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PREFATORY NOTE

Rev. BeENaamIN 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 hiswill 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 hisinstructions, this, the ninth volume, containing
miscellaneous Studies in Theology, has been prepared under the editorial direction of
this committee. The generous permission to publish articles contained in this volumeis 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
“Encyclopaadia of Religion and Ethics’ edited by James Hastings, The Board of
Christian Education of the Presbyterian Church inthe 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 Y ork for the articles taken from The Biblical
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 Mark John E. Meeter, to
whom the thanks of the committee are hereby expressed. ETHELBERT D. WARFIELD
WiLLiAM PARK ARMSTRONG CAsPAR WisTAR Hobge Committee.
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1. APOLOGETICS= 1. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE TERM

Since Planck (1794) and Schleiermacher (1811), “apologetics’ has been the
accepted name of one of the theological disciplines or departments of theological
science. The term is derived from the Greek apologeisthai, which embodies asits
central notion the idea of “defense.” In its present application, 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. Dusterdieck), nor yet that of genus and species (so e.g.
Kibel). That isto say, apologeticsis not aformal science in which the principles
exemplified in apologies are investigated, as the principles of sermonizing are
investigated in homiletics. Nor isit merely the sum of all existing or all possible
apologies, or their quintessence, or their scientific exhibition, as dogmaticsisthe
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 presuppositions, 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 defense and vindication when in the
prosecution of itstask it 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 isfrom time to time more or less felt. But apologetics does not derive
its contents or take its form or borrow its value from the prevailing opposition; but
preserves through all varying circumstances 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
necessity 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
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the accidents which accompany the efforts of true religion to plant, sustain, and
propagate itself in thisworld; not even in that most pervasive and most portentous of
all these accidents, the accident of sin; but in the fundamental needs of the human
spirit. If it isincumbent on the believer to be able to give areason for the faith that is
in him, it isimpossible for him to be a believer without areason for the faith that isin
him; and it is the task of apologetics to bring this reason clearly out in his
consciousness, and make its validity plain. It is, in other words, the function of
apologeticsto investigate, explicate, and establish the grounds on which a theology
— ascience, or systematized knowledge of God — is possible; and on the basis of
which every science which has God for its object must rest, if it be atrue 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 findsitstask in
the establishment of the validity of that knowledge of God which forms the subject-
matter of these departments; 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.

2. PLACE AMONG THE THEOLOGICAL DISCIPLINES

It must be admitted that considerable confusion has reigned with respect to the
conception and function of apologetics, and its place among the theol ogical
disciplines. Nearly every writer has a definition of his own, and describes the task of
the discipline in afashion more or less peculiar to himself; and there is scarcely a
corner in the theological encyclopediainto which it has not been thrust. Planck gave
it a place among the exegetical disciplines; others contend that its essenceis
historical; most wish to assign it either to systematic or practical theology. Nosselt
deniesit all right of existence; Palmer confesses inability to classify it; Rébiger castsit
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
departments. Much of this confusion is due to a persistent confusion of apologetics
with apologies. If apologeticsis the theory of apology, and its function is to teach
men how to defend Christianity, its placeis, of course, alongside of homiletics,
catechetics, and poimenicsin practical theology. If it issimply, by way of eminence,
the apology of Christianity, the systematically organized vindication of Christianity in
all its elements and details, against al opposition — or in its essential core against the
only destructive opposition — it of course presupposes the complete devel opment

of Christianity through the exegetical, historical, and systematic disciplines, and must
take its place either as the culminating department of systematic theology, or asthe
intellectualistic side of practical theology, or as an independent discipline between the
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two. In thiscase it can be only artificially separated from polemic theology and other
similar disciplines mif the analysisis pushed so far asto create these, asis done by

F. Duilhé de Saint-Projet who distinguishes between apologetical, controversial, 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 philosophy. It

will not be strange, then, if, though separated from these kindred disciplinesit, or
some of it, should be again united with them, or some of them, to form alarger whole
to which is given the same encyclopedic position. Thisis done for example by

Kuyper who joins polemics, eenctics, and apologetics together to form his

“antithetic dogmatological” group of disciplines; and by F. L. Patton who, after
having distributed the material of apologetics into the two separate disciplines of
rational or philosophical theology, to which as athetic discipline aplaceis given at
the outset of the system, and apol ogetics, joins the latter with polemicsto constitute
the antithetical disciplines, while systematic theology succeeds both as part of the synthetic disciplines.
3. SOURCE OF DIVERGENT VIEWS

Much of the diversity in question is due aso, however, to varying views of the thing
which apologetics undertakes to establish; whether it be, for example, the truth of the
Christian 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 wethink of it as
undertaking the establishment of the validity of that knowledge of God, which
“theology” systematizes, that may be avery different thing. And even if agreement
exists upon the latter conception, there remain the deeply cutting divergences which
beset the definition of “theology” itself. Shall it be deined as the “ science of faith”? or
asthe “science of religion”? or as the “science of the Christian religion”? or as the
“science of God”? In other words, shall it be regarded as a branch of psychology, or
as abranch of history, or as a branch of science? Manifestly those who differ thus
widely as to what theology is, cannot be expected to agree asto the nature and
function of any one of itsdisciplines. 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 apologeticsisto inquire whether these subjective experiences have any objective
validity. Of course, therefore, it follows upon the systematic elucidation of these

subj ective experiences and constitutes the culminating discipline of “theology.”
Similarly, if “theology” is the science of the Christian religion, it investigates the purely
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historical question of what those who are called Christians believe; and of course the
function of apologeticsisto follow thisinvestigation 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 asiit is agreed that theology is a scientific
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 thistask is
committed by any name which appears to him appropriate: it may be called “general
theology,” or “fundamental theology,” or “principial theology,” or “philosophical
theology,” or “rational theology,” or “natural theology,” or any other of the
innumerable names which have been used to describe it. Apologeticsis the name
which most naturally suggests itself, and it is the name which, with more or less
accuracy of view asto the nature and compass of the discipline, has been

consecrated to this purpose by alarge number of writers from Schleiermacher down
(e.g. Pelt, Twesten, Baumstark, Swetz, Ottiger, Knoll, Maissoneuve). It powerfully
commends itself as plainly indicating the nature of the discipline, while equally
applicableto 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 derivesits datafrom
the full revelation of God as documented in the Christian Scriptures, apologetics
offersitself with equal readinessto designate the discipline by which the validity of
the knowledge of God set forth is established. It need imply no more than natural
theology requiresfor its basis; when the theology which it servesis, 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
establishment- by which apologetics would be split into two quite diverse disciplines,
given very different placesin the theological encyclopedia. 4. THE TRUE TASK OF APOLOGETICS
It will already have appeared how far apologetics may be defined, in accordance
with avery prevaent custom (e.g. Sack, Lechler, Ebrard, Kiibel, Lemme) as “the
science which establishes the truth of Christianity as the absolute religion.”
Apologetics certainly does establish the truth of Christianity as the absolute religion.
But the question of importance hereis how it does this. It certainly is not the business
of apologeticsto take up each tenet of Christianity in turn and seek to establish its
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truth by adirect appeal to reason. Any attempt to do this, no matter on what
philosophical basis the work of demonstration be begun or by what methods it be
pursued, would transfer us at once into the atmosphere and betray usinto the
devious devices of the old vulgar rationalism, the primary fault of which was that it
asked for a direct rational demonstration of the truth of each Christian teaching in
turn. The business of apologeticsis to establish the truth of Christianity as the
absolute religion directly only asawhole, and in its details only indirectly. That isto
say, we are not to begin by developing Christianity into all its details, and only after
thistask has been performed, tardily ask whether thereis any truth in al this. We are
to begin by establishing the truth of Christianity as awhole, 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. Kibel). 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
Christianity: the minimum of Christianity isjust Christianity itself. What apol ogetics
undertakes to establish isjust this Christianity itself — including all its “ details’ and
involving its “essence” — in its unexplicated and uncompressed entirety, asthe
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 constitutive and
regulative principles of theology as a science; and in establishing these it establishes
all the details which are derived 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 inits
entirety and not in some single element deemed by usits core, its essence, or its minimum expression.
5. DIVISION OF APOLOGETICS

The subject-matter of apologetics being determined, its distribution into its parts
becomes very much a matter of course. Having defined apol ogetics as the proof of
the truth of the Christian religion, many writers naturally confineit to what is
commonly known somewhat loosely as the “evidences of Christianity.” Others,
defining it as “fundamental theology,” equally naturally confine it to the primary
principles 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
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right of the religious conception of the world, as over against the tendencies to the
denia 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
dividesit into two great sections with athird 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 inits
historical manifestation.” Somewhat less satisfactorily, because with aless firm hold
upon the idea of the discipline, Henry B. Smith, viewing apologetics as “ historico-
philosophical dogmatics,” charged with the defense of “the whole contents and
substance of the Christian faith,” divided the material 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 argument, the superiority of Christianity to al other systems. Quite similarly
Francis R. Besttie divided into

(1) fundamental 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 fundamental truth of these schematizations liesin the perception that the subject-

matter of apologetics embraces the two great facts of God and Christianity. Thereis

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. 6. THE CONCEPTION OF THEOLOGY ASA SCIENCE

If theology be a science at all, there isinvolved in that fact, asin 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
investigated, 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

http://www.biblecentre.net/theology/books/war/sit/stheo/css/stheo_9.html [30/07/2003 11:35:04 a.m.]



stheo_10

of observing their structure and motion. Similarly there can be no theology,
conceived according to its very name as the science of God, unless thereisa 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 establishing
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 inits
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 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 system the entire body of knowledge
in its sphere. No science can represent itself as astronomy, for example, which
arbitrarily confinesitself to the information concerning the heavenly bodies 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 arevelation of God adapted to the condition and needs of sinners, and
documented in Scriptures, theology cannot 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 knowledge 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 thusliesin the very nature of apologetics as the fundamental
department of theology, 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 apol ogetics has placed
these great facts in our hands — God, religion, revelation, Christianity, the Bible —
and not till then are we prepared to go on and explicate the knowledge of God thus
brought to us, trace the history of its workings in the world, systematize it, and propagate it in the world.
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7. THE 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) Thefirst, 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 belongs the great problem of theism, with the involved
discussion 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 hisreligious sense.
It involves the discussion alike of the psychology, the philosophy, and the
phenomenology of religion, and therefore includes what isloosely called
“comparative religion” or the “history of religions.”

