prominent evils
of the Romish Church: the latter two are more elaborate ex-
positions of the Protestant belief, but are essentially of an
apologetic order. No one of these documents treats professedly
of predestination or election, though of course they all rest on
the convictions in these matters that characterized Zwingli’s
thought, and in the two more elaborate documents allusions
to them naturally appear. These are more direct and full in
the “ Fidei ratio,” and occur in it in connection with the treat-
ment of the Fall, Redemption, and especially of the Church —
about which last topic the controversy with Rome of course
especially raged. In the “Expositio fidei christianz” they
occur most pointedly in connection with the treatment of Good
Works. In mass they are not copious, but they constitute a
very clear and a tolerably full outline of the Reformed doctrine
on the subject. God, we are told, has freely made appointment
concerning all things, and that by a decree which is eternal
and independent of all that is outside of Himself: in this de-
cree is included the fall of man along with all else that comes
to pass: and, as well, the election in Christ of some — whom
He will —to eternal life; these constitute His Church, prop-
erly so called, known certainly from all eternity by Him, but
becoming known to themselves as God’s elect only through
the witness of the Spirit in due time in their hearts, and the
testimony of their good works which are the product and not
the foreseen occasion of their election; and by these only are
they differentiated in the external Church from the repro-
bates who with them may be included in its bounds.
Meanwhile the Reformation was spréading to other lo-
calities, and in proportion as the same need was felt for an
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expression of the principles of the new faith which had pro-
duced the Zwinglian articles, similar articles were being else-
where produced. The so-called Tetrapolitan Confession of 1530
owed its origin, indeed, rather to a specific demand — to the
need of a witness to the faith of the four imperial cities to be
presented, like Zwingli’s “ Fidei ratio,” at the Diet of Augs-
burg; and its form and general contents were determined by
the desire of its authors (Bucer, with the aid of Capito and
Hedio) to assimilate the expression of their faith to the
Lutheran Confession presented at that Diet. It contains no
separate section on predestination, nor, indeed, does it any-
where make any clear allusion to it, though the conceptions on
this matter animating the Reformed Churches seem to under-
lie the sections on Justification and Good Works. Very similar
were the circumstances in which the Bohemian Confessions
(1535 and 1575) were framed: and the results are much the
same. The earliest Basle Confession, prepared by Oecolampa-
dius and Myconius (1534), on the other hand, besides asserting
the universal government of God, gives a brief paragraph in
its exposition of the doctrine of God to the subject of predes-
tination: this affirms simply that “ God before He had created
the world had elected all those to whom He would give eternal
salvation ” — a sentence worthy of our note chiefly because
it is the earliest instance in the Reformed Confessions of a
separate paragraph devoted to this great subject.'’ What is
known as the Second Basle, or more properly as the First
Helvetic, Confession, prepared in 1536, under the unionistic
influences of the Strasburg Reformers (Bucer and Capito),
and in anticipation of a General Council—and therefore
under much the same conditions that gave birth to the Tetra-
politan Confession — like that document omits all direct ref-
erence to the subject of predestination. The Confessions of
Poland (1570), and Hungary, prepared under much the same
conditions, exhibit much the same sparingness of speech on

11 A separate paragraph, not article: it appears as a distinct paragraph

under the general caption “ Of God.” The Latin translation in ordinary use
erects it into a separate “ Disputation ” — the Third.
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the subject. Of these only the Hungarian (1557-1558) adverts
to it at all, and that most explicitly only to defend God against
the charge of “respect of persons.” Even so, however, it tells
us that all things are eternally disposed by God; and that
God’s election is eternal, entirely gratuitous, and therefore
freely disposed according only to His own will; and that it
leaves aside vessels of wrath to the endless doom justly due
to their sins.

As the Reformed consciousness took firmer form in the
passage of time, however, this tendency to pass lightly over
" the subject naturally passed more and more away. Something
- of the early apologetical tone in dealing with predestination

doubtless still clings to the Second Helvetic Confession, which
was composed by Bullinger in 1562 for his own private use,
and on its publication in 1566 was rapidly very widely adopted
throughout the Reformed world. Winer ** certainly goes too
far when he affirms that its presentation of predestination is
so remarkable a “softening of the dogma ” that “ this Con-
fession might be placed in the borderland of Predestinarian-
ism.” It is much more accurate to say with Miiller that the
Reformed doctrine is set forth here very clearly in its peculiar-
ity, but with an effort to avoid giving offense: and that it is
dominated not so much by doctrinal obscurity as by an ethical-
practical intent.!* The doctrine is here at length: and it is
carefully and soundly stated: but there is, no doubt, apparent
in its whole treatment a certain defensive attitude which seems
more intent to guard it from attack than to bring out all its
content with clearness and force. God is said to have deter-
mined its end to every creature and to have ordained along
with the end at the same time the means by which it shall be
attained. He is certainly not the author of sin, with which He
is connected only as permitting it for high ends, when He
could have prevented it if He had so chosen, and thus as
utilizing it in the execution of His plans. His providence is

1z “ Comparative View of the Doctrines and Confessions of the Various
Communities of Christendom” (E.T.), 1873, p. 168.
13 Op. cit., p. 407.
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accordingly over all, though nothing finds its evil in His
providence. The predestination of His saints to be saved in
Christ is eternal, particular, on the ground of no foreseen
merit, and assured of its end: and the election of saints to life
implies the desertion of a body of reprobates. Who is elect is
only a posteriori discoverable through men’s relation to Christ;
we are to judge of others in this matter with charity and are
to hope well of all, numbering none rashly among the repro-
bates: of our own election and therefore certain salvation we
may, on the other hand, be assured if we know ourselves to be
in Christ and bear fruitage in a holy life. The whole substance
of the doctrine clearly is here, though the stress is laid continu-
ally on its aspects as seen sub specie temporis rather than
aternitatis.

The case is little different with the Heidelberg Catechism,
which doubtless owes it only to its purpose as a document
meant as practical milk for babes more than theological meat
for mature Christians, that it has very little directly to say
about so high a mystery. It is nevertheless pervaded from
beginning to end with an underlying presupposition of it, and
hints of the doctrine emerge oftener than is always recognized,
and that both in its general and special aspects. These hints
once or twice rise to explicit assertions, and when they do they
leave nothing to be desired in the way of sharpness of concep-
tion. It is naturally under the doctrine of providence that
general predestination is most clearly alluded to: the Eternal
Father is said to uphold and govern the universe “ by His
eternal counsel and providence,” and that effectively for His
ends — “so governing all creatures that . . . all things come
not by chance but by His Fatherly hand” (Ques. 26, 27).
Special predestination, equally naturally, is most directly
adduced in connection with the doctrine of the Church (Ques.
54): we are to believe concerning the Church “that out of
the whole human race, the Son of God, by His Spirit and word,
gathers into the unity of true faith, defends and preserves for
Himself a communion elected to eternal life”: and further,
each of us is to believe that he is ‘“ and shall ever remain a
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living member of the same.” Here the facts of election and
perseverance are explicitly asserted. Elsewhere we are taught
that our comfort in looking for the coming of Christ the Lord
is derived from the fact that He will “ cast all His and our
enemies into eternal damnation, and will take us together with
all the elect to Himself into heavenly joy and glory ” (Ques.
52); and similar comforting allusions to election are found
elsewhere (Ques. 1, 31).

Among later documents something of the circumspection
which was the natural product in the first age of unionistic
efforts on the one hand, and of desire to shield the infant
Churches from powerful enemies on the other, appears again
in a somewhat different form in what are usually called the
Brandenburg Confessions. These are the Confession of Sigis-
mund (1614), the Leipzig Colloquy (1631), and above all the
Declaration of Thorn (1645). These are historically especially
interesting as exhibiting the general firmness with which on
the whole the Reformed held to and asserted the essentials
of their doctrine in the most untoward circumstances. The
Confession of Sigismund (1614) is a purely personal state-
ment of the Elector’s faith, published on his conversion from
the Lutheranism in which he had been bred. He explicitly con-
fesses, under a sense of its great importance — as the basis on
which rest “ not only all the other Articles, but also our salva-
tion ” itself — the eternal and gratuitous election of God — the
eternal ordination of His chosen ones, without respect to wor-
thiness, merit or works in them, to everlasting life and all the
means thereto: as also the corresponding fact of an eternal
preterition of the rest and their preparation for the punish-
ment which is their due. Great stress is laid on the justice
of the judgment of God in reprobation, and there is perhaps
some failure in nice discrimination between what is known
among theologians as ‘“‘negative” and “positive” reproba-
tion: the interest of Sigismund turning rather on vindicating
God from the reproach of taking pleasure in the death of sin-
ners and claiming for Him a universal love for the world. The
statement of the Reformed doctrine at the Leipzig Colloquy
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(1631) was for the avowed purpose of establishing as near an
agreement with Lutheran modes of statement as could be
attained without the surrender of essential truth, and the
forms of statement are naturally deeply colored by this union-
istic purpose. Nevertheless the entire substance of the doctrine
is fairly preserved. A free, eternal election of not all but some
men, particularly designed, on the ground of nothing foreseen
in them, to the sole reception of the efficacious means of grace is
asserted: and along with it, the corresponding eternal reproba-
tion of the rest. Great care is taken to free God from construc-
tive blame for the death of the wicked, and in the language in
which this is done there is perhaps, as in the Confession of
Sigismund, an insufficient discrimination between negative
and positive reprobation.

By far the most interesting of the three Brandenburg state-
ments, however, is the Declaration presented at the Colloquy
of Thorn (1645). Here many of the conditions which accom-
panied the statement of Protestant belief at the Diet of Augs-
burg in 1530 were substantially reproduced. Reformed doc-
trine was above all things to be so set forth as to attach itself
to whatever latent elements of the truth might be discover-
able in Romish thought. The chief points of difference from
the earlier situation are due to the later date and changed
times; at this period the Reformed had not only come to full
consciousness of their faith, but had tasted its preciousness in
times of persecution and strife. It is interesting to observe
the means taken in these circumstances to commend the Re-
formed doctrine to Romish sympathy. Briefly they consisted
in setting it forth as simply “ Augustinianism.” No separate
caption is devoted to predestination or to election. All that is
said on these topics is subsumed quite Augustine-wise under
the caption “De gratia.” This caption is developed in eight
calmly written paragraphs which, beginning with redemption
of the helpless sinner through the sole grace of God in Christ,
carries him through the stages of the ordo salutis — effectual
calling, justification, sanctification, perseverance, final reward
—all of the pure grace of God — to end in the reference of
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all to God’s eternal purpose in election. This is followed by
eighteen further paragraphs in which the whole doctrine of
grace, as before positively developed, is guarded from mis-
apprehension, and defense is offered against calumnies. Only
the two last of these paragraphs concern the doctrine of elec-
tion. The whole is closed with a direct appeal to Augustine and
a challenge to the followers of Thomas Aquinas to recognize
the Reformed doctrine as none other than that taught them
by their master.