(3) To thethird 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
Hisworld, and the method of His government of Hisrational creatures, and

especially His mode of making Himself known to them. It issues in the establishment
of the fact of revelation as the condition of al knowledge of God, who as a personal
Spirit can be known only so far as He expresses Himself; so that theology differs

from all other sciencesin that in it the object is not at the disposal of the subject, but vice versa.
(4) The fourth, which may be called historical apologetics, undertakes to establish

the divine origin of Christianity asthe 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 apologetics, undertakes to establish
the trustworthiness of the Christian Scriptures 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 of revelation;

the nature, mode, and effect of inspiration; and the like. 8. 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 introduced 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
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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 Scriptures 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-justification of thisfaith 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 manifestsitself 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 demonstration.

It is, however, from the point of view of rationalism and mysticism that the value of
apologeticsis 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 sentiment 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 given it by Albrecht
Ritschl. In thisform it strikes at the very roots of apologetics, by the distinction it
erects between theoretical and religious knowledge. Religious knowledge is not the
knowledge of fact, but a perception of utility; and therefore 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 mystical tendency is
manifesting itself at the present day most distinctly in awidespread 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 addressed to the intellect,
but the immediate creation of the Holy Spirit in the heart. Therefore, it isintimated,
we may do very well without these reasons, if indeed they are not positively noxious,
because tending to substitute a barren intellectualism for avital faith. It seemsto be
forgotten that though faith be amoral act and the gift of God, it is yet formally
conviction passing into confidence; and that all forms of convictions must rest on
evidence astheir 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 believesis worthy of belief.” Though faith isthe gift of God, it does not in the least
follow that the faith which God givesis an irrational faith, that is, a faith without
cognizable ground in right reason. We believe in Christ because it is rational to
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believe in Him, not even though it beirrational. 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 evidence. The action of the Holy Spirit in
giving faith is not apart from evidence, but along with evidence; and in the first
instance consistsin preparing the soul for the reception of the evidence.

9. RELATION OF APOLOGETICSTO CHRISTIAN FAITH

Thisis 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 apol ogetics explicates in the forms of
systematic proof isimplicit in every act of Christian faith. Whenever a sinner accepts
Jesus Christ as his Saviour, thereisimplicated in that act a living conviction that there
isa God, knowable to man, who has made Himself known in arevelation of Himself
for redemption in Jesus Christ, asis 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 hisfaith to reason in the
form of scientific judgment, that the grounds on which it rests be explicated and
established. Theology as a science, though it includesin its culminating discipline, 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 undertakesto do is systematically to set forth this
knowledge of God as the object of rational contemplation. And asit hasto 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 itswork would hang in the air, and theology would
present the odd spectacle among the sciences of claiming a place among a series of
systems of knowledge for an elaboration of pure assumptions. 10. THE EARLIEST APOLOGETICS
Seeing that it thus supplies an insistent need of the human spirit, the world has, of
course, never been without its apol ogetics. Whenever men have thought at all they
have thought 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 apologetics did not wait for the advent of
Christianity; nor are traces of this department of thought discoverable only in the
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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 almost 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 apol ogetical
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 (Aristides, 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 Alexandrians, Clement and Origen, are
the richest depositaries of the apologetic thought of the first period. The greatest
apologists of the patristic age were, however, Eusebius of Caesarea and Augustine.
The former .was the most |earned and the | atter the most profound of all the
defenders of Christianity among the Fathers. And Augustine, in particular, not merely
in his“City of God” but in his controversial writings, accumulated a vast mass of
apologetical material which isfar from having lost its significance even yet.

11. THE LATER APOLOGETICS

It was not, however, until the scholastic age that apologetics cametoitsrightsasa
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; typesin 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 foreground and drove apologetics out of
sight, although, of course, the great theologians of the Reformation era brought their
rich contribution to the accumul ating 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

http://www.biblecentre.net/theology/books/war/sit/stheo/css/stheo_14.html [30/07/2003 11:35:11 a.m.]



stheo_15

prevalent unbelief intensified and spread. With aforerunner 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 unexampled richness of apologetical labor initslater years culminated in
Butler’s great “Analogy” (1736) and Paley’ s plain but powerful argumentation. As
the assault against Christianity 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 itslater years, period after period was marked in the history of apology, and the
particular elements of apol ogetics which were especially cultivated changed with the
changing thought. But no epoch was marked in the history of apologeticsitself, 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 apologeticsis concelved by all alikeasa
special department of theological science, capable of and demanding separate
treatment. In this sense apol ogetics has come at last, in the last two-thirds of the
nineteenth century, to itsrights. The significant names in its devel opment are such as,
perhaps, among the Germans, Sack, Steudel, Delitzsch, Ebrard, Baumstark, Tdlle,
Kratz, Klbel, Steude, Frank, Kaftan, 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 Besttie.
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2. CHRISTIAN SUPERNATURALISM =

DRr. JoHN BAscowm haslately told us afresh and certainly, as 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 arelation,” he justly adds, “isthe
most patent and omnipresent in the history of the human mind.” We cannot think at

all without facing the great problems which arise out of the perennial pressure of this
most persistent of intellectual questions. From the first dawn of intelligence each
human mind has busied itself instinctively with their adjustment. The history of human
thought in every race from its earliest beginningsis 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 proneto
conceive to lie above and beyond it. The most elaborate systems of philosophy differ
in nothing in this respect from the tentative efforts of untutored thinking. For them,
too, the problem of the supernatural is the prime theme of their investigation: and the
solutions which have commended themsel ves 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 supernatural 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 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,” “itsfinal conception and statement elude us all.”
Some color, but not a thorough justification. For, amid all the variety and confusion

of men’sideas 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 amonian 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 conceptions and the pathway of its advance. We may not fancy that

every concelvable conception 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 philosophic 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
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humanity at large has ever been tempted to doubt, much less to deny, the reality or
the significance 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 naturalism and exclusive supernaturalism exhibit themselves as alike
inhuman. Atheists have existed, who knew and would know nothing beyond what
their five sensesimmediately 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
communistic socialists, though God has set mankind in families. The band of camp-
followers on either wing of an army confuses 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 usin
no doubt as to the trend of deliberate pondering 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 isto be found, it may be more
difficult to determine — our instruments of measurement are not always “implements
of precision.” Assuredly, however, it will not be found where either the purely
supernatural or the purely natural is excluded, and in any caseit is much to know that
it lies somewhere between the two extremes, and that it is as unphilosophical asitis
inhuman to deny or doubt either the natural or the supernatural.

It isnot to be gainsaid, of course, that from time to time, strong tendencies of thought
set into this direction or to that; and, for awhile, it may seem asif the whole world
were rushing to one extreme or the other. A special type of philosophizing 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 agesis 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 century
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 avery different pathway to practically the same
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conclusion. It isto be feared that it cannot be denied that we are to-day in the midst

of avery strong drift away from frank recognition of the supernatural as afactor in
human life. To thisalso Dr. Bascom may be cited as a witness. “The task which the
bolder thinking of our time has undertaken,” hetells 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 isfirmly set in a pantheistic philosophy, to which, of course, thereis
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 strivesto
break down and obliterate all the lines of demarcation which separate things that
differ, and thusto 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
concelving 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 istoo deeply intrenched 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 erain which the thinking 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 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 Christian 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 accordingly in each ageis
stamped with the traits of the philosophy ruling at the time. The supernatural is the
very breath of Christianity’s nostrils and an anti-supernaturalistic atmosphereisto it
the deadliest miasma. An absolutely anti-supernaturalistic Christianity istherefore a
contradiction in terms. Nevertheless, immersed in an anti-supernaturalistic world-
atmosphere, Christian thinking tends to become as anti-supernaturalistic asis
possibletoit. And it is indisputable that thisis the characteristic of the Christian
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thought of our day. As Dr. Bascom putsiit, 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
seemsto 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 specifically to desupernaturalize
Christianity so asto bring it into accord with the prevailing world-view.

The effects of the adoption of this point of view are all about us. Thisis 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 novelslike “Robert Elsmere.” Thisisalso 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 initself,” professto hold it not to be a matter of serious importanceto
Christianity whether God be a person, or Christ be God, or the soul have any
persistence, 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. Thisisthe account again to give of the growing disbelief and denia of the
virgin-birth of our Lord; of the increasingly numerous and subtle attempts to explain
away Hisbodily 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 entirely
undiscoverable by men. This aso is the account to give of the vogue which
destructive criticism 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 logically final, have so little
effect in abolishing destructive criticism. 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
asitstwo fixed points remain to it — its starting point in unbelief in the supernatural
and its goal in a naturalistic development of the religion of Israel and itsrecord — it
easily shifts the pathway by which it proceeds from one to the other, according to its
varying needs. It is of aslittle moment to it how it passes from one point to the other,
asitisto the electrician what course hiswire shall follow after he has secured 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 thisis the account to give of the endlessly varying schemes of self-
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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 Christian thinking of our timeis
curbed, limited, confined within unnatural bounds by doubt and hesitation before the
supernatural. In wide circles the reality of direct supernatural activity inthisworldis
openly rejected: in wider circles still it is doubted: amost 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 histreatment 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
wonder that so many are carried from their moorings. How shall we so firmly brace
ourselves that, as the flood of the world’' s thought beats upon us, it may bring us
cleansing and refreshment, 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 initsimpact on the life of the world? For this nature and measure of the
supernatural we have al the evidence which gives us Christianity. And surely the
mass of that evidenceis far too great to be shaken by any current of theworld's
thought whatever. Christian truth is arock too securely planted to go down before
any storm. Let us attach ourselvesto 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 thisend it will not be uselessto recall
continually the frankness of Christianity’s commitment to the absol ute supernatural .
And it may be that we shall find profit in enumerating at this time afew 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.

| . 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.” 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,” hemeans, and if heisto remain Christian he must mean, a SUPEr natural
God — a God who is not entangled in nature, is not only another name for nature in
its codrdinated 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
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so long as this universal frame endures exists above and outside of nature asits 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 eterna
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 being. Heis 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 universe He lives and moves and has His
being. No, the heaven of heavens cannot contain Him; and what He has made isto
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 afact 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 recognition does not operate for him as alimitation 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 capacities of their laws. It is rather the expression of the Christian’s
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 Hisimmanence 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 isthe 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 al 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 al the emphasis 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 thiswhole universe as well asits 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 isto us the infinite universe but to
Him an infinitesimal speck of being that cannot in any way control Hislife. The
Christian’s God is no doubt the God of nature and the God in nature: but before and
above al thisHeis the God above nature — the Supernatural Fact. As Christian

men we must see to it that we retain aworthy conception of God: and an exclusively
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immanent God is, after all, avery little and belittling notion to hold of Him the
product of whose simple word al thisuniverseis.

| |. 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 formulafor the being of
God, it is equally inadequate as aformulafor 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 concelved as a supernatural

actor. He who called nature into being by aword cannot possibly be subject to the
creature of Hiswill in the mode of His activities. He to whom all natureis 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 al: it has been made. And if it was made it
must have been by a supernatural act. The Christian conception of creation involves
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 modification in
form of the one eternal substance. It is a manufactured 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 supernatural 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 creation, God did but give form and law to a dark
Somewhat, which from all eternity lay beside Him — chaining thus by His aimighty
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 darknessis
subtly spoken of as the Nothing, the power it exertsis affirmed to be simply a dull
and inert resistance, while yet the character of the product of God'’ s cregtive power

is represented as conditioned by the “Nothing” out of which it is made. Another
would have us believe that what we call nature is of the substance 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 divinelife. Or, if this crass
pantheism seems too gross, a subtle ontology is called in, matter isresolved into its
atoms, the atoms are conceived as mere centers of force, and thisforce is asserted

http://www.biblecentre.net/theology/books/war/sit/stheo/css/stheo_23.html [30/07/2003 11:35:24 a.m.]



stheo_24

to be the pure will of God: so that after all no substance exists except the substance
of God. Asover 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 amere molding or ordering

of a preéxistent substance ¥4 not amere evolution or modification of His own
substance. And in it He produced a somewhat — not a 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, independent of nature, by which
nature itself and al 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 isits Creator, but also exists
above nature and isits Governor and Lord. It isinconceivable that He should be
active only in that speck of being which He Himself has called into existence by an
act of Hisindependent power. It existsin Him, not Hein it; and just because it is
finite and He isinfinite, the great sphere of Hislife and activity lies above it and
beyond. It is equally inconceivable that His activities with referenceto it, or even
within it, should be confined to the operation of the laws which He has ordained for
the regulation of its activities and not of His. What power has thislittle 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 hasiit
framed for itself acrust so hard asto isolate it from the omnipotence which plays
about it and successfully to resist the power that made it, that it may not crush it or
pierceit at will through and through? Certainly he who confesses the Christian’s God
has no ground for denying 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 immanence of God in these second causes. It ishisjoy 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 direction, that every derived cause acts and every
effect is produced. But least of all men has the Christian a desire to substitute 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
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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 isfree 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 insiststhat in all this great process by which, heistold, 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 Hisright hand and one at His left, To obey as He taught them how.

L et 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 providence of God any more than the

immanence of God is aformula adequate ~o sum up all His activities. God is the

God of providence: but He is much more than the God of providence. The universe

is but a speck in His sight: and its providential government is scarcely an incident in

the infinite fullness of Hislife. It is certain that He actsin 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 a God — so that the works of creation and providence

may interlace through al time in the production of this completed universe? What

warrant, then, can there be to assume beforehand that some way must be found for

“evolution” to spring the chasmsin the creative process over which even divinely led

second causes appear insufficient to build a bridge? And if for any reason- certainly
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not unforeseen by God, or in contradiction to His ordering — there should a “rift
appear in the lute,” who dare assert that the supernatural 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 agesto 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 to honor
themin all His activities. Hisrea 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 recognition of the possibility of the
supernatural act, and of its probable reality on adequate occasion, isin any event a
part of the Christian man’s heritage.

['1. And thisleads us to recognize next that the Christian man must cherish a frank

and hearty faith in asupernatural redemption. As certainly as the recognition of the
great fact of sinisan element in the Christian’ s world-conception, the need and
therefore the actuality of the direct corrective act of God — of miracle, in aword —
entersineradicably into his belief. 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 ssimply providential 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 aswe realize what sinis-
what, in the Christian conception, isthe 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’ slife, and what is the consequent mortal character of the wound
which sin hasinflicted on the soul — in that proportion will it become more and more
plain to us that thereis 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
thishurt. A seed of life may indeed be devel oped 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 L azarus 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 men do not live again: and the world’ s singers, on

the plane of nature, rightly declare, One thing is certain, and therestislies,

The flower that once has blown, forever dies.
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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 shoutsin 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 obvioudly 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 claiming the
Christian name to lose sight of it for amoment. Assuredly the note of the whole
history of redemption is the supernatural. To see thiswe 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 was, and while on earth abides still
in Heaven % who came to earth by an obviously supernatural pathway, breaking

His way through avirgin’s womb, and lived on earth an obviously supernatural life,

with the forces of nature and powers of disease and death subject to His ssmple

word, and left the 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, isjust as clearly a supernatural history 4

sown with miracle and prophecy, and itself the greatest miracle and 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 thetask, is

supernatural to the core. Assuredly, if the redemptive process is not a supernatural

operation, the entire proclamation of Christianity isalie: as Paul declared with

specific reference to one of its supernatural items, we, as Christians, “are found
false-witnesses of God,” “our preaching isvain,” and “our faithisalso vain.”

Nevertheless, inconceivable as it would appear, there are 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 supernatural history

of preparation for the Redeemer, we are asked, did it indeed all happen asit isthere
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recorded by the smpleminded writers? Are we not at liberty to read it merely asthe
record of what pious hearts, meditating on the great past, fancied ought to have
occurred, when God was with the fathers; and to dig out from beneath the strata of

its devout imaginations, as veritable history, only a sober narrative of how |srael
walked in the felt presence of God and was led by His providence to ever clearer

and higher conceptions of His Holy Being and of its mission as His chosen people?
And that supernatural figure which the evangelists and apostles have limned for us,
did it indeed ever walk this sin-stricken earth of ours? Are we not bound to seein 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 virtues the dead form of
their Master snatched from their sight — of whom they had “hoped that it was He
who should deliver Isragl”? And are we not bound reverently to draw aside the vell
laid by such tender hands over the dead face, that we may see beneath it the real
Jesus, dead indeed, but a man 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 aword — for let us put it at length plainly — are we not at
liberty, are we not bound, to eviscerate Christianity of al that makesit aredemptive
scheme, of al 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 belongsto 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, athousand times, no! When the
anti-supernaturalistic 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 Hisfollowers
imaginations, and the imitation by us of the religion of Jesus — it has assaulted
Christianity in the very citadel of itslife. As Christian men we must assert with all
vigor the purity and the absoluteness of the supernatural in redemption.

|'V/. And let us add at once, further, that as Christian men we must retain a frank and
hearty faith in asupernatural revelation. For how should we be advantaged by a
supernatural 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
mightiest deeds, unaccompanied by the explanatory word? Two thousand years ago

http://www.biblecentre.net/theology/books/war/sit/stheo/css/stheo_28.html [30/07/2003 11:35:31 a.m.]



stheo_29

achild was born in Bethlehem, who throve and grew up nobly, lived alife of poverty
and beneficence, was cruelly slain and rose from the dead. What is that to us? After
alittle, as His followers sat waiting in Jerusalem, there was arush as of a mighty
wind, and an appearance of tongues of fire descending upon their heads. Strange:

but what concern have wein it all”? We require the revealing word to tell uswho 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 receives 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
themselves. As Christian men we cannot let slip our faith in the one without losing
also our grasp upon the other. And thisis 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 made upon it in the
interests of an anti-supernaturalistic world-view. It is no idle task which has been set
itself by naturalistic criticism, when it has undertaken to explain away the
supernaturalism of thisrecord of God’ s redemptive work, which we call the Bible.
Thisisthe rock upon which al its efforts to desupernaturalize Christianity break. It is
no otiose 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 redemptive activity exercised by God in the world — the single
Ariadne’ s thread by which heis 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 usin His Son — He may indeed have
intervened redemptively in the world, but to us it would be asif He had not. Only as
His voice has pierced to usto 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
Hisways. 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 aredemptive
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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 Christian men we must cherish a

frank and hearty faith in a supernatural salvation. It is not enough to believe that
God hasintervened in this natural world of ours and wrought a supernatural
redemption: and that He has Himself made known to men His mighty acts and
unvelled to them the significance of Hisworking. It isupon afield 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

pal pitant with the echo of the great proclamation, their voice could not penetrate the
ears of the dead. Aswe sweep our eyes over the world lying in itswickedness, it is
the valley of the prophet’ s vision which we see before us: avalley that isfilled with
bones, and |o! they are very dry. What benefit is there in proclaiming to dry bones
even the greatest of redemptions? How shall we stand and 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 dlain that they may
live. The redemption of Christ istherefore no more central 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,
wereit not realized in the subjective life by an equally supernatural application.