The Thoruniensian theologians thus put themselves for-
ward distinctly as “ Augustinians ”’ and asked to be judged as
such. It is nevertheless in substance a very thoroughly devel-
oped Reformed doctrine that they express under this “ Augus-
tinian ” form. In their fundamental statement they refer all
of God’s saving activities to His eternal election as their
source; deny that it itself rests on anything foreseen in its
object, and derive it from mere and undeserved grace alone;
and connect with it the ordination of all the means by which
the predestined salvation is attained: nor do they shrink from
explicitly placing over against it the preterition of the rest.
In the additional paragraphs the sure issue of election in eter-
nal life is renewedly insisted on (11), as well as the origin of
the election in mere grace (17), and the fixedness of the
number of the elect (17). On the other hand, some subtlety
is expended in the closing paragraph on the exposition of
the relation of the eternal decrees of election and repro-
bation to the actual character of men. It is denied that these
decrees are “ absolute ” in the sense that they are “ without
any respect to faith and unbelief, to good and evil works.” It
is denied also, however, that faith and good works are the
cause or reason of election, and doubtless by implication
(though this is not said in so many words) that unbelief and
sin are the cause or reason of the involved preterition. What
is affirmed is that faith and good works are foreseen in the
elect as “ means of salvation foreordained in them by God.”
And that “not only original sin, but also, so far as adults are
concerned, unbelief and contumacious impenitence, are not
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properly speaking foreordained of God, but foreseen and per-
mitted in the reprobates themselves as the cause of desertion
and damnation, and reprobated by the justest of judgments.”
The natural meaning of this language yields a sound Reformed
sense. So far as it concerns the elect, indeed, none other is
capable of being drawn from it. There is an unfortunately
ambiguous use of language, however, with reference to the
reprobates — as, indeed, even in the use made of the technical
term “ decretum absolutum ’’ — that may easily mislead, and
that the reader finds himself fearing was intentionally adopted
to wrap the Reformed doctrine at this point so far in a cloud.
There can be indeed no other meaning attributed to the denial
that unbelief and impenitence in the reprobate are “ properly
foreordained ”’; seeing that in the Reformed conception, fully
shared by these theologians, God has foreordained all that
comes to pass: and while no Reformed theologian would doubt
that their own unbelief and impenitence are the “ meritorious
cause of the desertion and damnation” of the reprobate, yet
the ambiguity of the language that follows — “ and are repro-
bated by the justest of judgments ” — certainly opens the way
to some misconception. The suspicion can scarcely be avoided
that the Thoruniensian theologians purposely used language
here capable of a double sense. While naturally suggesting an
interpretation consonant with sovereign preterition (negative
reprobation), it is liable to be misread as if allowing that nega-~
tive reprobation itself (preterition) found a meritorious cause
in men’s sing, which themselves lay wholly outside the fore-
ordination (decree) of God.

It is worthy of note that in the midst of this gingerly
treatment of the matter of reprobation, these theologians yet
manage to let fall a phrase in passing which betrays their Dec-
laration into an extremity of doctrine at another point to
which no other formally framed Reformed Confession com-
mits itself.'* The Declaration of Thorn in effect is the only

14 The only other exception is, indeed, the “ Consensus Genevensis,” which

is in form a polemic defense by Calvin of his doctrine of predestination against
the assaults of Pighius and Georgius Siculus. In it we read (Niemeyer, “ Col-
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formal Reformed Confession which asserts or implies that
some of those who die in infancy are reprobated. This it does
by the insertion into the clause dealing with this topic of the
words “so far as adults are concerned.” In “reprobation”
(whatever that means with them — whether both “ negative ”
and “ positive”’ reprobation, or only the latter — makes no
difference in the present matter), they say, God acts on the
foresight not only of original sin, “but also, so far as adults
are concerned, of unbelief,” etc. God then “reprobates” not
only adults on account of their sins, original and actual, but
also infants on account of original sin alone. It is exceedingly
interesting to observe a body of over-cautious men thus so in-
tent on avoiding Scylla as to run straight into Charybdis. The
reason, however, is not far to seek. They were primarily intent
on vindicating themselves as “ Augustinians ” in the forum of
the Romish judgment: they wished, that is, to appeal to the
sympathies of the professed followers of Augustine in the
Roman communion: ** while excessively careful, therefore,
with respect to the whole matter of the predestinatio duplex
they felt no reason, as professed children of the durus pater
infantum, to fear with respect to the fate of infants. The cir-
cumstances in which the Declaration was formed, in other
words, is responsible for its weaknesses in both directions.

lectio confessionum in ecclesiis reformatis publicatarum,” 1840, p. 263): “If
neither original sin suffices for Pighius for the condemnation of man, nor
any place is given to the secret judgment of God, what will he do with
regard to infant children who have been taken from this life before they
could perform any such work (of charity), on account of their age? The cir-
cumstance of birth and death was certainly the same for infants who died
at Sodom and at Jerusalem, nor was there any difference in their works;
why will Christ at the last day segregate from some that stand at His right
hand, others at His left? Who does not adore here the wonderful judgment
of God, which has brought it about that some should be born at Jerusalem
whence they might soon pass to a better life, while it separated others to be
born at Sodom the gate of hell? ” (Cf. p. 287.)

18 The Augustinianism of Augustine is of course a different matter from
that of the Romish “ Augustinians.” The predestinatio duplex and the dis-
tinction between the two wills in God are both explicitly taught by Augustine.
If it had been to Augustine himself that the Thoruniensian divines were
appealing, their finesse here would have been unnecessary.
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Another instance of the ambiguous use of language in the
interests of their desire to come forward as simply followers of
Augustine is afforded by their treatment of “ perseverance ”
(11): in this they oddly interchange the terms ‘ justified,”
“regenerate,” “elect.” It can scarcely be thought that they
really meant to teach that the justified may “ fall from grace,”
or that the “regenerate” are different from “the elect” —
their concatenation of the *golden chain” of salvation in
their fundamental statement of faith forbids that: but it is
obvious that their language here is open to that misinterpre-
tation, and we fear it must be judged that it was intended to
be so in deference to current ‘“ Augustinian’ modes of ex-
pression in this matter. The similar obscuration of the distinc-
tion between the voluntas beneplaciti and voluntas signi (6)
has its cause in the same effort. The Declaration of Thorn, in
a word, while it approves itself as a soundly Reformed docu-
ment, has been drawn up with an occasional over-subtle use
of language which seems intended to obscure the truth that
its authors nevertheless flattered themselves was expressed:
and which is therefore liable to obscure it — to other readers
than those whose eyes it was first intended to blind.

The Confessions which we have thus passed in review in-
clude, it will doubtless have been observed, especially German
ones. Their peculiarities, however, have no national root:
they are due rather to the fact, on the one hand, that this
group of Confessions embraces the earliest, tentative efforts
at creed-making in the Reformed Churches, and, on the other,
that the circumstances in which the German Reformed
Churches were placed made them the especial prey of union-
istic efforts and apologetical temptations. It is scarcely fair
to expect of documents framed, as the most of the documents
of this class were, expressly to commend themselves to those
of other faiths, quite the same sharpness of outline that might
well be looked for elsewhere. Taken as a whole and judged
from the point of view of the circumstances of their origin,
this is an excellent body of Reformed documents, surprisingly
true to the faith of the Reformed Churches: it is, after all,
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rather in language than in substance that they create difficul-
ties. Meanwhile, however, there were other Reformed Con-
fessions being framed under other stars, and in them the
Reformed conceptions came, speaking generally of them as a
class, to purer because less embarrassed expression. This series
begins with the Confessional writings of John Calvin, It is
not to be inferred, however, either that Calvin’s teaching exer-
cised no influence on the matter or phrasing of the Confessions
already adduced, or that it introduced into the Reformed
Churches any new attitude toward the doctrine of predestina-
tion. On the contrary, the commanding influence of Calvin
penetrated to every corner of the Reformed Churches, and is
traceable in all the creedal statements framed subsequently
to his appearance at Geneva. And, on the other hand, in his
doctrine of predestination he proclaimed nothing not common
to all the Reformed leaders. So far from advancing in it be-
yond the teaching of Zwingli, Zwingli’s modes of expression on
this high mystery seemed rather to Calvin extreme and para-
doxical, if not even lacking in discretion.’® So closely do his
modes of expression regarding it resemble those of Bucer that
the latest student of his doctrine of predestination ** is inclined
to believe that he derived it from Bucer. Even Bullinger,
through whatever pathway of doubt and hesitation, came
ultimately to full agreement with him.*® Indeed, his doctrine of
predestination was so little a peculium of Calvin’s that it was
originally, as we have seen, not even a specialty of the Re-
formed, but rather constituted the very hinge of the Reforma-
tion: and it was Luther and Melanchthon and Bucer and Peter

18 “ Zwingli’s little book [“On Providence 1 . .. is so full of hard para-
doxes that it is as far as possible removed from that moderation which I have
employed.” — Calvin to Bullinger, in “ Opera Calvini,” ed. Baum, Cunits,
and Reuss, xiv. 1875, col. 253.

17 Scheibe, “ Calvins Pridestinationslehre,” 1897.

18 See Herzog-Hauck, “ Realencyklopéidie fiir protestantische Theologie
und Kirche,” ed. 3, iii. 1897, pp. 545-546, where the development, or perhaps
we would better say, the librations of Bullinger’s doctrine are briefly sketched.
Even in the “ Decades,” however, Bullinger clearly defines predestination as
duplez, or, as it is8 more accurately phrased, gemina (Parker Society edition,
iv. 1851, pp. 185-186 (serm. iv.); cf. pp. 33-34 (serm. i.).
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Martyr who first put it forward as the determining element in
the Reformation platform. What is due to Calvin is, at most,
only the final establishment of the clear, cogent, and consistent
expression of it in the Reformed creeds. His systematic genius
perceived from the first its central importance to the system
of truth on which the Reformation was based; and he grasped
it with such full and clear apprehension, that in his own writ-
ings and wherever his influence dominated it was no longer
easily possible to falter either in its apprehension or its state-
ment, and efforts to speak softly regarding it or to pare it down
to fit the desires of men measurably ceased. It is on this ac-
count only that in the Confessions that derive most directly
from Calvin we see the whole Reformed doctrine of predes-
tination come most fully and consistently to its rights.

Calvin was himself the author of a considerable number
of documents of symbolical character: and although the place
given in them to the doctrine of predestination varies widely
according to the circumstances of each case, the doctrine em-
bodied in those which give. it any full expression appears in a
singularly pure form. Even the first edition of the “ Institutes,”
published in 1536, might fairly be so far counted among the
symbolical books as its publication was determined by apolo-
getic need, and its primary purpose was to testify to the world
what the faith of the French Protestants really was. In it no
separate treatment was accorded to predestination and what
is said on this topic emerges only incidentally, very much
as in Zwingli’s “ System of Faith,” and as in that document
also most fully in connection with the doctrine of the Church.
But this incidental treatment is full enough to show that there
was already present to Calvin’s mind all the substance of the
doctrine as elsewhere developed by him. His first formal ex-
position of it, under its own separate caption, occurs, however,
not in the “ Institutes,” but in the earliest of his formal sym-
bolical writings, the “ Instruction and Confession of Faith in
Use in the Church of Geneva,” published in April, 1537. In
this document the whole of Calvin’s doctrine of predestination
is set forth in clear if succinct outline. The starting-point is
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taken in the observed actual separation of mankind into the
two classes of the saved and lost. This distinction is carried
back at once to the secret eternal counsel of God, in which some
are predestinated to be His children and heirs of the heavenly
kingdom, while others are left to the just punishment of their
sins. The reason why God has so discriminated between men is
declared to be inscrutable by mortals, and men are dissuaded
from prying into it: it is enough for us, we are told, to know
that His action here, too, is holy and just, and therefore re-
dounds to His praise. For the rest, it is for us to seek the
certitude of our faith in the contemplation, not of election
but of Christ, whom having we have all. On quite similar
lines runs the much more meager teaching of the “ Genevan
Catechism ” of 1545, in which there occur no separate ques-
tions and answers consecrated specifically to predestination,
but only incidental allusions to the subject in the answers
given under the topics of Providence and the Church. God, it
is taught, is the Lord and governor of all things, “to whose
empire all things are subject and whose nod they obey” —
even the devil and godless men, all of whom are the ministers
of His will, and are compelled even against their plans “to
execute what has seemed good to Him.” The Chureh, it is
taught, is “ the body and society of believers whom the Lord
has predestinated to eternal life,” all of whom, therefore,
because elected of God, He justifies and sanctifies and will
glorify. In similar fashion even the “ Consensus Tigurinus”
of 1549, which concerns itself formally with nothing but the
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, alludes, nevertheless, to elec-
tion — teaching that it is only to the elect that the sacraments
actually convey grace — “for,” it continues, “just as God
enlightens unto faith no others than those whom He has fore-
ordained to life, so by the hidden power of His Spirit He brings
it about that the elect receive what is offered in the sac-
raments.”

It is however, of course, chiefly in the * Genevan Consen-
sus,” called out in 1552 by the attacks on the doctrine of pre-
destination made by Bolsec, that we find the fullest statement
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of Calvin’s doctrine of predestination which has a claim to
symbolical authority. This document is not in form a Confes-
sion, but is rather a polemical treatise written in Calvin’s own
name and given symbolical significance only by its publication
in the name of the pastors of Geneva as a fair exposition of
the Genevan doctine. It is wholly devoted to the defense of
Calvin’s teaching on predestination, and bears the significant
title: “Of the eternal predestination of God by which out
of men He has elected some to salvation and left others to
their destruction,” — in which, as we perceive, the predes-
tinatio gemina i8 made the very core of the doctrine. One needs

to read but a little way into the treatise to perceive how

strongly and indeed even passionately Calvin insisted upon

this point. The reason for this is that he looked upon election

not merely as the warrant for assurance of faith, but especially

as the support and stay of the alone-efficiency of God in sal-

vation: and that he perceived, with the clearness of vision

eminently characteristic of his genius, that for the protection

of monergistic salvation and the exclusion of the evil leaven

of synergism, the assertion of the predestinatio gemina is abso-

lutely essential. In this we see accordingly the real key to the

ingistence on “sovereign reprobation ” in the Calvinian for-

mularies: the conviction had become a part of the very

substance of Calvin’s thought that “ election itself unless op-

posed to reprobation will not stand ”” — that “ the discriminat-
ing grace of God ” was virtually set aside as the alone cause
of salvation if it were not confessed that the segregation of
some to receive the just award of their sins is as truly grounded
in His holy will as salvation itself in His will of grace. The
extended discussion and even the polemic form of this treatise
enabled Calvin powerfully to commend his doctrine to every
reader, and to fortify it by full expositions of Scripture: and
doubtless it is to the influence of the “ Consensus of Geneva”
that much of the consistency with which the locus on predesti-
nation was treated in subsequent Calvinistic formularies is
traceable.”® The very qualities which gave it its great influence,
19 Cf, an interesting instance of its influence in that direction in the
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however, render it difficult to extract it briefly, and we may
account ourselves fortunate that we have, through a discovery
by the Brunswick editors of a brief series of “ articles on pre-
destination” in Calvin’s hand, a succinct statement from
himself of his whole doctrine, to which, though we have no evi-
dence that they were ever given symbolical authority, we may
fairly go as to a summary of his teaching. In these he affirms
that God did not create man without having previously de-
termined upon his destiny ; that therefore the fall was included
in God’s eternal decree; and with it, the discrimination be-
tween the elect and reprobate portions of fallen mankind;
which discrimination has no other cause than God’s mere will:
and therefore the choice of the elect cannot rest on foreseen
faith, which is rather the gift of God in the execution of His
decree of salvation, granted therefore to the elect and with-
held from the reprobate: as is also the gift of Christ. Rising
next to the general decree, he affirms that the will of God is
the first and supreme cause of all things, and yet God is not
in any sense the author of sin, which is offensive to Him and
will receive His punishment, though He certainly makes use
of all sinners too in executing His holy purposes.

There is also a series of Confessions from Calvin’s hand in
which a somewhat less prominent place and thorough state-
ment are given to predestination, though certainly there is no
faltering in the conception of it which is suggested when it is
alluded to. Among these would be numbered the earliest Con-
fession of the Genevan Church (1536), if we could attribute
it in whole or in part to Calvin: it is ordinarily, however,
and apparently justly, assigned to Farel. In it there is no
separate treatment accorded to predestination, but the keynote
of Calvin’s theology is firmly struck in the attribution of all
good in man to the grace of God —in the acknowledgment
and confession that “all our blessings are received from the
mercy of God alone, without any consideration of worthiness

letter of Bartholomew Traheron to Bullinger, * Zurich Letters,” First Series,
i. p. 325, cf. 327 (cf. Schaff, “ Creeds of Christendom,” i. 1877, pp. 630, 631).
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in us or merit of our works — for to them is due no return
except eternal confusion.” There is here presented in a single
clause the entire premise on which rests Calvin’s predestinatio
gemina. A Confession put by Calvin into the mouths of the
students of Geneva, dating from 1559, may, however, be
properly taken as a typical instance of this class. It is naturally
reminiscent of the Genevan Catechism of 1545. Stress is laid
in it on the divine government of the invisible spirits — whose
differing fates are traced back to the divine appointment, and
whose entire conduct is kept under the divine control, for the
working out of His ends. In regard to special predestination
emphasis is thrown on the divine origin of faith, which is
confessed to be ‘““a special gift, which is not communicated
save to the elect, who have been predestinated before the crea-
tion of the world to the inheritance of salvation without any
respect to their worthiness or virtue.” To the same class be-
long also the three Confessions which Calvin prepared for the
French Churches. The earliest and shortest of these is that
which he seems to have drawn up in 1557 for the Church at
Paris in vindication of itself against the calumnies that had
been brought against it. In this there is only a brief confession
that it is “ of the mercy of God alone that the elect are de-
livered from the common perdition,” and that the faith by
which alone we are saved is itself a free and special gift
granted by God to those to whom it seems good to Him to give
it, and conveyed to them by the secret grace of the Holy Spirit.
The Confession which he wrote to be presented in the name of
the French Churches to Maximilian and the German Diet of
1562 is only a little more explicit. In this man’s entire de-
pendence on the undeserved mercy of God for salvation —
offering no plea to God except his misery —is adverted to,
and it is then affirmed that therefore the goodness of God
displayed to us proceeds solely from His eternal election of us
according to His sovereign good pleasure: comfort is found in
this display of the divine goodness, but the fanaticism is
repelled that we may rest on our election in such sort that
we may neglect the means.
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The third of the French Confessions drafted by Calvin
after enlargement at the Synod of Paris, 1559, became the
national Confession of the French Reformed Churches, and
is therefore of far more significance than its predecessors. It
is also somewhat fuller than they are, though following much
the same line of thought. It confesses with all Calvin’s clear-
ness the universal Lordship of God and His admirable mode
of serving Himself with devils and evil men, without the least
participation in their evil: it draws the Christian man’s com-
fort from the assurance of the sure protection of God over His
people: it describes election as the eternal, immutable decree
of God, proceeding on no foresight of works, by which He has
determined to withdraw His chosen ones from the universal
corruption and condemnation in which all men are plunged —
“leaving,” it is significantly added, “the rest in this same
corruption and condemnation, to manifest in them His justice,
a8 in the former He makes the riches of His mercy to shine
forth.” Of quite similar character to the Gallican Confession
is the Belgic Confession (1561), the composition of the martyr
hand of Guido de Brés, but in the section (16) on election some-
what revised by Francis Junius. In its statement of general
predestination, indeed (13), even the language recalls that of
the French Confession, whose statement it may be said only to
repeat in an enriched form. The article on election, on the
other hand, is somewhat less full than that in the Gallican
Confession, but teaches the same type of doctrine: it is essen-
tially an assertion of the predestinatio bipartita as a manifes-
tation at once of the divine mercy and justice.