Y et 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
fortunes, the creator of his own future — not indeed apart from the influence of the
Holy Spirit, but certainly without His compulsion? Isit not mere fanaticism to dream
that the very penetralium of our personality isinvaded by an alien power, and the
whole trend of our lives reversed in an instant of time, independently of our previous
choice? Led, led certainly we may be by the Holy Spirit: but assuredly our manhood
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 seeto 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 something more than
leading. It needs reanimation, resurrection, regeneration, re-creation. So the
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Scriptures unwearyingly teach us. And so the Christian must, with all frankness and
emphasis, constantly maintain. The Christian man is not the product of the regenerative forces of nature under
however divine adirection; heis not an “evolution” out of the natural man: heisa
new creation. He has not made himself by however wary awalk, letting the ape and
tiger die and cherishing his higher ideals until they become dominant in hislife; heis
not merely the old man improved: he is anew 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. Aswell 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 isworking 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 supernatural ness 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 isinvolved in the confession of
Christians. We have made it no part of our present task to enumerate all the waysin
which the frank recognition of the supernatural entersinto the very essence of
Christianity. Much less do we essay here to discriminate between the several modes
of supernatural action which Christian thought is bound to admit. We have fancied it
well, however, to bring together afew of the instances in which the maintenance of
the occurrence of the absolute supernatural isincumbent 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 atmosphere 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 operations of His Spirit — this confession constitutes the core of
the Christian profession. Only he who holds this faith whole And entire has afull right
to the Christian name: only he can hope to conserve the fullness of Christian truth.
Let us seeto it that under whatever pressure and amid whatever difficulties, we
make it heartily and frankly our confession, and think and live alike in its strength and
by itslight. So doing, we shall find ourselves intrenched against the assaults of the
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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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3. THE IDEA OF SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY =~

THE term “ Systematic Theology” has long been in somewhat general use, especialy
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 succinctly summed
up by arecent writer in the following compact phrases:

The expression “systematic theology” is really an impertinent tautology. Itisa

tautology, in so far as atheology that is not systematic or methodical would be

no theology. The idea of rationa method liesin the word |0g0os, which forms

part of the term theology. And it is an impertinence, in so far asit suggests

that there are other theological disciplinag 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” isnot that it deals with its material in a systematic or
methodical 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 discipline must needs employ a systematic, that isto say, a
philosophical or scientific method. It might be equally well designated, therefore,
“Philosophical Theology,” or “Scientific 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 should be systematic, it should also be
scientific. If history should be methodical, it should also be philosophical. An
additional ambiguity would also be brought to these terms from their popular usage.
There would be danger that “Philosophical Theology” should be misapprehended as
theology dominated by some philosophical system. There would be a 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 disciplines
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, isa
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 thelr connotation as the terms “ philosophy”
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and “science’ differ. The distinction between these termsin areference like the
present would seem to be that between the whole and one of its parts. Philosophy is
the scientia scientiarum. What a science does for adivision 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. Accordingly 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”:
“s0 to correlate the reals, which with their interactivities make up the world or the
universe, that the whole shall be seen in its 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.” s 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 Theology” would therefore be al onein essential meaning. Only, when we

call it “Philosophical Theology,” we should be concelving 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, asit 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 system 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 assertion of “ Systematic Theology” that itisinits

essential nature a science, we have already determined most of the vexing questions

which arise concerning it in aformal point of view. Inthissingle predicate isimplicitly
included a series of affirmations, which, when taken together, will give us arather

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.

|. First of al, then, let us observe that to say that Systematic Theology isascienceis

to deny that it isahistorical discipline, and to affirm that it seeks to discover, not

what has been or is held to be true, but what isideally true; in other words, it isto

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-authenticated facts in its sphere,

and itsaim isto digest all these facts into one all-comprehending system. There may
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be rival psychologies, 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 sidein 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 system will brook no rival in its sphere, and
there can be two theologies only at the cost of one or both of them being imperfect,
incomplete, false. It is because theology, in accordance 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 asiif it were but one of many similar
schemes of thought. There is no doubt such athing 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 furnishesits 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 oneistrue, just so far
the other isfalse, and there is but one theology. Thiswe may identify, as an empirical
fact, with either or neither; but it is at al 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 discriminating adjectival
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 is found to be; but not, if we mean thereby to discriminate it from some
other assumed theology thus erected to a cotrdinate 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 ascience, isinclusive of all the truth in its sphere, however ascertained,
however presented, however defended.
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| . Thereis much more than thisincluded, however, in calling theology a science.
For the very existence of any science, three things are presupposed:

(1) thereality of its subject-matter;

(2) the capacity of the human mind to apprehend, 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 comprehended as to be rationalized and thus combined into a correlated
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 mind is
satisfied with a bare cognition of facts: its very constitution forcesit on to arestless
energy until it succeeds in working these facts not only into a network of correlated
relations among themselves, but also into arational body of thought correlated to
itself and its necessary modes of thinking. The condition of science, then, isthat 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 aesthetics presupposes an aesthetic faculty,
and a science of morals amoral nature, as truly as a science of logic presupposes a
logical apprehension, and a science of mathematics a capacity to comprehend the
relations 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 intermediating wire are as essentia for telegraphing as the message
and the receiving instrument. Subjectively speaking, sense perception 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 conditions of communication must unite, before the facts that constitute the
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material of a science can be placed before the mind that givesit its form. The sense
of sight is essential to astronomy: 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 still newer mediain the
subtle instruments by which our modern investigators not only weigh the spheresin
their courses, but analyze them into their chemical elements, map out the heavensin a
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 asto
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 understanding. 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 atheology if, though He existed, He existed out of

relation with His creatures. The whole body of philosophical apologeticsis,

therefore, presupposed in and underlies the structure of scientific theology.

(2) The affirmation that theology is a science presupposes the affirmation that man

has areligious nature, that is, a nature capable of understanding not only that God is,

but also, to some extent, what He is; not only that He stands in relations 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 Hisrelations to man as to be able to respond to those factsin atrue 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 scientific theology.

(3) The affirmation that theology is a science presupposes the affirmation that there

are media of communication by which God and divine things are brought before the

minds of men, that they may perceive them and, in perceiving, 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 arevelation.

Were there no revelation of God to man, our capacity to understand Him would lie
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dormant and unawakened; and though He really existed it would be to us asif He
were not. There would be a God to be known and a mind to know Him; but
theology would be asimpossible as if there were neither the one nor the other. Not
only, then, philosophical, but also the whole mass of historical apologetics by which
the redlity of revelation and its embodiment in the Scriptures are vindicated, is
presupposed in and underlies the structure of scientific theology.

I'1'l. Inthus 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 scienceis defined
from its subject-matter; and the subject-matter of theology is God in His nature and
in Hisrelations 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

theol ogians have actually come. And those who define theology as “the science of
God,” mean the term God in a broad sense as inclusive aso of Hisrelations; while
others exhibit their sense of the need of thisinclusiveness 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; athoroughly unscientific procedure, even though our view of the sources be
complete and unexceptionable, which is certainly not the case with this school. Quite
as confusing isit to define theology, asis 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 paralel products of the same body of factsin diverse spheres; the onein the
sphere of thought and the other in the sphere of life. And the definition of theology as
“the science of religion” thus confounds the product of the facts concerning God and
His relations with His creatures working through the hearts and lives of men, with
those facts themselves; and consequently, whenever strictly understood, bases
theology not on the facts of the divine revelation, but on the facts of thereligiouslife.
Thisleads ultimately to a confusion of the two distinct disciplines of theology, the
subject-matter of which is objective, and the science of religion, 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
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psychology, may be suspected; or else ahistorical 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 it is classed and in conjunction with
which it furnishes us with afull account of religion. When so conceived, it is natural to
take a step further and permit the methodology of the science, as well asitsidea, to
be determined by its distinguishing 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 theologies that the world has known. But theology as ascienceis
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 Hisrelationsto His
universe, and we no longer seek a point of discrimination, but rather a center of
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.

I'VV. 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 aready made use of

the term “revelation,” to designate the medium by which the facts concerning God

and Hisrelationsto 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

al 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 Himin

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 arevealed 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 providence 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
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knowledge of His being and attributes, may find shelter for itself- whether it be
through those visible things of nature whereby Hisinvisible things are clearly seen, or
through the constitution of the human 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 Himself. How God reveals Himself — in what divers manners He makes
Himself known to His creatures — is thus the subsequent 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 theology to infer that the God that made the eye must
Himself see; that the God who sovereignly distributes His favorsin the secular world
may be sovereign in grace too; that the heart that condemnsitself but repeats the
condemnation of the greater God ; that the songs of joy in which the Christian’s
happy soul voicesits sense of God' s gratuitous mercy are valid evidence that God
has really dealt graciously with it. It iswith no reserve that we accept all these
sources of knowledge of God — nature, providence, Christian experience — astrue
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,

theol ogians 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
knowledge of Him into one organic whole, is far from allowing that there are no
differences among these various manifestations — in the amount of revelation they
give, the clearness of their message, the ease and certainty with which they may be
interpreted, or the importance of the special truths which they are fitted to convey.
Far rather isit apriori 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 messages 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 awritten Word,
delivered with an authenticating accompaniment of signs and miracles, proved by
recorded prophecies with their recorded fulfillments, and pressed, with the greatest
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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 Hislaw, the
discovery of His plan of salvation: this mere fact, | say, would itself and prior to all
comparison, raise an overwhelming presumption that all the others of “the divers
manners’ of God’ s revelation were insufficient for the purposes for which revelation
IS given, whether on account of defect in the amount of their communication or
insufficiency of attestation or uncertainty of interpretation or fatal one-sidednessin
the character of the revelation they are adapted to give.

We need not be surprised, therefore, that on actual examination, 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 revelation

of God in Hiswritten 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 al 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 asto its state and destiny, and of much that is
most precious in our whole body of theological knowledge. 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 glorious character of the
discoveries made in it throws all other manifestations into comparative shadow. The
amazing fullness 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
enigmatic 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 a place alongside of the written Word, in any
other sense than that he gladly admits that they, alike with it, but in unspeakably
lower measure, do tell us of God. And nothing can be a clearer indication of a
decadent theology or of a decaying faith, than atendency 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. Thiswere to prefer the flickering
rays of ataper 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 fountain itself.
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Nevertheless, men have often sought to still the cravings of their souls with a purely
natural theology; and there are men to-day who prefer to derive their knowledge of
what God is and what He will do for man from an analysis of the implications of their
own religious feelings. not staying to consider that nature, “red in tooth and claw with
ravin,” can but direct our eyesto the God of law, whose deadly letter kills; or that
our feelings must needs point us to the God of our 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 liesin 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
conviction of sin and the sudden peace of the new-born soul, God' s hand in slaying
that He may make alive, His amighty 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 undevel oped 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, isa
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
dogmatic implications recorded for us in the perspicuous pages of the written Word.
But even were we to suppose that the interpretation was easy and secure, and that

we had before us, in an infalible formulation, all the implications of the religious
experience of al 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 whichis
perfect shall appear that we shall know or experience all that Christ hasin 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 obtained and
sufficiently authenticated as trustworthy, as divinely 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 revelations of Scripture; and that the Holy
Scriptures are the source of theology in not only a degree, but also a sense in which nothing elseis.
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There may be a theology without the Scriptures — atheology 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, as he 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 isto 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 observation 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
adying or even aslowly reviving light, which arise in hisown sinful soul. Ah, no! The
telescope first made areal science of astronomy possible: 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 aswell as
among the other sciences in general. Without encroaching upon the details of
Theological Encyclopedia, we may adopt here the usual fourfold distribution of the
theological disciplines into the Exegetical, the Historical, the Systematic, and the
Practical, with only the correction of prefixing to them afifth department of
Apologetical Theology. The place of Systematic Theology in thisdistribution is
determined by its relation to the preceding disciplines, of which it is the crown and
head. Apologetical Theology prepares the way for al theology by establishing its
necessary presuppositions without which no theology is possible — the existence