Meanwhile across the Channel also the same influences
were working. In England from 1536, when the Ten Articles
— essentially Romish in contents — were published, the Re-
forming party were slowly working their way to a better faith,
until, having at length found themselves, they published the
Forty-two Edwardian Articles in 1553; of these the Eliza-
bethan Thirty-nine Articles (1563-1571) are merely a slight
revision, and in the article on Predestination a simple repeti-
tion. These “ Articles of the Church of England” were pre-
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pared by a commission under the headship of Cranmer, to
whom the chief share in their authorship seems to belong: but
in the seventeenth Article, on Predestination, the influence of
Peter Martyr seems distinctly traceable, and, whoever may
have drawn it up, it may fairly be attributed in its substance
ultimately to him. It confines itself to a statement of the
gracious side of predestination — ‘‘ predestination to life ” —
and it consists of two parts, in the former of which “ predes-
tination to life ” is defined, and in the latter of which the use
of the doctrine is expounded. The definition of  predestina-
tion to life ” is made to rest on an “election ” here assumed
a8 having antecedently taken place; and to include God’s
eternal and “ constant ”’ (that is, unchangeable) counsel, secret
to us, negatively to deliver His elect from curse and damna-
tion, and positively to bring them by Christ to everlasting
salvation, The stress is therefore laid precisely on the doctrine
of “perseverance,” and the surety of the whole ordo salutis
for those so predestinated is adduced in detail in support of its
general assertion. The definition is remarkable not so much
for what it asserts as for what it omits, and in what it omits
not so much for what it rejects as for what, though omitting,
it presupposes. The exposition of the proper use of the doc-
trine includes a description of its effect in establishing and
confirming the faith of those who use it in a godly manner,
and a warning against its abuse by the carnal and merely
curious; the whole closing with an exhortation quite in Cal-
vin's manner to make the revealed rather than the secret will
of God our guide to life. The whole is not only soundly Re-
formed but distinetly Calvinian in substance: but its peculiar
method of dealing with the more fundamental aspects of the
doctrine by way of allusion, as to things fully understood and
presupposed, lays it especially open to misunderstandings and
wrestings, and we cannot feel surprise that throughout its
whole history it has been subjected to these above most other
creedal statements.
In the sister Church of Scotland, in the meantime, a Con-
fession was hastily put together by Knox and his coadjutors
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and adopted by Parliament in 1560, which became the legal
Confession of the Reformed Church of Scotland when that
Church was established in 1567. This Confession contains an
Article headed “ Of Election” (8), but its doctrine of pre-
destination must be gathered not merely from the somewhat
meager statements of that Article, but also from other allu-
sions under the captions especially of Providence and the
Church. It asserts the universal rule of God’s providence,
directing all things “to sik end, as his Eternall Wisdome,
Gudnes, and Justice hes appoynted them, to the manifesta-
tioun of his awin glorie.” It traces all our salvation to “ the
eternall and immutable decree of God.” It declares that it is
of the mere grace of God that we have been elected in Christ
Jesus, before the foundations of the world were laid: and that
our faith in Him is wrought solely by the Holy Ghost, who
works in the hearts of the elect of God, and to whom is to be
attributed not only faith, but all our good works. The in-
visible or true Church consists, it affirms, only of God’s elect,
but embraces the elect of all ages: while in the visible Church
“ the Reprobate may be joyned in the society of the Elect,
and may externally use with them the benefites of the worde
and Sacraments.” The whole Reformed doctrine of predes-
tination may indeed be drawn from this Confession: but, it
must be allowed, it is not set forth in all its elements in ex-
plicit statements. In this respect the earlier creed of the
English Church of Geneva (1558), which is thought also to
have come from the hands of Knox, is more precise: and in-
deed this creed differs from all other Reformed creeds in the
circumstance — unimportant but interesting — that in setting
forth the double predestination it speaks of the foreordination
to death first: “ God, of the lost race of Adam, hath ordained
some as vessels of wrath to damnation; and hath chosen
others as vessels of His mercy to be saved.” By the side of
the Scotch Confession it is not unfair to place also as a wit-
ness to the Confessional doctrine of Reformed Scotland so
widely used a Catechism as that of John Craig, which was
endorsed by the General Assembly of 1590, and for a half-
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century or more was the spiritual food on which the youth
of Scotland was fed. In this admirable document the Cal-
vinian doctrine of predestination is set forth with a complete-
ness and crispness of expression that leaves nothing to be
desired.

The subsequent history of the Confessional statement of
predestination in England supplies a very interesting demon-
stration of the necessity of embodying in it, after Calvin’s
manner, the clear assertion of the predestinatio bipartita,
if the very essence of the doctrine is to be preserved. As long
as a thorough Calvinism was dominant in the Church of
England the inadequacy of the statement of predestination
in the Thirty-nine Articles was, if not unremarked, at least
the source of no danger to sound doctrine. Men in sympathy
with the doctrine set forth readily read in the statement all its
presuppositions and all its implications alike. Nobody of this
class would question, for example, that in the mention in the
last clause of “that will of God which we have expressly de-
clared to us in the Word of God,” that other will of God,
hidden from us but ordering all things, was assumed — espe-
cially as, earlier in the statement, *“ His counsel, secret to us,”
is mentioned, Nobody would doubt that in “ the predestina-
tion to life of those whom God hath chosen in Christ ” specific
individuals, the especial objects of God’s electing grace, were
expressly intended. Nobody would doubt that in the asser-
tion of their choice “ out of mankind,” and predestination to
deliverance from curse and damnation, it was peremptorily
implied that there was a remainder of mankind left behind
and hence predestinated unto the curse and damnation from
which these were delivered. Nobody would doubt that in the
assertion that these were by God’s constant decree predesti-
nated to be brought by Christ to everlasting salvation, the
certitude of their actual salvation was asserted. But as soon as
men in influential positions began to fall away from this Cal-
vinistic faith, it was speedily discovered that something more
than presupposition however clear, or implication however
necessary, was needed in a Confessional statement which
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should serve as a barrier against serious error and a safeguard
to essential truth.

The evil came, in the Church of England, naturally on the
heels of a renewed assertion of sacerdotalism and sacramental
grace: and it entrenched itself primarily under a plea of “ Au-
gustinianism,” in distinction from ‘ Calvinism.” The high
doctrine of Augustine as to the grace of the sacrament of
baptism was appealed to, and his distinction between the re-
generate and the elect revived; the inference was drawn that
participation in grace is no warrant of final salvation, and
election to grace no proof of predestination to glory; and this
wedge was gradually driven in until the whole Reformed
system was split up. Appeal was vainly made to the declara-
tions of the Articles — they proved too indefinite to serve the
purpose. After a sharp conflict it became very evident that
what was needed was a new Confessional statement in which
the essential elements of the doctrine should be given explicit
assertion. It was this that was attempted in what is known
as “ The Lambeth Articles,” prepared by William Whittaker,
and set forth with the approval of the archbishops and certain
other ecclesiastics, in the hope of leading the thought of the
Church back to better channels. It was, however, now too late.
The evil leaven had eaten too deeply to be now suddenly
checked. It was easy to cry out that the very attempt to
frame new Articles was a demonstration that the Calvinists
were introducing new doctrine. The authority of the new
Articles was, moreover, not complete. They were virulently
assaulted. And in the failure to establish them as a Church
formulary the cause of consistent Calvinism was for the time
lost in the Church of England. Meanwhile better things were
to be hoped of Ireland, and when, under the leading of Usher,
a series of Articles were framed for that Church the lesson
taught by the course of events in the sister Church of England
was taken to heart and the chapter “ Of God’s Eternal Decree
and Predestination ” was strengthened by the incorporation
into it, along with the essence of the English Articles, also the
new matter of the Lambeth Articles. The curb thus laid upon
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the inroads of error in Ireland, however, it became one of the
chief objects of the English party to destroy; and this ulti-
mately they were enabled to do and the Articles of the Church
of England were quietly substituted for those of the Church
of Ireland in that land also. Thus the Calvinism of the Irish
Church also was fatally wounded.

The whole object and intent of the Lambeth Articles
(1595) was to conserve the threatened Calvinism of the Church
of England: they do not constitute a complete creed, nor even
a complete statement of the doctrine of predestination and its
necessary implications. They were intended merely so to sup-
plement the statement of the Thirty-nine Articles as to guard
the Reformed doctrine from undermining and destruction.
They confine themselves, therefore, to asserting clearly and
without unnecessary elaboration the predestinatio gemina,
the independence of the divine decree of election on foreseen
merit in man, the definite number of the elect; the assured
final condemnation of the reprobate; the perseverance of the
saints; the assurance of faith; the particularity of grace;
the necessity of grace to salvation; and the impotency of the
natural will to salvation. Not all of these paragraphs are in-
corporated into that one of the Irish Articles (1615) headed
“Of God’s Eternal Decree and Predestination,” but only such
as naturally fall under that caption, while the others are
utilized in other portions of the document. This particular
Article is disposed in seven paragraphs. In the first a clear
assertion is made of God’s general decree, with a careful guard-
ing of it against current calumnies: this is original with this
document. The second paragraph sets forth in language derived
from the Lambeth Articles the special decree of predestina-
tion — the predestinatio bipartita. The third paragraph de-
fines “ predestination to life ” in language derived from the
Articles of the Church of England. The fourth explains
the cause of predestination to life as, negatively, nothing
in man, and, positively, the good pleasure of God alone:
it is taken from the Lambeth Articles. The fifth expounds the
relation of predestination to the means of grace, and is taken
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from the Articles of the Church of England, with the addition
of a clause from the Lambeth Articles covering the fate of the
reprobate. The last two paragraphs are taken with modifica-
tions from the Articles of the Church of England and set forth
the use of doctrine. The whole constitutes the high-water
mark of the Confessional expression of this high mystery up
to this time attained in the Reformed Churches. Nothing
before it had been so prudently and so thoroughly compacted.
It was rightly taken by the Westminster divines as the point
of departure for the formation of their own chapter on this
locus, and to its admirable guidance is largely due the great-
ness of the success of the Westminster men in dealing with
this mystery in such combined faithfulness and prudence.