and essential nature of God, the religious nature of man which enables him to receive
arevelation from God, the possibility of arevelation and its actual realization in the
Scriptures. It thus places the Scriptures in our hands for investigation and study.
Exegetical Theology receives these inspired writings from the hands of Apologetics,
and investigates 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 progressive
realization of Christianity in the lives, hearts, worship, and thought of men, issuing not
only in afull account of the history of Christianity, but also in a body of facts which
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come into use in the more advanced disciplines, especialy 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 effortsto
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 bringsit, accounting
it, indeed, the very precipitate of the Christian consciousness of the past; but it does
not use it crudely, or at first hand for itself, but acceptsit as investigated, explained,
and made available by the sister discipline 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 isits 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 isto be made of its
results; and that it furnishes avastly 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 abody of theological facts. But so far asits theological facts are concerned, it
provides them chiefly that they may be used by Systematic Theology as material out of which to build its system.
Thisis not to forget the claims of Biblical Theology. It israther to emphasizeits
value, and to afford occasion for explaining its true place in the encyclopedia, and its
true relations on the one side to Exegetical Theology, and on the other to
Systematics — a matter which appears to be even yet imperfectly understood in
some quarters. Biblical Theology is not a 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 performed its full task until its scattered
results in the way of theological data are gathered up into afull and articulated
system of Biblical Theology. It isto 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 aword, isthe task of cotrdinating the
scattered results of continuous exegesis into a concatenated whole, whether with
reference to asingle book of Scripture or to abody of related books or to the whole
Scriptural fabric. Its chief object is not to find differences of conception between the
various writers, though some recent students of the subject seem to think thisis so
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much their duty, that when they cannot find differences they make them. Itisto
reproduce the theological thought of each writer or group of writersin the formin
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 valueliesjust in
this circumstance, that it is only when we have thus concatenated an author’s
theological statements into awhole, that we can be sure that we understand them as
he understood them in detail. A light isinevitably 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 usin their true setting, and
thus enables us to guard against perverting them when we adapt them to our use.
Thisis anaoble function, and could students of Biblical Theology only firmly grasp it,
once for all, astheir task, it would prevent thisimportant science from being brought
into contempt through a tendency to exaggerate differencesin 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 atrue view of
its function. Systematic Theology is not founded on the direct and primary results of
the exegetical process; it isfounded on the final and complete results of exegesis as
exhibited in Biblical Theology. Not exegesisitself, then, but Biblical Theology,
provides the material for Systematics. Biblical Theology is not, then, arival of
Systematics; it is not even aparallel product of the same body of facts, provided by
exegesis, it isthe basis and source of Systematics. Systematic Theology isnot 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 Biblical Theology. It
uses the individual data furnished by exegesis, in aword, 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
Hislife and teaching as given in our four Gospels into one patchwork life and
account of Histeaching; 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 dogmatic
statements in the Scriptures, but by combining them in their due order and proportion
asthey stand in the various theol ogies of the Scriptures. Thus we are enabled to view
the future whole not only in its parts, but in the several combinations of the parts;
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and, looking at it from every side, to obtain atrue conception of its solidity and
strength, and to avoid all exaggeration or falsification of the detailsin giving them
place in the completed structure. And thus we do not make our theology, according
to our own pattern, as amosaic, out of the fragments of the Biblical teaching; but
rather look out from ourselves upon it as agreat prospect, framed out of the
mountains 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 understanding 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 | eft
momentarily out of account. The actual contents of the theological results of the
exegetic process, of Biblical Theology, and of Systematics, with this limitation, may
be said to be the same. The immediate work of exegesis may be compared to the
work of arecruiting 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 service.
Systematic Theology combines these companies and regiments and corps into an
army — a single and unitary whole, determined by its own all-pervasive principle. It,
too, is composed of men — the same men which were recruited by Exegetics; but it
is composed of these men, not asindividuals merely, but in their due relations to the
other men of their companies and regiments and corps. The smileisfar froma
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 al-inclusive systematization which isinseparable from Systematic
Theology. It isjust this element, determining the spirit and therefore the methods of
Systematic Theology, which, along with its greater inclusiveness, discriminatesit from
al forms of Biblical Theology, the spirit of which is purely historical.

V| . The place that theology, as the scientific presentation of all the facts that are
known concerning God and Hisrelations, claims for itself within the circle of the
sciencesis an equally high one with that which it claims among the theological
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 isas far out of all
comparison above all other sciences as the eternal health and destiny of the soul are
of more value than thisfleeting life in thisworld. 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
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measure, touched and affected by it, or which is not in some measure included in it.
Asal nature, whether mental or material, may be conceived of as only the modein
which God 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, entersinto 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 isthe function of theology to supply. Thisfact 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
Scriptural 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 relatively to the less
developed forms of ethicsresting on arevealed basis. A careful student has recently told us, for example, that:
Between the ethics of pagan antiquity and that of the Old Testament thereisa
difference of the widest and most radical kind. Thereis no trace of gradual

transition from the one to the other. That difference isfirst 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’ srelation to a personal God is

not apprehended, anything approaching an universal ethicsisimpossible, and

only individual virtues can be manifested. Ethics was thus deprived of its unity

.... Morality became but a catalogue of separate 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 thisintimacy 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. Something of theology is
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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, itsintuitions true. All science without God is mutilated science, and no
account of asingle 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 aoneisin Himsef, 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 hasits 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 whichis,

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 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

meani ngless 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 isthus astrue of sciencesasit is of creatures, that in Him they all live and move
and have their being. The science of Him and Hisrelationsis the necessary ground of
al science. All speculation takes us back to Him; al 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
adeep 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, intellect must cease to be.”

It isonly in theology, therefore, that the other sciences find their completion.
Theology, formally speaking, is accordingly the apex of the pyramid of the sciences
by which the structure is perfected. Its relation to the other sciencesis, thus, in this
broader sphere quite analogous to its relation to the other branches of the theol ogical
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encyclopediain that narrower sphere. All other sciences are subsidiary toit, and 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 several sciencesto
supply these factsin scientific, that is, thoroughly comprehended form. Scientific
theology thus stands at the head of the sciences as well as at the head of the
theological 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 astheir results stand related to questions with which theol ogy
deals, they exist only to serve her. Dr. FHint well says:

The relevant data of natural theology are all the works of God in nature and
providence, all the phenomena and laws of matter, mind, and history, — and

these can only be thoroughly ascertained by the special sciences. The surest

and most adequate knowledge of them is knowledge in the form called

scientific, and therefore in this form the theologian must seek to know them.

The sciences which 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, etc., of the Scriptures do towards
Biblical theology. They inform us, asit were, what is the true text and literal
interpretation of the book of creation. Their conclusions are the premisses, or

at least the data, of the scientific natural theologian. All reasonings of his

which disregard these data are ipso Jacto condemned. A conflict between the
results of these sciences and the findings of natural theology isinconceivable.

It would be a conflict between the data and conclusions of natural theology,

and so equivalent for natural theology to self-contradiction... 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 atheological discipline—
comparative theology- which undertakes to disclose the spirit, delineate the
character, trace the development, and exhibit the relations of all religions with

the utmost attainable exactitude. Obviously the mass of datawhich this

science hasto collect, sift, and interpret is enormous. They can only be

brought to light and set in their natural relationships by the labours of hosts of
specialists of al kinds... Christian dogmatics has to make use of the results of
natural theology, Biblical theology, and comparative theology, and to raise them

to ahigher 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 1o

The essence of the matter is here admirably set forth, though as connected with some
points of view which may require modification. It would seem to be a mistake, for
example, to conceive of scientific theology as the immediate and direct synthesis of
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the three sources — Natural Theology, Biblical Theology, and Comparative
Theology — so that it would be considered the product in like degree or evenin
similar manner 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 a somewhat different relation to Scientific
Theology from that which Biblical Theology occupies — arelation not less organic
indeed, but certainly less direct. The true representation seems to be that Scientific
Theology isrelated to the natural and historical sciences, not immediately and
independently for itself, but only indirectly, that is, through the mediation of the
preliminary theological discipline of Apologetics. The work of Apologeticsin itsthree
branches of Philosophical, 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
Isto raise the structure of Biblical Theology. The materials thus provided Scientific
Theology utilizes, just asit 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, therefore, most directly on the results of Biblical
exegesis as provided in Biblical Theology; but availsitself likewise of all the material
furnished by all the preceding disciplines, and, in the results of Apologetics as found
in Natural Theology and Comparative 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.«: Systematic Theology is
fundamentally one of the theological disciplines, and bearsimmediate relation only to

its sister disciplines; it isonly through them that it reaches further out and setsits

roots in more remote sources of information.

V1. Theinterpretation of awritten document, intended to convey a plain message,

isinfinitely easier than the interpretation of the teaching embodied in facts themselves.

It istherefore that systematic treatises on the several sciences are written. Theology

has, therefore, an immense advantage over all other sciences, inasmuch asit is more

an inductive study of facts conveyed in awritten 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 isto-day in a state far nearer
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perfection than any other science. Thisis not, however, to deny that itisa
progressive science. In exactly the same sense in which any other scienceis
progressive, thisis progressive. It is not meant that new revelations are to be
expected of truth which has not been before within the reach of man. Thereisavast
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difference between the progress of a science and increase in its material. All the facts
of psychology, for instance, have been in existence so long as mind itself has existed;
and the progress of this science has been dependent on the progressive discovery,
understanding, 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 system. So long as revelation
was hot completed, the progressive character of theology was secured by the
progressin revelation itself. And since the close of the canon of Scripture, the
intellectual realization and definition of the doctrinesrevealed in it, in relation to one
another, have been, as a mere matter of fact, aslow but ever advancing process.

The affirmation that theology has been a progressive science 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 itslife, Christian theology first searched the
Scriptures that it might understand the nature and modes of existence of its God and
the person of its divine Redeemer. Then, more and more conscious of itself, it more
and more fully wrought out from those same Scriptures a guarded expression of the
subjective side of itsfaith; until through throes and conflictsit has built up the system
which we al inherit. Thus the body of Christian truth has come down to usin the
form of an organic growth; and we can conceive of the completed structure as the
ripened fruit of the ages, astruly as we can think of it as the perfected result of the
exegetical discipline. Asit has come into our possession 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 usto be; however
certain it isthat 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 al 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
isever and will ever continue to be before us until we dare affirm that thereis 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.
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The conditions of progress in theology are clearly discernible 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 building 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 destroying what
had been accomplished by his forerunners, no cathedral would ever have been
raised.~ Therailroad is pushed across the continent by the simple process of laying

each rail at the end of the line already laid. The prerequisite of al progressisaclear
discrimination which as frankly accepts the limitations set by the truth already

discovered, asit rgjects the false and bad. Construction is not destruction; neither is

it the outcome of destruction. There are abuses no doubt to be reformed; errorsto

correct; falsehoods to cut away. But the history of progressin every science and no

less in theology, isastory of impulses given, corrected, and assimilated. And when

they have been once corrected and assimilated, these truths are to remain accepted.

It isthen time for another impulse, and the condition of all further progressisto place
ourselvesin this well-marked line of growth. Astronomy, for example, has had such

a history; and there are now some indisputabl e truths in astronomy, as, for instance,

the rotundity of the earth and the central place of the sun in our system. | do not say

that these truths are undisputed; probably nothing 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, asthey loveto 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”

theol ogians 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 ourselvesin

the line of progress; and if the temple of God'’ struth is ever to be completely built,

we must not spend our effortsin 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 oursto lay

foundations? L et us rejoice that that work has been done! Happy are we if our God

will permit usto bring a single capstone into place. Thisfabric is not a house of cards

to be built and blown down again a hundred times a day, as the amusement of our

idle hours: it isamiracle 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 of France and ideality of Germany and systematization of
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Holland and deep sobriety of Britain have been expended in perfecting the structure;
and so it grows.

We have heard much in these last days of the phrase “progressive orthodoxy,” and
in somewhat strange connections. Nevertheless, the phrase itself is not an inapt
description of the building of this theological house. Let us assert that the history of
theology has been and ever must be a progressive orthodoxy. But let us equally
loudly assert that progressive orthodoxy and retrogressive heterodoxy can scarcely
be convertible terms. Progressive orthodoxy implies that first of al 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
atheory 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 grace,
Anselm the doctrine of the atonement, Luther the doctrine of forensic justification. In
any progressive science, the amount of departure from accepted truth whichis
possible to the sound thinker becomes thus ever less and less, in proportion as
investigation and study result in the progressive establishment of an ever increasing
number of facts. The physician who would bring back to-clay the medicine of Galen
would be no more mad than the theol ogian who would revive the theology of
Clement of Alexandria. Both were men of light and leading in their time; but their
timeispast, 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 increasing limitation,
just because it brings increasing knowledge. And as the orthodox man is he that
teaches no other doctrine than that which has been established as true, the
progressively 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.
VII1. When we speak of progress our eyes are set upon agoal. And in calling

theology a progressive science we unavoidably raise the inquiry, what the end and

purpose is towards an ever increasing fitness to secure which it is continually

growing. Its own completeness and perfecting as a science — as a department of
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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 existed for its own sake, this
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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. Y et we must vindicate afurther goal for the advance of theology and
thus contend for it that it is an eminently practical science. The contemplation and
exhibition of Christianity astruth, isfar from the end of the matter. Thistruth is
specially communicated by God for a purpose, for which it is admirably adapted.
That purpose isto save and sanctify the soul. And the discovery, study, and
systematization of the truth isin order that, firmly grasping it and thoroughly
comprehending it in all itsreciprocal 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 absorbingly interesting, but
inexpressibly precious to us when we bear in mind that the truth with which we thus
deal constitutes, as a whole, the engrafted Word that is able to save our souls. The
task of thoroughly exploring the pages of revelation, soundly gathering from them
their treasures of theological teaching, and carefully fitting these into their due places
in a system whereby they may be preserved from misunderstanding, perversion, and
misuse, and given anew power to convince the understanding, move the heart, and
guicken 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 isequally true that the clearer, fuller, and more discriminating this knowledge
is, the more certainly and richly will it produce its appropriate effect; and in thisis
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 asit 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 initsrelations, 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 aword, determined by the character of
our theology: and thus the task of the systematic theologian isto 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 development of the religiouslife. Asno truth
IS so insignificant asto 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
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filled with a holy confidence that, by allowing them to frame themselves into their
own system as indicated by their own natures- as the stones in Solomon’ 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.
These theoretical considerations are greatly strengthened by the historical fact, that
throughout all the ages every advance in the scientific statement of theological truth
has been made in response to a practical demand, and has been made in a distinctly
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 theol ogical
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 adogmatic way .... Nothing is more mistaken

than to represent the Fathers of the Councils, or the members of the Synods as
theoricians, or even as professional theologians, brought together in conference

by speculative zeal alone, in order to resolve metaphysical enigmas. They

were men of action, not of speculation; courageous priests and pastors who
understood their mission, like soldiersin open battle, and whose first care was

to save their Church, itslife, its unity, its honor — ready to diefor it as one dies for his country. ns
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 system. He says.

In the midst, as at the outset of hiswork, it was the practical preoccupations of

living faith which guided him, and never avain desire for pure speculation. If

this practical need led [in the successive editions of the “Institutes’] to some

new theories, to many fuller expositions of principles, this was not only

because he now desired his book to help students of theology to interpret

Scripture better — it was because, with his systematic genius, Calvin

understood 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. 14
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
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Augustinianism in Southern Gaul, as brought out by Professor Arnold of Breslau, is
only atypical 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
Cassarius, deservedly 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 mechanism of the synergistic moralism.s

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 practical fruits.:

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 abstract: we possess them only in their relations, and we do not properly know
any one of them — nor can it haveits 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 usin proportion asit is unknown,
rather than in proportion asit 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 el ements; and to fancy, in the words of Dr. Charles
Hodge, “that that is true which a more systematic knowledge would show usto 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 thislet us appeal to the witness of arecent French
writer who supports his own judgment by that of severa 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
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God isflourishing in equal measure: and his conclusion isthat, “in order to be a
strong and living Christian, it does not suffice to submit our heart and will to the
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gospel: we must submit also our mind and our reason.” “The doctrines of Christianity,” he adds:
The doctrines of Christianity have just as much right to be believed 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 Christian loses part of his virtue, the

preacher part of hisforce; 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 former says:s

What strikes me to-day is the incomplete and fragmentary character 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 nourishment of our souls. | discover the traces of this

ignorance in our preaching aswell asin our daily life. And hereis 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 necessarily corresponds alowered Christian life.
Mark Bois similarly says:ie 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 convictions, but they arc, if |

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 believers, 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 spring up and acclimate themselves in the minds of

the young theological 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 isimpossible but

that spiritual life and practical activity should sustain also serious damage from this intellectual anarchy.
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Cannot we see in the state of French Protestantism as depicted 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 doctrineisin order
to life, and that the study of doctrine must be prosecuted 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 experimental 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, consistency, 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 concerning 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, | 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 meaningless incantation were it not for the precious and most
definite doctrine of the sacrifice of propitiation and peace. That | may “come
just as| am” isamatter of pure Divine information. My emotions, my deepest
and most awful convictions, without such information, say the opposite; my
instinct isto cry, “Depart, for | am asinful 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 exchanges
thetrials 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 hisown heart and the holiness of the Judge of all? It is because of doctrine.
He knows the covenant 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
isfar better. He knows that the sting of death is sin, and the strength of sinis

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 thisis doctrine. It ismade to live in the man by the Holy Ghost given to

him. But itisinitself creed, not life. It is revealed informatione

If such be the value and use of doctrine, the systematic theologian is preeminently a
preacher of the gospel; and the end of hiswork is obviously not merely the logical
arrangement of the truths which come under his hand, but the moving of men,

through their power, to love God with all their hearts and their neighbors as
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themselves; to choose their portion 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 acold 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 unspeakable 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 afull, 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 his Redeemer, to befilled at all times with the manifest influences of the Holy
Spirit. The student of systematic theology needs a very sensitive religious nature, a
most thoroughly consecrated heart, and an outpouring of the Holy Ghost upon him,
such aswill fill him with that spiritual discernment, without which all native intellect is
in vain. He needs to be not merely a student, not merely athinker, not merely a
systematizer, not merely ateacher — he needsto be like the beloved disciple himself
in the highest, truest, and holiest sense, adivine.
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4. THE TASK AND METHOD OF SY STEMATIC THEOLOGY -

BY “Systematic Theology” is meant that department or section of theological science
which is concerned with setting forth systematically, that isto say, as a concatenated
whole, what is known concerning God. Other departments or sections of theol ogical
science undertake other tasks. Whether such abeing as God exists heeds 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. Thisisthe task of apologetical theology.
These matters being determined, it is necessary to draw out from the sources of
information concerning God which are accessible to us, all that can be known of
God. Thisisthe 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. Thisisthe 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. Thisisthe task of practical theology. Among these various
departments or sections of theological science thereis obviously place for, or rather
there is positively demanded, yet another, the task of which isto 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 of systematic
theology to take the knowledge of God supplied to it by apologetical, exegetical, and
historical theology, scrutinize it with aview to discovering the inner relations of its
several elements, and set it forth in a systematic presentation, that isto say, asan
organic whole, so that it may be grasped and held in its entirety, in the due relation of
its parts to one another and to the whole, and with ajust distribution of emphasis
among the several items of knowledge which combine to make up the totality of our
knowledge of God. It isclear at once that, “systematic theology” forms the central, or perhaps we may
better say the culminating, department of theological science. It isthe goal to which

apologetical, exegetical, and historical theology lead up; and it provides the matter

which practical theology employs. What is most important in the knowledge of God-

which iswhat theology is— is, of course, just the knowledge of God ; and that is

what systematic theology sets forth. Apologetical theology puts usin the way of
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obtaining knowledge of God. Exegetical theology gives us this knowledgein its

digecta mcmbra. Historical theology makes us aware how it has been apprehended
and transmuted into life. Practical theology teaches us how to propagate it in the
world. It is systematic theology which spreadsit before usin the form most
accessible to our modes of conception, poursit, so to speak, into the molds of our
minds, and makes it our assured possession that we may thoroughly understand and
utilizeit. Thereis nothing strange, therefore, in the common manner of speech by
which systematic theology absorbsinto itself al theology. In point of fact, theology,
asthe science of God, comesto itself only in systematic theology; and if we set
systematic theology over against other theological disciplines as a separable
department of theological science, thisis not that we divide the knowledge of God
up among these departments, retaining only some of it — perhaps asmall 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 ordered, up
through the several stages of the dealing of the human mind with it until at last, in
systematic theology, it stands before our eyesin complete formulation.