It was not, however, only in Britain that the Reformed
were called upon to defend the treasures of truth that had
been committed to them, from the inroads of that perpetual
foe of the grace of God which is entrenched in the self-suffi-
ciency of the natural heart. The rise of the Arminian party in
Holland was the most serious direct assault as yet suffered by
the Reformed theology. It was met by the Dutch Calvinists
with a successful application of the expedient, an unsuccessful
attempt to apply which in somewhat similar circumstances in
England gave birth to the Lambeth Articles — by the publica-
tion, to wit, of Articles supplementary to the accepted Con-
fession of the Church, which should more specifically guard the
controverted points. The product of this counter-movement in
the Dutch Churches is the Canons of Dort, published authori-
tatively in 1619 as the finding of the National Synod with the
aid of a large body of foreign assessors, representative prac-
tically of the whole Reformed world. The Canons of Dort not
only, therefore, were set forth with legal authority in the
Netherlands, but possessed the moral authority of the decrees
of practically an Ecumenical Council throughout the whole
body of Reformed Churches. Their form is largely determined
by the Remonstrance to which they are formally a reply: it
is therefore, for example, that they are divided into five heads;
and the whole distribution of the matter, as well as the especial
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points on which they touch, is due to the occasion of their
origin. But for the points of doctrine with which they deal
they provide a singularly well-considered, prudent, and re-
strained Reformed formulary. The first head of doctrine deals
directly with predestination, the rest with the connected points
of particular redemption, inability, irresistible grace, and per-
severance. The matter under each head is disposed in two
parts, in the former of which the doctrine concerned is posi-
tively set forth, while in the latter the corresponding errors
that had been vexing the Churches are named and refuted.
The head on Predestination contains eighteen paragraphs
in its positive portion, followed by nine more in the negative
part. The starting-point is taken from a broad statement of
the doctrine of original sin and man’s universal guilt (§1).
Then the provisions for man’s salvation are adduced — the
gift of Christ, the proclamation of the gospel, the gift of faith
(§§ 2-6) — and it is pointed out that the gospel has actually
been sent not to all men, but only to those “ whom God will
and at what time He pleaseth ” (§ 3), and that faith is not in
the power of all, but is again the gift of God to whom He
pleases. Thus the obvious distinction existing among men is
traced back to the divine will, and ascribed to “ that decree
of election and reprobation revealed in the word of God ”’(§ 6).
The way being thus prepared, election is next defined (§7)
and the details of the doctrine developed (§§7-14); after
which reprobation is defined and guarded (§§15-16); and
the whole concludes with a section on the destiny of children
dying in infancy (§ 17), and another on the proper attitude
of mind in the face of these holy mysteries (§ 18). The defini-
tion of election emphasizes its eternity, immutability, and
absolute freedom. Its object is said to be fallen men, and its
end redemption, with all the means of grace adjoined. The
unity of the decree of election and of the means of salvation
is asserted (§8). Its relation to all good motives in the crea-
ture is carefully explained as not that of effect but of cause
(8§ 9, 10). Its particularity and unchangeableness are em-
phasized (§ 11). Finally, the use of the doctrine, in the attain-
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ment of assurance, as an incitement to good works, and for the
comforting of the people of God, is adverted to (§§ 12-14).
The decree of reprobation is then brought in as “ peculiarly
tending to illustrate and recommend to us the eternal and
unmerited grace of election” and carefully defined (§15);
and men are warned against misusing it so as to beget within
themselves an ill-founded despair (§ 16). Little of importance
is added to this positive statement in the sections on “the
rejection of errors.” These take up, one by one, the subtle
Remonstrant statements and lay them by the adduction of
appropriate Scriptures; they result only in strengthening and
sharpening the positive propositions already asserted — par-
ticularly those that concern the immutability of God’s electing
counsel; its entire independence of foreseen faith or disposi-
tions or works as causes or occasions; and its complete sover-
eignty in all its relations. The whole constitutes the fullest
and one of the most prudent and satisfactory expositions of
the Reformed doctrine of predestination ever given wide sym-
bolical authority.

The Canons of Dort were adopted by the French Synods of
1620 and 1623; but soon afterward the French Churches were
disturbed by the unsettling teachings of the school of Saumur.
These teachings did not, indeed, trench upon the doctrine of
predestination in its essence. Amyraut, to whom it fell among
the innovating divines to deal with this matter, leaves nothing
to be desired in his express loyalty to the definitions that had
been the guides and guards of Reformed theology from the
beginning: he copiously defended the whole Reformed doc-
trine as expressed by Calvin. The following is the way his
position is set down in the “ Declaration of the Faith of Moses
Amyraut with reference to the Errors of the Arminians”: 2°

In the second article, what the Arminians defend is that God,
having decreed from all eternity to offer one and the same grace to
all men, that they might in the powers of free will either receive or
repudiate it; and having foreseen who would accept it and who

20 Sagumurii, 1646, pp. 6, 7.
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would reject it; out of that foresight elected those whom He foresaw
would make a good use of that grace and reprobated the rest. Thus,
in their view, election is grounded in foresight of faith.

The orthodox, on the other hand, hold, that although God decreed
that all men indifferently should be invited to faith, He nevertheless
in His eternal counsel separates a given (certum) number of men
from the rest, to be granted a singular grace, by means of which
they may obey that invitation, and thus be led to salvation; while
all the rest, they hold, are passed by by Him in the dispensation of
that grace (ceteros omnes ab eo in dispensatione illius gratie preter-
missos esse). They add further that the reason why God has so acted
is to be traced solely to His most free good pleasure, and that there
was no reason or cause of any kind whatsoever in those whom He
elected why they should be elected; and there existed in those whom
He reprobated no cause why they should be reprobated which did
not equally exist in the others. So that election and reprobation are
equally absolute and neither rests on the prevision of anything
(nec wlla rei cutusquam preevisione nitatur).

Amyraut embraces the same doctrine with the rest of the ortho-
dox and has both explained and confirmed it with unrefuted reasons,
drawn especially from the ninth chapter of Romans, in the thirteenth
chapter of his “ Defense of Calvin.”

The point where the new French teachings affected the
Reformed doctrine of predestination, therefore, was not in its
substance, but in its relations — and more especially its re-
lation in the ordo decretorum to the decree of the gift of
Christ. Amyraut, desiring to teach a universal atonement,
wished to place the decree of election in the order of thought
subsequent instead of prior to the decree to give Christ to
make satisfaction for sin, which satisfaction should therefore
be conditional — to wit, on the faith which is the free gift of
God to His elect. It was to meet this point of view, among
other novelties broached by the Salmurian school, that at the
beginning of the last quarter of the seventeenth century the
“Helvetic Formula of Consent” was drawn up by Heidegger
with the assistance of Turretin and Gernler (1675). Its prime
object in the “ Canons ”’ that concern predestination, therefore,
i8 to defend the Calvinistic order of decrees: this is set forth
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there with careful precision and emphasis, and the universal-
ism of Amyraut’s construction of the gift of Christ explicitly
opposed and refuted. But in stating and arguing its case, the
whole doctrine of election is very carefully restated, including
the details of its eternity, its absoluteness, its independence
on foresight of aught in man moving thereunto, its particular-
ity and unchangeableness, and its implication of a reprobate
mass left outside the reach of saving grace by the mere fact of
election. The statement may well be looked upon as a typical
statement of the Calvinistic position, embodying all the points
which, in the course of a century and a half of creed-making,
it had been found necessary to emphasize in order to bring
out the doctrine in its full outline and to protect it from in-
sidious undermining.

It is in the midst or, more precisely, near the end of this
series of creedal expressions of the Reformed doctrine of pre-
destination that the Westminster Confession takes its place.
Subsequent in date to all of them, with the single exception
of the Swiss Form of Consent, it gathers up into itself the ex-
cellences of all. More particularly it is founded upon the
Irish Articles of 1615, which in turn were compounded of the
English Articles and the Lambeth Articles; and through them
it goes back respectively to the thought especially of Peter
Martyr and of John Calvin. There is nothing in it which is
not to be found expressly set forth in the writings of these two
great teachers: and it gives their teachings form under the
guidance of the best Confessional statements precedent to its
own origin. It quite deserves the high praises it has received
from the hand of one of the greatest and most deservedly
honored of the fathers of the modern Presbyterian Church,
who speaks of it with reiterated emphasis not only as “the
best and fullest expression” of the Reformed system, but as
“the ablest and ripest product of that Great Reformation,
which was so fruitful in symbolic literature.” *

21 Henry Boynton Smith, in “ Faith and Philosophy,” 1877, pp. 103, 147,
283. The passages in which those expressions occur are worth reading as
models of the justly fervent praise which the Westminster Standards evoke
from competent readers.
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II

After this introductory survey of their genera] character, we
aré now prepared to set out the text of the Confessional state.-
ments of the doctrine of predestination in the Reformed
Churches. We shall extract the sections specifically devoted to
the subject at large, but only so much of other matter ag seems
needful for understanding the nature of the Confessional rec-
ognition that is really given the doctrine. The Confessions are,
in general, arranged in the order in which they have been men-
tioned in the Preceding description of them,

ZwiNeLr's Fioer Ratio (1530) 22

Secondly. I know that that Supreme Divinity who is my God hag
freely made appointment concerning all things, so that His counse]
does not depend on the occasioning of any creature,* since it, ig pe-
culiar to marred human wisdom to determine on precedent discys-
sion or example. But God, who from eternity to eternity contemplateg
all that is with a single and simple regard, has no need of any
ratiocination, or expectation of acts, but, equally wise, prudent, and
good, freely determines and disposes concerning gl things——seeing
that all that is is His. Hence, though He knowingly and purposely
in the beginning made the man who should fall, He yet equally deter-
mined to clothe His own Son in human nature, that He might repair
the fall. . . .

Thirdly. . . . The election of God, however, stands and remaing
firm, since those whom He elected before the constitution of the
world He s0 elected as to choose to Himself through His Son; for
He is as holy and just as He is good and merciful.® All Hig works
therefore savor of mercy and justice. Election therefore properly
savors of both. It is of His goodness that He has elected whom He
will; © but it is of His justice that He has adopted His elect to Him-
self and joihed them to Him through His Son as a vietim offered to
satisfy Divine justice for us. . . .

Sixthly. Of the Church, then, we think as follows: The term

22 Translated from the text in Niemeyer, “Collectio confessionum jn
ecclesiis reformatis publicatarum,” 1840, pp. 18 ff.

* West. Conf,, III. i. a; ii.
b West. Conf., III. ii.
¢ West. Conf., I1I. v. a.
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Church is variously used in the Scriptures. For those elect ones
whom God has destined to eternal life.? It is concerning this Church
that Paul speaks when he says that it has no spot or wrinkle. This
Church is known to God alone; for He only, according to the word
of Solomon, knows the hearts of the sons of men. But, nevertheless,
those who are members of this Church know themselves, since they
have faith, to be elect and members of this first Church;® but they
are ignorant with regard to other members. For it is thus written in
the Acts: “ And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed.”
Those, then, who believe are ordained to eternal life. But who truly
believes no one knows but the one who believes. He then is certain
that he is elected of God. For, according to the word of the Apostle,
he has the Spirit as a pledge, by whom he is sponsored and sealed,
and knows himself to be free and made a son of the family and not a
slave. For that Spirit cannot deceive. As He declares God to be our
Father, we call on Him as Father with assurance and boldness, being
firmly persuaded that we shall obtain an eternal inheritance because
we are sure that the Spirit of God has been poured out into our
hearts. It is certain, then, that he who is thus assured and secure is
elect; for those who believe are ordained to eternal life. There are,
however, many elect who have not faith. For the holy @eoréxos,
John, Paul — were they not elect while they were still infants or
children, and even before the constitution of the world? Neverthe-
less, they did not know this, either from faith or from revelation.
Matthew, Zacchzus, the Thief, and the Magdalene — were they
not elect before the constitution of the world, though they were
ignorant of the fact until they were illuminated by the Spirit and
drawn to Christ by the Father? From them, then, we may learn that
this first Church is known to God only, and that those only who
have firm and unwavering faith know that they are members of this
Church. But, once again, the term Church is used universally of all
who are enrolled in the name of Christ — that is, who have given in
their names to Christ, a good part of whom have openly acknowl-
edged Christ by confession or participation in the Sacraments while
still in heart they are either aliecnated from Him or ignorant of Him.
We believe therefore that all those who have confessed the name of
Christ belong to this Church. Thus Judas was of the Church of
Christ, and all those that draw back from Christ. For Judas was
thought by the Apostles to be not less of Christ’s Church than Peter

4 West. Conf., IIL. v. a. e West. Conf., III. viii.
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or John, since he was no less so. But Christ knew who were His and
who was the devil’s. There is, then, this visible Church in this world,
however unfit, and all who confess Christ are in it, though many of
them are reprobates.f For Christ depicted that charming allegory of
the ten virgins, five of whom were wise and five foolish. And this
Church is sometimes called elect, although it is not that first Church
which is without spot; but since it is, according to man’s judgment,
the Church of God, on account of public confession, it is therefore
called elect. For we judge those to be believers and elect who give
in their names to Christ. So Peter spoke when he said, * To the elect
who are scattered abroad in Pontus,” etc. There by the name of
elect he means all who were of the churches to which he was writing,
not those only who were properly God’s elect: for as they were
unknown to Peter, he was not able to write to them. Finally, the
word Church is used for any particular congregation of this uni-
versal and visible Church. . . .

ZwingLr’'s ExposiTio CHR. FmEr (1531) 22

[103] It is therefore by the grace and goodness of God alone,
which He has abundantly poured out on us in Christ, that eternal
bliss is attained. What, then, shall we say of the passage of Scripture
adduced above, in which a reward is promised for a draught of cold
water and the like? This to wit: That the election of God is free
and gratuitous; for He elected us before the constitution of the
world, before we were born. God therefore did not elect us on account
of works, but He elected us before the creation of the world.s Qur
works therefore have no merit. But when He promises a reward for
works it is after a human manner of speech; “ for,” says Augustine,
“ what wilt Thou, O good God, remunerate except Thine own work?
For since it is Thou that workest in us both the willing and the
doing, what is left for us to claim for ourselves? For . . .” ete.

Tue TetraPoLITAN CoNrEssioN (1530) 2+

IIL. Of Justification and Faith. . . . For since it is our righteous-
ness and eternal life to know God and our Saviour, Jesus Christ; and

22 Published by Bullinger, after Zwingli’s death. Translated from the
text in Niemeyer, p. 58.

2¢ Translated from the text in Niemeyer, pp. 746 f.

t West, Conf., IIL. iii.; vii.

£ West. Conf,, II1. v.
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it is so impossible for this to be the work of flesh and blood that it is
needful for it to be born again anew; and we cannot come to the Son
except by the Father’s drawing, nor know the Father except by the
Son’s revelation; and Paul has written so expressly that it is not of
us nor of works: — it is clear enough that our works ean help
nothing at all toward our becoming righteous from the unrighteous
ones which we were born; because that, as we are by nature children
of wrath and therefore unrighteous, so we avail to do nothing
righteous or acceptable to God, but the beginning of all our right-
eousness and salvation must needs come from the mercy of God,
who out of His grace (dignatione) alone and the contemplation of
the death of His Son offers in the first instance the doctrine of truth
and His Gospel, sending those who shall proclaim it; and then, since
the natural man is not at all able, as Paul says, to perceive the things
of God (I Cor. ii.), makes at the same time to arise in the darkness
of our hearts the ray of His light, so that we may now have faith in
the proclaimed Gospel, being persuaded of its truth by the supreme
Spirit, and forthwith may, enjoying the testimony of this Spirit, call
upon God in filial confidence, and say, Abba, Father, obtaining
thereby sure salvation according to that saying, “ Whosoever shall
call on the name of the Lord, shall be saved.”

IV. Of Good Works proceeding out of Faith through Love. But
we are unwilling that these things should be so understood as if we
placed salvation and righteousness in the slothful thoughts of the
mind, or in faith destitute of love, which is called fides informis;
seeing that we are sure that no one can be righteous or be saved
unless he loves God supremely and imitates Him zealously. For
whom He foreknew, the same He also predestinated to become con-
formed to the image of His Son, to wit, as in the glory of a blessed
life, so also in the cultivation of innocence and consummate right-
eousness, for we are His workmanship, created unto good works.®
But no one is able to love God above all things, and to emulate Him
with worthy zeal, except he do indeed know Him and receive the
promise of all good things from Him., .

FirsT BoHEMIAN CoNrFEssioN (1535) 26

IIL. . . . Hence also they teach that there belong to this one
God, supreme power, wisdom and goodness. There also belong to

25 From the text in Niemeyer, pp. 789, 793 f., 796.
b West. Conf., III. vi.

Google



PREDESTINATION IN THE REFORMED CONFESSIONS 153

Him alone those most excellent works, suitable to no other than
Him. These are the works of creation, redemption, conservation or
sanctification. They teach, moreover, that this only true God, in one
essence of divinity and blessed trinity of persons, is to be ever
adored, venerated and worshiped with supreme reverence, honor
and praise as the supreme Lord and King of all things, regnant
eternally: and from His hand alone are all things to be locked for
and sought. . . .

VI. ... They teach, moreover, that through Christ men are mer-
cifully justified freely by faith in Christ, and obtain salvation and
remission of sins, apart from all human work and merit. Likewise
they teach that His death and blood alone is sufficient for abolishing
and expiating all the sins of all men. . . . They likewise teach that
no one can have this faith by his own power, will or choice; since
it is the gift of God who, where and when it seems good to Him,
works it in man through the Holy Spirit.! . . .

VIII. Concerning the Holy Catholic Church, they teach first of
all that the head and foundation of the Church is Christ the Lord
by His own merit, grace and truth, in whom it is built up by the
Holy Spirit, the Word and Sacraments. . . .

Seconp BoHEMIAN CoNFEssioN (1575) 2¢

III. . . . And so He is the perfect Mediator, Advocate, and In-
tercessor with God the Father, Reconciler, Redeemer and Saviour
of our Church, which by His Holy Spirit He collects, conserves,
protects, and rules until the number of God’s elect shall be com-
pleted.! . . .

XI. ... But such a company of good and bad men is called
and is the Catholic, Christian and Holy Church, only with respect
to the good fishes and wheat — that is, the elect children of God and
true and faithful Christians, all of whom as a whole and without
exception are holy with a holiness imputed in Christ and begun in
them by the Holy Spirit; and these only God deigns to call His
sheep, the community of whom is really the bride of Christ, the
house of God, the pillar and ground of the truth, the mother of all the
faithful and the sole ark, outside of which there i8 no salvation. . . .

26 Niemeyer, pp. 828, 836.
! West. Conf., II. vi. b,
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FirsT BasLE oR MUHLHAUSEN CoNFEsSION (1534) 27

II. Of Creation and Providence. We believe that God created all
things by His Eternal Word, that is, by His only begotten Son; and
sustains and animates all things by His Spirit, His own power: and
therefore that God, as He created, so oversees and governs all things.
Gen. i. 1; John i. 3; I Chron. xxix. 11, 12; Acts ii. 23.

III. Of Predestination. Hereupon we confess that God, before
He had created the world, had elected all those to whom He would
give the inheritance of eternal salvation.) Rom. viii. 29, 30, ix. 11-13,
xi. 5, 7; Eph. 1. 4-6. . . .

VI. And although man by the same fall became liable to damna-
tion and inimical to God, God nevertheless never ceased to care for
the human race. This is witnessed by the patriarchs; the promises
before and after the flood; the law likewise given by God to Moses;
and the holy prophets. Rom. v. 16; Gen. xii. 1, xiv. 19, 20, xv. 1;
Gen. iii. 15, xxi. 12, xxvi. 3, 4, 24, xxviii. 13, 14, 15.

FirsT HELVETIC OR SECOND BaAsLE CoNFEssioN (1536) 28

9. Free Will. Thus, we attribute free will to man in such a man-
ner that though we are conscious of both knowing and willing to do
good and evil, we are able indeed of our own motion to do the evil,
but are unable to embrace and pursue the good, except as illuminated
by the grace of Christ and impelled by His Spirit. For God it is who
works in us both the willing and the doing, according to His good
pleasureX And it is from God that salvation comes, from us perdi-
tion. Phil. ii.; Hos. xiii.

10. The Eternal Counsel of God Concerning the Reparation of
Man. For this man, therefore, devoted by his fault to damnation,
and incurring righteous indignation, God the Father has neverthe-
less never ceased to care. And this is made plain by the primal
promises, and by the whole law (which arouses and does not ex-
tinguish sin) and by Christ who was ordained and set forth for this
very purpose. Eph. 1.; Rom. vii. '

27 Niemeyer, pp. 79-80; 87-89. 28 Niemeyer, p. 117, cf. 107.

1 West. Conf., III. v. a. k West. Conf., III. vi.

Google



PREDESTINATION IN THE REFORMED CONFESSIONS 155

Tre HuneariaAN CoNFEssioN (1557-1558) 2°

Out of the Word of God we call Him Father, God and Jehovah,
having life in Himself, existent from none, wanting all beginning,
who from eternity without any beginning or change begot out of His
own hypostasis as it were the character and splendor of His glory,
the only begotten Son — through whom He from eternity foreknew
and disposed all things,! and in the beginning created, and conserves
them, and saves His elect by justifying them, but condemns the
impious.™® . . .