The choice of the term * systematic theology” to designate this department of
theological science has been made the occasion of some criticism, and its
employment has been accompanied 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 isto say, in a
disorderly way and to no safe results. Nor ought it to be necessary 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
designatesis 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 designation of this department of theological
science. At all events none of its synonyms which have from timeto time been in
use—such as 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 theol ogicae dogmaticae,” 1660, has been
“dogmatic theology.” This designation differs from “systematic theology” by laying
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 dogmaiis,
briefly, an established truth, authoritative and not to be disputed. The ground of its
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authoritativenessis 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 Del,” say the Smalkald Articles,” condit articulos fidel, 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 “religious beliefs.” “A dogma,” says Dr. A. J. Headlam, “means a truth to be
believed”; and it is the task of dogmatics, according to him, “to investigate, to
expound, and to systematize those truths about God and human destiny, whether
derived 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’ isfatal 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 elementsis, 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 consideration, 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
systematic theology to acquire authority. What constitutes the peculiarity of this
department of theological scienceisthat in it these truths are presented not one by

onein isolation, but in amutually related body %4 in a system. What more truly
descriptive name for it could be invented than just “systematic theology” ?

There are some, no doubt, to whom it may seem presumptuous 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 incapable of holding these
facts apart; it must contemplate them in relation to one another. Systematization is
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only apart of the irrepressible effort of the intelligence to comprehend the facts
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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 isin any degree
known by a being of a systematically working mind, therefore, there is atheology in
the express sense of that word, that is, a“systematic theology.” Only the atheist or
the agnostic on the one side, theidiot or the lunatic on the other, can be without such
atheology. If thereisa God; if anything whatever is known of this God; if the being
possessing this knowledge is capable of orderly thought- atheology in this senseis
inevitable. It is but the reflection in the orderly working 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 temper 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 el se, deemed more capable of being

really known by or more accessible to such beings as men. Theology, €X Vi verbi, is
the systematized knowledge of God; and if God exists and any knowledge of Him
whatever is accessible to us, there must be such athing as a systematic knowledge of
Him, and it would seem that this would be the proper connotation of the term
“theology.” Nevertheless, we are repeatedly being told that theology is not the
science of God, its object-matter being God in His existence and activities, but the
science of religion or of faith, its object-matter being the religious phenomena
manifested by humanity at large, or observable in the souls of believers. A whole
generation of theologians, having the courage of their convictions, accordingly almost
ceased to speak of “systematic theology,” preferring some such name as the “ science
of faith” (Glaubendehre). It was Schleiermacher, of course, who gave this subjective
twist to what he still spoke of as“Dogmatics.” Dogmas to him were no longer
authoritative propositions concerning God, but “ conceptions of the states of the
Christian religious consciousness, set forth in formal statement”; and dogmatics was
to him accordingly nothing more than the systematic presentation of the body of such
dogmasin vogue in any given church at any given time. Accordingly he classified it
frankly, along with “Church Statistics,” under the caption of “The Historical
Knowledge of the Present Situation of the Church.” Undoubtedly it is very desirable
to know what the Church at large, or any particular branch of the Church, believes at
any given stage of its development. 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,
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historically, “the dogmatic 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 isnot in principle altered if the end set before usisto 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 researches will be that we shall know better, not God, but man — man
in hisreligious nature and in the products of hisreligious 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
isintheworld, including man and all that isin man, and all that is the product of
man’ s highest activities, intellectual and, in the noblest sense the word may bear,
spiritual, 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 fatally 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 renunciation 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 theol ogies 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 isrevelation. 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 reveals Himself,
theology is set over against theology in ineradicable opposition. The hinge on which
the controversy particularly turns is the question whether God has revealed Himself
only in works, or aso in word: ultimately whether 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 atheology, 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 theistically) as the expression of
the divine mind in the forms of human thought. In that ease, the work of systematic
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theology follows the lines of the psychology and phenomenology of religion; its task
isto 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 phenomenon of Jesus on the minds of His believing
followers. Then, what theology has to do isto unfold the ideas of God which are
involved in this experience. Or, again, revelation may be thought to liein a series of
extraordinary occurrences, conceived as redemptive acts on the part of God,

inserted into the course of ordinary history. In that case the task of theology isto
draw out the implications of this series of extraordinary eventsin 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 systematization of the truth thus communicated, and if thistruth
comesto it fixed in an authoritative written record, it is obvious that itstask is greatly
facilitated. These are not questions raised by systematic theology; nor doesit belong
to systematic theology to determine them. That task has aready 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 redlity, or to define the nature, or to
determine the method of revelation; nor, indeed, even to ascertain the truths
communicated 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
guestion of the Scriptures. Do the Scriptures contain a specia revelation of God; or
are they merely arecord 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 culminating 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 itemsin our
trustworthy knowledge of God; or are they merely human statements, conveying with
more or less accuracy the impressions 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 Scriptures’
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. Nevertheless men have not commonly wished to break entirely with the
Scriptures. In one way or another they have usually desired to see in them arecord
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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 acloser scrutiny of their actual procedure, it will be discovered that
“modern thinkers” in general really set aside Scripture atogether as source or even
authoritative norm of our knowledge of God, and depend, according to their
individual predilections, on reason, on Christian experience, corporate or personal,

or on tradition, for all the truth concerning God which they will admit. The formal
incorporation by them of Scripture among the sources of theology is merely afashion
of speech derived from the historical evolution of their “new” views and isindicatory
only of the starting-point of their development. Their ease is much the same as the
Romanist’ 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 itsinfallible organ, the pope—whilein point of fact it isjust the pope.
speaking ex cathedra, which constitutes the actual authority to which he bows.

A striking illustration of how men cling to such old phraseology after it has become
obsolete to their actual thought may be derived from a recent writer whom we have
aready 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 dogmatics deals with beliefs, not truths) but tradition and the
living voice of the Church. Yet thisis the way he describes the sources of his
theology: “ The continuous revelation of the 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 incompl ete that it
omits the revelation of “nature,” for Dr. Headlam allows that nature may teach us
somewhat of its Maker: it includes the sources only of what Dr. Headlam 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, asa
Romanist might have said, reserving of course the right of further explanation 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 in the New.”
Thisis not, however, to make the New Testament 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 embodied 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
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not accord authority to either of them asis 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 revelation of God, nor even, as might be perhaps supposed at first sight,
as the trustworthy record of such revelations as God has given; but smply as
depositories, so far, of Christian beliefs. The Scriptures, in aword, are of value to
him only as witness to Christian tradition. He says explicitly: “ The Scriptures are
simply a part of the Christian tradition”; and heis 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 tradition which they preserve for usis declared
to be both incomplete and distorted. They cannot serve, therefore, even as atest of
tradition; contrariwise, tradition is the norm of Scripture and its correction is needed
to enable us safely to draw from Scripture. “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.” Scriptureisto him merely an
untrustworthy vehicle of tradition.

Dr. Headlam is an Anglican, and when the authority of Scripture dissolvesin 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 Christian’s own
spirit to fall back on, whether as arationally thinking entity, or as a faith-enlightened
soul. A mighty effort is, indeed, made to escape from the individualistic subjectivism
of this point of view; but with indifferent success. It is not, however, to the Scriptures
that appeal is made in thisinterest. Rather isit common with this whole school of
writersthat it is not the Scriptures but “the gospel” which supplies the norm by which
the faith of theindividual is regulated, or the source from which it derivesits positive
content. This “gospel” may be spoken of, indeed, as “the essential content and the
inspiring soul of the Holy Scriptures.” But this does not mean that whatever we may
find written in the Scriptures entersinto this “gospel,” but rather that of all which
stands written in the Scriptures only that which we esteem the “gospel” has religious
significance and therefore theological value. What this “gospel” is, therefore, is not
objectively but subjectively determined. Sometimesit is frankly declared to be just
that element in Scripture which awakens our soulsto life; sometimes more frankly
till it is affirmed to be only what in Scripture approvesitself 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 seesit?” — just
Paul’ s question turned topsy-turvy, since Paul would draw the inference that
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whoever did not recognize his words as the commandments of God was therefore

no Christian man. Sometimes, with an effort to attain a greater show of objectivity,
the “gospel” issaid 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 touchstone 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 Scriptureisrather a
reflection back upon the page of Scripture 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 belongs to the Scriptural
revelation determined by it. One of the most interesting, and certainly one of the most
strenuous attempts to preserve for Scripture 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
substance 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 Scripturesis
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 thereforeit is
utilizable for the purposes of dogmatics only asit istaken up by “faith” and
transmuted by faith into knowledge; which is as much asto say that faith may,
indeed, be quickened by Scripture, but the material which isto be built into our
dogmaticsis not what Scripture teaches but what we believe. “Dogmatics,” we are
told explicitly, “derives none of its propositions directly from the Scriptures;... what
mediates for Dogmatics between the Scriptures and the dogmatic propositions, is
faith.” “The dogma of which Dogmatics treats is the dogmathat 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.
Thisis not the place to vindicate the objective authority of Scripture asthe
documented revelation of God. That is the task of apologetics. What we are now
seeking to make clear, is only that, as there are apol ogetics and apol ogetics, so there
are, following them, systematic theol ogies and systematic theologies. Systematic
theology, as the presentation of the knowledge of God in systematized form, can
build only with the materials which the precedent departments of theological science
giveit and only after afashion consonant with the nature of these materials. If our
apologetics has convinced us that we have no other knowledge of God but that given
us by arational contemplation of the world, recognized as the work of His hands; or
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that given us by an analysis of the convictions which form themselves in hearts fixed
on Him — our procedure 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 manifests Himself in His works, and moves
in the hearts which turn to Him in faith, but has redemptively intervened in the
historical development of the race (without this redemptive intervention lost in sin),
and that not merely in acts but in words, and has fixed the record of thisintervention
in authoritative 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 feeling, 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 isthus, in essence, an attempt to reflect 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 whol e 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. Itsform is given it by the greater or less perfection of the reflection of this
revelation in our consciousness. It is not imagined, of course, that this reflection can
be perfect in any individual consciousness. It isthe people of God at large who are
really the 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 sin 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 purein
heart can see God; and who, even of His redeemed saints, are in thislife 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 revealed 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 asHeiis.
Then, the God who has revealed Himself to His people shall be known by them in all

http://www.biblecentre.net/theology/books/war/sit/stheo/css/stheo_69.html [30/07/2003 11:36:29 a.m.]