Thirdly, [eternity] is used of a continuous time — that is, of the
period in which the world was created, of the days in which the
world was made. Hence it is said: He elected us before times eternal,
that is, He elected before the seven days of creation, before creation,
from eternity (Eph. i. 2, 3, §; II Tim. i. 2, 3).® Fourthly, it is used
of the infinite salvation of the pious and the torment of the impious:
and this salvation and condemnation, though they have a beginning
in the elect and the vessels of wrath, nevertheless want an end. . . .

As it is impossible that things that are in direct repugnance to
one another and are mutually destructive can be the efficient and
formal cause of their contraries; as light is not the cause of dark-
ness, nor heat of cold (Psalms 5, 46, 61, 66, 80, 84, 114, 135) ; so it is
impossible for God, who is Light, Righteousness, Truth, Wisdom,
Goodness, Life, to be the cause of darkness, sin and falsehood,
ignorance, blindness, malice, and death; but Satan and men are the
cause of all these. For God cannot ex se and per se do things that He
prohibits and on account of which He condemns.° .

As He who justly renders to those who work equally an equal
reward, and who gives to the undeserving, out of grace and volun-
tarily, what He will, is not a respecter of persons; so God had acted
justly, if out of debt, according to justice and His own law, He had
rendered death and condemnation as the stipend of sin to all who
deserve it. And on the other hand, when for the sake of His son, out

2 Niemeyer, pp. 542, 547, 549. The title in Niemeyer reads: “ The true
Confession derived from the Word of God and set forth and published with
one consent, in the Synod of Czenger: I. On the one and only God . .. IX.
On respect of persons in God because He saves some and hardens others.”

! West. Conf,, III. i. a.

m West. Conf., ITI. iii.

© West. Conf., III. v.

o West. Conf., III. i. b.
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of the plenitude of His grace and in His freedom of will, He gives to
the undeserving righteousness and life this is not prosopoliptis,
that is, He is not a respecter of persons, as it is said: “ Take what
is thine and what thou hast deserved and go: Is it not lawful for me
to do what I please with my own? Is it not thy eye that is evil? not
my eye, because I am good ” (Matt. xx.). . . .

We confess Christ . . . as Redeemer for these reasoms. . ..
Then, too, that He might make satisfaction for the life-giving mercy
of God by the omnipotence of the same Word and only begotten
Son of God, according to the eternal election made from eternity in
Christ (Eph. i.).»

Seconp HerLveTIic CoNFEssiON (1562, 1566) *°

VI. Of the Providence of God. By the providence of this wise,
eternal and omnipotent God, we believe that all things in heaven and
in earth and among all the creatures are conserved and governed.
. . . Meanwhile, however, we do not despise the means by which
divine providence operates, as if they were useless. . . . For God,
who has determined its own end to everything,? has ordained both the
principle and the means by which it shall attain its end. The Gentiles
attribute things to blind fortune or uncertain chance. . . .

VIII. Of Man’s Fall, Sin, and the Cause of Sin. . . . We con-
demn, moreover, Florinus and Blastus, against whom also Irensus
wrote, and all who make God the author of sin. . . . There is enough
vice and corruption in us for it to be by no means necessary for God
to infuse into us new and increased depravity. Accordingly when
God is said in Scripture to harden, to blind, and to give over to a
reprobate mind, it is to be understood that He does this by a
righteous judgment, as a just judge and avenger. In fine, whenever
God is said or seems to do any evil in Scripture, it is not so said
because it is not man that does the evil, but because God, who could
prevent it if He wished, in just judgment permits it to be done and
does not prevent it; or because He has made a good use of the evil
of men, as in the case of the sins of Joseph’s brethren; or because
He reins in the sins, that they may not break out too widely and

30 Niemeyer, pp. 474 f., 477 ff., 481 fT,, 489{.; Schaff, “ Creeds of Christen-
dom,” iii. 1878, pp. 244 f., 247 ff., 252 ff., 260 ff.

» West. Conf., III. v.

1 West. Conf., ITI. i. a.
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riot” St. Augustine, in his “ Enchiridion,” says: “ In a marvelous and
ineffable way, that does not take place apart from His will, which yet
takes place against His will. For it would not be done, if He did not
permit it to be done. Nor is it unwillingly that He permits it but
willingly. Neither would the Good One permit evil to be done, were
not the Omnipotent One able to bring good out of the evil.”

Remaining questions — whether God willed Adam to fall, or im-
pelled him to his fall, or why He did not prevent his fall, and the
like, we account (except, perhaps, when the improbity of heretics
or other importunate men compel them too to be explained out of
God’s Word, as has been done not seldom by pious doctors of the
Church) among those curious inquiries which the Lord prohibits,
lest man should eat of the forbidden fruit and his transgression be
punished; but things that take place are certainly not evil with
respect to the providence of God, God’s will and power, but with
respect to Satan and our will in opposition to God’s will.F . . .

X. Of the Predestination of God and the Election of the Saints.
God has from eternity freely and of His mere grace, with no respect
of men, predestinated or elected the saints whom He will save in
Christ,* according to that saying of the Apostle: “ God hath chosen
us in Himself before the foundations of the world were laid ” (Eph.
i. 4); and again: “ Who saved us and called us with a holy calling,
not according to our works, but according to His own purpose
and grace, which was given unto us through Jesus Christ before
times eternal, but is now made manifest by the appearance of our
Saviour Jesus Christ ” (II Tim. i. 9, 10).

Therefore, not without means,! though not on account of any
merit of ours, but in Christ and on account of Christ, God elected
us; so that those who are now ingrafted into Christ by faith the
same also are elect;" but they are reprobates, who are without
Christ, according to that saying of the Apostle: “ Prove yourselves
whether you are in faith. Know ye not your own selves that Jesus
Christ is in you, except ye be reprobates? ” (II Cor. xiii. 5).

In fine, the saints are elected by God in Christ to a sure end,
which very end the Apostle sets forth when he says: ¥ “ He has
chosen us in Him that we should be holy and without blame before
Him in love; and He has predestinated us that He might adopt us

r West. Conf., IIL. i. b. u West. Conf., III. viii.
* West. Conf., III. v. a. v West. Conf., III. v. a.
¢ West. Conf., III. vi. a.
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through Jesus Christ to Himself to the praise of the glory of His
grace” (Eph. i. 4, 5, 6).

And although God knows who are His,* and mention is now and
then made of the fewness of the elect, we must nevertheless hope
well of all, and not rashly number any among the reprobates. Paul
certainly says to the Philippians: “ I give thanks for you all ” (and
he is speaking of the whole Philippian Church), “that you have
come into the fellowship of the Gospel, being persuaded that He who
has begun a good work in you will perfect it, as it is right for me
to think this of you all ” (Phil. i. 3-7).

And when the Lord was asked (Luke xiii.) whether there are few
that shall be saved, the Lord does not say in reply that few or more
are to be saved or lost, but rather exhorts that each should strive to
enter in at the strait gate, as if He should say, It is not for you to
inquire curiously about these things, but rather to endeavor to enter
heaven by the straight path.®

Wherefore we do not approve of the wicked speeches of some who
say, “ Few are elected, and as it does not appear whether I am in
that number of the few, I will not defraud my nature.” Others say,
“If I be predestinated or elected by God, nothing can hinder me
from a salvation already certainly decreed, no matter what I may
ever commit; but if I be in the number of the reprobate no faith or
repentance either will help me, since the appointment of God cannot
be changed: therefore all teachings and admonitions are useless.”
For to these that saying of the Apostles is opposed: * The servant of
the Lord must be apt to teach, instructing them that are contrary
minded, if at any time God will give them repentance unto the
knowledge of the truth, that they may escape from the snare of the
devil who are held captive by him to his will ” (II Tim. ii. 24-26).

But Augustine also, in his work on the * Blessing of Perse-
verance,” shows that there are to be preached both the grace of free
election and predestination, and salutary admonitions and doctrines.
We, therefore, condemn those who seek outside of Christ whether
they are elect and what God had decreed concerning them from all
eternity.

For the preaching of the Gospel must be heard and faith be
given it: and it is to be held indubitable that thou art elect if thou
believest and art in Christ. For the Father has laid bare to us in

8 West. Conf., III. iv. ¢ West. Conf., ITI. viii. a.
b West. Conf., III. viii.
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Christ the eternal sentence of His predestination, as we have just
shown from the Apostle (II Tim. i.).? There is to be taught, there-
fore, and considered before all things, how great the love of the
Father toward us is that is revealed to us in Christ; and what the
Lord preaches to us daily in the Gospel must be heard — how He
calls and says: “ Come to me, all ye that labor and are heavy laden,
and I will give you rest” (Matt. xi. 28) ; “ God so loved the world
that He gave His only-begotten for the world, that every one who
believeth in Him should not perish but have eternal life” (John
iil, 16) ; again: “ It is not the will of the Father that any one of
‘these little ones should perish ” (Matt. xviii. 14).

Let Christ then be the mirror in which we contemplate our pre-
destination. We shall have a sufficiently clear and sure witness that
we are written in the Book of Life, if we participate in Christ, and
He is ours in true faith, and we His. Let it console us in the tempta-
tion of predestination, than which there is scarcely any more peril-
ous, that the promises of God to believers are universal and that
He Himself has said: “ Ask and ye shall find. Every one that
asketh, receiveth ” (Luke xi. 9, 10) : © in fine, that we pray with the
whole Church of God:  Our Father which art in Heaven ”’: and that
we are ingrafted into the body of Christ by baptism, and are re-
peatedly fed in the Church with His body and blood to life eternal.
Confirmed by these things we are commanded, according to this
precept of Paul, “ to work out our salvation with fear and trem-
bling ” (Phil. ii. 12).

XIIL. Of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. . . . For God has from
eternity predestinated to save the world through Christ, and has
manifested this His predestination and eternal counsel to the world
through the Gospel (II Tim. i. 9, 10). Whence it is clear that the
evangelical religion and doctrine is the most ancient of all, among
all that have ever been, are or shall be. And hence we say that they
all err dreadfully and speak unworthily of the eternal counsel of
God, who describe the evangelical doctrine and religion as lately
arisen and a faith scarcely thirty years old.

4 West. Conf,, II. viii. a. e West. Conf., III. viii.
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HeipeLBerg CaTECcHISM (1563)

I, with body and soul, both in life and death, am not my own,
but belong to my faithful Saviour Jesus Christ, who with His
precious blood has fully satisfied for all my sins, and redeemed me
from all the power of the devil; and so preserves me that without
the will of my Father in heaven not a hair can fall from my head;
yea, that all things must work together for my salvation. Wherefore,
by His Holy Spirit, He also assures me of eternal life, and makes me
heartily willing and ready henceforth to live unto Him (1),

The eternal Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who of nothing
made heaven and earth, with all that in them is, who likewise up-
holds and governs the same by His eternal counsel and providence,
is for the sake of Christ His Son my God and my Father, in whom
I so trust as to have no doubt that He will provide me with all things
necessary for body and soul; and further, that whatever evil He
sends upon me in this vale of tears, He will turn to my good; for He
is able to do it, being Almighty God, and willing also, being a faith-
ful Father (26).

[The providence of God is] the almighty and everywhere present
power of God, whereby, as it were by His hand, He still upholds
heaven and earth, with all creatures, and so governs them that herbs
and grass, rain and drought, fruitful and barren years, meat and
drink, health and sickness, riches and poverty, yea, all things, come
not, by chance, but by His fatherly hand (27).t

[Christ] is ordained [verordnet] of God the Father, and
anointed with the Holy Ghost, to be our Chief Prophet and Teacher,
who fully reveals to us the secret counsel and will of God concerning
our redemption. . . . (31).

I look for the selfsame One . . . to come again as Judge from
heaven; who shall cast all His and my enemies into everlasting con-
demnation, but shall take me, with all His chosen ones, to Himself,
into heavenly joy and glory (52).

The Son of God from the beginning of the world to its end, by
His Spirit and Word, out of the whole human race, gathers, protects

81 Schaff, at the questions noted (iii. pp. 307 ff.). The English translation
of the (German) Reformed Church of the United States is used, except in the
extract from Q. 54, which is translated afresh from the German, in order to
bring out the strength of the language, which is perhaps somewhat obscured
in the above-mentioned translation.

t West. Conf., III. i.
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and preserves for Himself unto eternal life, in the unity of the true
faith, an elected communion;® and I am and ever shall remain a
living member of the same (54 — Definition of the “ Holy Catholic
Christian Church ).

AxuaLT REPETITION (1581) 22

BRANDENBURG CONFESSIONS 33
1. The Confession of Sigismund (1614)

In the Article on eternal election or predestination to eternal life
His Electoral Highness acknowledges and confesses that it is the
most comfortable of all, on which chiefly rest not only all other
Articles, but also our blessedness — that, to wit, God the Almighty,
out of His pure grace and mercy, without any respect to man’s
worthiness, merit or works,® before the foundations of the world
were laid, ordained and elected to eternal life all who constantly
believe in Christ,! knows alsc and acknowledges them as His, and as
He has loved them from eternity, so endows them also out of pure
grace with justifying faith and strong endurance to the end, so that
no one shall pluck them out of the hand of Christ and no one
separate them from His love, and all things, good and bad alike, must
work together for good to them, because they are called according
to the purpose.! Likewise also that God has, according to His strict
righteousness, eternally passed by all who do not believe in Christ,
and prepared them for the everlasting fire of hell, as it stands ex-
pressly written: ¥ “ He who does not believe in the Son is judged
already,” “ He who does not believe in the Son shall not see life, but
the wrath of God abides (and therefore it is already) on him ” —
not as if God were a cause of the sinner’s destruction, not as if He
had pleasure in the sinner’s death, not as if He were an author and
inciter of sin,! not as if He did not wish all to be saved, for the con-
trary is to be found everywhere in the Holy Scriptures; but that the
cause of sin and destruction is to be sought only in Satan and the

32 Not a Reformed creed, but represents the milder *“ Lutheranism in

opposition to the Flacian party ” (Schaff). See Schaff, i. pp. 563 f.
82 From the texts in Niemeyer: pp. 650-651, 664-666, 673-677.

8 West. Conf., IIL. v. I West., Conf,, III. vi. a, b.
b West. Conf., III. v. b. k West. Conf., III. vii. a, b.
! West. Conf., IIL v. a. I West. Conf., IIL. i. b,
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godless, who are repudiated to damnation on account of their unbe-
lief and disobedience to God. And moreover that of no man’s salva-
tion s it to be doubted so long as the means of salvation are used,
because it is not known to any man at what time God will mightily
call His own, or who will hereafter believe or not, since God is not
limited to any time and does all things according to His pleasure.
And, on the other hand, His Electoral Highness rejects all and every
of such partly blasphemous and partly dangerous opinions and as-
sertions as that we must climb up into heaven and there search out
in a special register or in God’s secret treasury and council chamber
who are predestinated to eternal life and who not; for God has
sealed the Book of Life, and no creature can pry into it (II Tim.
ii, 19). Likewise [he rejects] that God has elected some, propter
fidem previsam, on account of foreseen faith, which is Pelagian; =
and that He does not desire the greater part to be saved, but con-
demns them absolutely, nakedly, without any cause, and therefore
not on account of sin, for certainly the righteous God has never de-
termined on damnation except for sin,® and therefore the decree of
reprobation to damnation is not to be regarded as an absolutum
decretum, a free, naked decree, as the Apostle says of the rejected
Jews: “ Behold the branches were broken off on account of their
unbelief.” Again [he rejects], that the elect may live just as they
choose, and, on the other hand, nothing can help those that are not
elect, no Word, no Sacrament, no piety; for certainly from the Word
of God it is clear that no good tree brings forth evil fruit, and that
God has elected us that we should be holy and unblamable before
Him in love (Eph. i. 4); and that whoever abides as a good branch
in the vine of Christ brings forth much fruit; and that whosoever
does not abide in Him shall be cut off as a branch and wither, and
men gather them and cast them into the fire, and they must burn,
as Christ the Lord Himself says (John xv. 5-6).

2. The Leipzig Colloquy (1631)

And although the doctrine of eternal election is not expressly
treated in the Augsburg Confession, nevertheless it has seemed wise
to the theologians of both sides to set forth their doctrine and mean-
ing on this point also, concerning which there has been hitherto
much strife. The Brandenburgan and Hessian theologians declare

n West. Conf., III, v. b. 8 West. Conf., III. vii. b.
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therefore the following to be their unanimous doctrine and belief,
to wit:

That God chose from eternity in Jesus Christ out of the lost race
of man, not all, but some men,® whose number and names are known
to Him alone” whom He in His own time, through the power and
operation of His Word and Spirit, illuminates and renews to faith
in Christ; and also enlightens in the same faith to the end and finally
makes eternally blessed through faith.e

That He moreover found or foresaw no cause or occasion or
precedent means or condition of such choice in the elect themselves
— whether their good works or their faith or even the first holy in-
clination or emotion or consent to faith, but that all that is good in
them flows originally from the pure free grace of God which is
eternally ordained and given to them alone in Jesus Christ.r

That also God from eternity ordained and reprobated those who
persevere in their sins and unbelief to eternal damnation,® not out
of such an absolutum decretum, or naked will and decree, as if God
either from eternity ordains or in time creates the greater part of
the world or any men, without regard to their sins and unbelief, to
eternal damnation, or to the cause thereof; but the reprobation as
well as the damnation takes place out of His just judgment, the
cause of which is in man himself, to wit, his sin, impenitence and
unbelief ; t that therefore the entire fault and cause of the reprobation
and damnation of the unbelieving is in themselves; the entire cause,
however, of the election and blessedness of believers is alone the
pure and mere grace of God in Jesus Christ,* according to the word
of the Lord: “ O Israel! thou dost bring thyself into unhappiness:
thy salvation, however, stands in me alone.”

That, therefore, further, each should be assured of and should
know his election and blessedness, not a priori from the hidden
counsel of God, but only a posteriori from the revealed Word of
God, and from his faith and the fruits of his faith in Christ;* and
that it does not at all follow, as the wicked world mockingly mis-
represents this high Article, and much less can it be taught, that
“whoever is elected may persevere in his godlessness as long as he
chooses, and nevertheless he must be saved,” while “ whoever is not

© West. Conf., IIL. v. a. e West. Conf., III. vii.

P West. Conf., III, iv. t West. Conf., ITI. vii. b.
4 West. Conf., III. vi. u West. Conf., III. v. a.
T West. Conf., III. v. b. v West. Conf., III. viii.
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elected, even though he should believe in Christ and live a godly life,
must nevertheless be damned.”

If, however, any would search and pry more deeply into this high
mystery and seek for other reasons besides God’s free, gracious, and
righteous will why God has nevertheless actually brought to faith
only some from among men who are alike by nature, and all of
whom He could assuredly by His Almightiness have brought to faith
and salvation, while on the other hand He has left the rest in their
sins and voluntary, obstinate impenitence and unbelief: — then
they [the Brandenburg and Hessian theologians] say with the
Apostle: “ Who art thou, O man, that would dispute with God? Has
not the potter power, out of one impure mass of sin, to make one
vessel to honor of pure grace, and another to dishonor of just judg-
ment? O the depth of the riches and knowledge of God! How incon-
ceivable are His judgments and how unsearchable His ways! Who
has become His counselor? Or who has known His mind? Or who has
given to Him first that it may be recompensed to him? "

3 On the other hand the Saxon theologians declare themselves
in the following fashion:

1. That God from eternity, and before the foundation of the
world was laid, elected in Christ not all, but some men to eternal
blessedness.

2. That the number and names of the elect are known to God
alone, as the Lord says: “ He knows His sheep,” and, as St. Paul
says: ‘“ God knows His own.”

3. That God from eternity elected those of whom He saw that
they in time would, through the power and operation of His Word
and Spirit, believe in Christ and persevere in their faith to the end;
and although the elect may for a while fall away from the grace of
God, yet it is impossible that this should happen finaliter and
persistently.

4. That God, in election, found no cause or occasion of such elec-
tion in the elected themselves, not even a first holy inclination,
emotion or consent to faith; but that all that is good in the elect
flows originally from the pure free grace of God, which is given
them in Christ from eternity.

5. That God from eternity ordained to eternal damnation and
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