stheo_70

the fullness of His revelation of Himself. Now we know in part; but when that which
is perfect is come that which isin part shall be done away.
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5. GOD ¢ Tre English word “God” is derived from aroot 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

object of worship as Spirit; and the Old Testament Hebrew word, which this word
in turn represents, conveys, as its primary 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 whichis
summed up what is known as theism, is the product of that general revelation which
God makes of Himself to al men, on the plane of nature. The truthsinvolved in it are
continually reiterated, enriched, and deepened 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 revelation of the grace of

God to sinners. On the plane of nature men can learn only what God necessarily is,
and what, by virtue of His essential attributes, He must do; a special communication
from Him isrequisite 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 al things, who is at once the Father who provides, the Son who
accomplishes, and the Spirit who applies, redemption. Only in the uncovering of this
supernal mystery of the Trinity isthe revelation of what God is completed. That there
isno 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 isexplicitly revealed only in
the New Testament is due to the fact that not until the New Testament stage of
revelation was reached was the redemption, which was being prepared throughout

the whole Old Testament economy, actually accomplished. 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 isrooted in the trinal distinction 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, therefore, in three stages,
corresponding to the three planes of revelation, and we will naturally come to know
Him, first, asthe infinite Spirit or the God of nature; then, as the Redeemer of
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sinners, or the God of grace; and lastly as the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, or the Triune God.
1. GOD, THE INFINITE SPIRIT

The conviction of the existence of God bears the marks of an intuitive truth in so far
asit isthe universal and unavoidable belief of men, and is given in the very same act
with the idea of self, which isknown at once as dependent and responsible and thus
implies one on whom it depends and to whom it is responsible. Thisimmediate
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 existence 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 nature, and of alawgiver and judge for
dependent moral beings, endowed with the sense of duty and an ineradicable feeling
of responsibility, conscious of the moral contradictions of the world and craving a
solution for them, and living under an intuitive perception of right which they do not
seerealized. The cogency of these proofsis currently recognized in the Scriptures,
while they add to them the supernatural manifestations of God in aredemptive
process, accompanied at every stage by miraculous attestation. From the theistic
proofs, however, we learn not only that a God exists, but also necessarily, on the
principle of asufficient cause, very much of the nature of the God which they prove
to exist. Theideais 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 al that isthe source of dignity and excellence in ourselves. Thus we come
to know God as a persona Spirit, infinite, eternal, and illimitable alike in His being
and in the intelligence, sensibility, and will which belong to Him as personal spirit.
The attributes which are thus ascribed to Him, including self-existence,
independence, unity, unigueness, unchangeabl eness, omnipresence, infinite
knowledge and wisdom, infinite freedom and power, infinite truth, righteousness,
holiness 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.

2. GOD, THE REDEEMER OF SINNERS

While reiterating the teaching of nature as to the existence 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 consummate divine attribute of love
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advanced, in the Scriptural revelation, 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, and is exhibited as acting only along with and in entire
harmony with them. God is not represented in the Scriptures as forgiving sin because
Hereally 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 Hisillimitable benevolence. He is rather represented as moved to deliver
sinful man from his guilt and pollution 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 determination 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 presentation of the God of
grace includes thus the richest development 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 asto say that there is ascribed

to Him amoral sense so sensitive 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 appropriate degree of satisfaction or reprobation.

The infinitude of Hisloveis exhibited to us precisely in that while we were yet sinners
He loved us, though with all the force of His infinite nature he reacted against our sin
with illimitable abhorrence and indignation. The mystery of grace residesjust in the
impulse of asin-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 redemption, 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 sinner’ s substitute before His own law and
the infinitely blessed God receiving in His own person the penalty of sin.

3. GOD, 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 atrinal 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 working out. of the long-promised redemption; and it was accomplished
first of al in fact rather than in word, by the actual appearance of God the Son on
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earth and the subsequent manifestations of the Spirit, who was sent forth to act as

His representative 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 mystery 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,

and the apostolic benediction in which adivine blessing isinvoked from each person
in turn (...2 Corinthians 13:14). 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 thereis but one God (---Deuteronomy 6:4; -..Isaiah 44.6; .1 Corinthians

8:4; ...James 2:19);

(2) that the Father is God (..-Matthew 11:25; ....John 6:27; 8:41; ...Romans 15:6;

<<<<<< Colossians 2:9; ...Philippians 2:6; ...2 Peter 1:1) ; and the Spirit is God (.-Acts
5:3, 4; ...1 Corinthians 2:10, 11; ..Ephesians 2:22); 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 15:26; 16:13, 14; 17:8, 18, 23;

16:14; 17:1). The doctrine of the Trinity is but the synthesis of these facts, and,
adding nothing to them, simply recognizesin the unity of the Godhead such a Trinity
of persons asisinvolved in the working out of the plan of redemption. In the
prosecution of thiswork there isimplicated a certain relative subordination in the
modes of operation of the several persons, by which it is the Father that sends the
Son and the Son who sends the Spirit; but the three persons are uniformly
represented in Scripture asin their essential nature each alike God over all, blessed
forever (...Romans 9:5); and we are therefore 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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6. PREDESTINATION IN THE REFORMED CONFESSIONS

WHAT we call the Reformation was fundamentally, when looked at from a spiritual
point of view, agreat revival of religion; when looked at from the theological point of
view, agreat revival of Augustinianism.= It was the one just because it was the
other. Revolting from the domination of ecclesiastical machinery, men found their one
haven of rest in the sovereignty of God. The doctrine of Predestination was therefore
the central doctrine of the Reformation.= In the Romish system the idea of
predestination has no place, and interest in any opinions that may be held concerning
itisinthat communion at best but languid. Therefore Perrone, after explaining 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 controversy:
therefore every one may, with safety to the faith, adhere to whichever opinion heis
most disposed to and thinks best adapted to solve the difficulties of unbelievers and
heretics.” = The matter was very different with the Reformers. To them the doctrine
of predestination was given directly in their consciousness of dependence as sinners
on the free mercy of asaving God: it therefore was part of the content of their
deepest 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
othersto 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 predestination. “All the Reformers of
the sixteenth century,” he says,= “including even the gentle Melanchthon and the
compromising 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
inspired St. Paul, came to the same doctrine of a double predestination which

decides the eternal destiny of all men. Nor isit possible to evade this conclusion,” he
justly adds, “on the two acknowledged premises of Protestant orthodoxy — namely,
the whol esale condemnation of men in Adam, and the limitation of saving grace to
the present world.” =
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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 defection of Melanchthon to a synergistic conception of the
saving act. Asaresult of the consequent controversies, the Lutheran Churches were
midled into seeking to define predestination 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
foreknowledge of God extends both to good and evil men; but neverthelessis not
the cause of evil, nor isit the cause of sin... But the predestination or eternal election
of God extends only to the good and beloved children of God, and thisis 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
indifference to predestination altogether, and of the Romish explanation of it as ex
praavisa fide.=: Meanwhile the Reformed continued to witness a better profession;
partly, no doubt, because of the greater depth of religious life induced in them by the
severity of the persecutions they were called upon to undergo; and partly, no doubt,
because of the greater height of religious thinking created in them by the example and
impulse 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. Thefirst 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, no doubt, many individual Reformed thinkers had
been more or less affected by a L utheran 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 Reformed 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 intrench 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 distinctivein the
Reformed Confessions: neverthel ess the Reformed sense of absolute dependence on
the God of grace for salvation remainstill to-day the dominant element in the thought
of the Reformed Churches, and its theological expression in the complete doctrine of
praedestinatio duplex retains its place in the hearts as well asin the creeds of a
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multitude of Reformed Christians throughout the world.

http://www.biblecentre.net/theology/books/war/sit/stheo/css/stheo_76.html (2 of 2) [30/07/2003 11:36:38 a.m.]



stheo_77

The numerous Reformed creeds, representing the convictions 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,« nevertheless 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 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 investigated by the men of our generation; so that their message
to usisin danger of being widely misapprehended, and sometimes, it must be
confessed, even seriously misrepresented. There is a certain timeliness, therefore, as
well asinherent propriety in, at thisjuncture, drawing out from the Reformed creeds
their teaching as to predestination, and noting the essential harmony in their
presentation of this great doctrine. Assuredly 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 Confession
which it has been our happiness as Presbyterians to inherit. And along with this, we
may perhaps also learn what estimate to place on the attempts which are now

making more or lessto 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. |.

The Reformed Confessions begin, of course, with the symbolical 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 centuries.

Zwingli himself produced four works of this character. These are the Sixty-seven
Articles or Conclusions of Zurich (1523), the Ten Bernese Theses (1528), the

System of Faith (“Fidel ratio”), prepared to be presented at the Diet of Augsburg
(1530), and the Exposition of the Christian Faith, addressed to Francis|, and
published by Bullinger after Zwingli’ s death (1531). These present the Reformed
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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 practicein
opposition to the most prominent evils of the Romish Church: the latter two are more
elaborate expositions 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 “Fidel ratio,” and occur initin
connection with the treatment of the Fall, Redemption, and especially of the Church
— about which last topic the controversy with Rome of course especialy raged. In
the “Expositio fidel christianag’ 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 atolerably 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 thisdecreeis
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, properly 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 reprobates who with them may be included in its bounds.
Meanwhile the Reformation was spreading to other localities, and in proportion as
the same need was felt for an expression of the principles of the new faith which had
produced the Zwinglian articles, similar articles were being el sewhere produced. The
so-called Tetrapolitan Confession of 1530 owed its origin, indeed, rather to a
specific demand — to the need of awitness to the faith of the four imperial citiesto
be presented, like Zwingli’s “Fidei ratio,” at the Diet of Augsburg; 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 anywhere make any clear allusion to it, though the conceptions
on this matter animating the Reformed Churches seem to underlie 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 Oecolampadius and Myconius
(1534), on the other hand, besides asserting the universal government of God, gives
abrief paragraph in its exposition of the doctrine of God to the subject of
predestination: this affirms simply that “ God before He had created the world had
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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 asthe 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 Tetrapolitan 