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INTRODUCTION
CHAPTERI:

ON METHOD

§ 1. Theology a Science

In every science there are two factors: facts and ideas; or, facts and
the mind. Science is more than knowledge. Knowledge is the
persuasion of what is true on adequate evidence. But the facts of
astronomy, chemistry, or history do not constitute the science of
those departments of knowledge. Nor does the mere orderly
arrangement of facts amount to science. Historical facts arranged in
chronological order, are mere annals. The philosophy of history
supposes those facts to be understood in their causal relations. In
every department the man of science is assumed to understand the
laws by which the facts of experience are determined; so that he not
only knows the past, but can predict the future. The astronomer can



foretell the relative position of the heavenly bodies for centuries to
come. The chemist can tell with certainty what will be the effect of
certain chemical combinations. If, therefore, theology be a science, it
must include something more than a mere knowledge of facts. It
must embrace an exhibition of the internal relation of those facts,
one to another, and each to all. It must be able to show that if one be
admitted, others cannot be denied.

The Bible is no more a system of theology, than nature is a system of
chemistry or of mechanics. We find in nature the facts which the
chemist or the mechanical philosopher has to examine, and from
them to ascertain the laws by which they are determined. So the
Bible contains the truths which the theologian has to collect,
authenticate, arrange, and exhibit in their internal relation to each
other. This constitutes the difference between biblical and systematic
theology. The office of the former is to ascertain and state the facts of
Scripture. The office of the latter is to take those facts, determine
their relation to each other and to other cognate truths, as well as to
vindicate them and show their harmony and consistency. This is not
an easy task, or one of slight importance.

Necessity for System in Theology

It may naturally be asked, why not take the truths as God has seen fit
to reveal them, and thus save ourselves the trouble of showing their
relation and harmony?

The answer to this question is, in the first place, that it cannot be
done. Such is the constitution of the human mind that it cannot help
endeavoring to systematize and reconcile the facts which it admits to
be true. In no department of knowledge have men been satisfied with
the possession of a mass of undigested facts. And the students of the
Bible can as little be expected to be thus satisfied. There is a
necessity, therefore, for the construction of systems of theology. Of
this the history of the Church affords abundant proof. In all ages and
among all denominations, such systems have been produced.



Second, A much higher kind of knowledge is thus obtained, than by
the mere accumulation of isolated facts. It is one thing, for example,
to know that oceans, continents, islands, mountains, and rivers exist
on the face of the earth; and a much higher thing to know the causes
which have determined the distribution of land and water on the
surface of our globe; the configuration of the earth; the effects of that
configuration on climate, on the races of plants and animals, on
commerce, civilization, and the destiny of nations. It is by
determining these causes that geography has been raised from a
collection of facts to a highly important and elevated science. In like
manner, without the knowledge of the laws of attraction and motion,
astronomy would be a confused and unintelligible collection of facts.
What is true of other sciences is true of theology. We cannot know
what God has revealed in his Word unless we understand, at least in
some good measure, the relation in which the separate truths therein
contained stand to each other. It cost the Church centuries of study
and controversy to solve the problem concerning the person of
Christ; that is, to adjust and bring into harmonious arrangement all
the facts which the Bible teaches on that subject.

Third, We have no choice in this matter. If we would discharge our
duty as teachers and defenders of the truth, we must endeavor to
bring all the facts of revelation into systematic order and mutual
relation. It is only thus that we can satisfactorily exhibit their truth,
vindicate them from objections, or bring them to bear in their full
force on the minds of men.

Fourth, Such is evidently the will of God. He does not teach men
astronomy or chemistry, but He gives them the facts out of which
those sciences are constructed. Neither does He teach us systematic
theology, but He gives us in the Bible the truths which, properly
understood and arranged, constitute the science of theology. As the
facts of nature are all related and determined by physical laws, so the
facts of the Bible are all related and determined by the nature of God
and of his creatures. And as He wills that men should study his
works and discover their wonderful organic relation and harmonious



combination, so it is his will that we should study his Word, and
learn that, like the stars, its truths are not isolated points, but
systems, cycles, and epicycles, in unending harmony and grandeur.
Besides all this, although the Scriptures do not contain a system of
theology as a whole, we have in the Epistles of the New Testament,
portions of that system wrought out to our hands. These are our
authority and guide.

§ 2. Theological Method

Every science has its own method, determined by its peculiar nature.
This is a matter of so much importance that it has been erected into a
distinct department. Modern literature abounds in works on
Methodology, i.e., on the science of method. They are designed to
determine the principles which should control scientific
investigations. If a man adopts a false method, he is like one who
takes a wrong road which will never lead him to his destination. The
two great comprehensive methods are the a priori and the a
posteriori. The one argues from cause to effect, the other from effect
to cause. The former was for ages applied even to the investigation of
nature. Men sought to determine what the facts of nature must be
from the laws of mind or assumed necessary laws. Even in our own
day we have had Rational Cosmogonies, which undertake to
construct a theory of the universe from the nature of absolute being
and its necessary modes of development. Every one knows how
much it cost to establish the method of induction on a firm basis, and
to secure a general recognition of its authority. According to this
method, we begin with collecting well-established facts, and from
them infer the general laws which determine their occurrence. From
the fact that bodies fall toward the centre of the earth, has been
inferred the general law of gravitation, which we are authorized to
apply far beyond the limits of actual experience. This inductive
method is founded upon two principles: First, That there are laws of
nature (forces) which are the proximate causes of natural
phenomena. Secondly, That those laws are uniform; so that we are
certain that the same causes, under the same circumstances, will



produce the same effects. There may be diversity of opinion as to the
nature of these laws. They may be assumed to be forces inherent in
matter; or, they may be regarded as uniform modes of divine
operation; but in any event there must be some cause for the
phenomena which we perceive around us, and that cause must be
uniform and permanent. On these principles all the inductive
sciences are founded; and by them the investigations of natural
philosophers are guided.

The same principle applies to metaphysics as to physics; to
psychology as well as to natural science. Mind has its laws as well as
matter, and those laws, although of a different kind, are as
permanent as those of the external world.

The methods which have been applied to the study of theology are
too numerous to be separately considered. They may, perhaps, be
reduced to three general classes: First, The Speculative; Second, The
Mystical; Third, The Inductive. These terms are, indeed, far from
being precise. They are used for the want of better to designate the
three general methods of theological investigation which have
prevailed in the Church.

§ 3. The Speculative Method

Speculation assumes, in an a priori manner, certain principles, and
from them undertakes to determine what is and what must be. It
decides on all truth, or determines on what is true from the laws of
the mind, or from axioms involved in the constitution of the thinking
principle within us. To this head must be referred all those systems
which are founded on any a priori philosophical assumptions. There
are three general forms in which this speculative method has been
applied to theology.

Deistic and Rationalistic Form

1. The first is that which rejects any other source of knowledge of
divine things than what is found in nature and the constitution of the



human mind. It assumes certain metaphysical and moral axioms,
and from them evolves all the truths which it is willing to admit. To
this class belong the Deistical and strictly Rationalistical writers of
the past and present generations.

Dogmatic Form

2. The second is the method adopted by those who admit a
supernatural divine revelation, and concede that such a revelation is
contained in the Christian Scriptures, but who reduce all the
doctrines thus revealed to the forms of some philosophical system.
This was done by many of the fathers who endeavored to exalt miotig
into yvog, i.e., the faith of the common people into philosophy for
the learned. This was also to a greater or less degree the method of
the schoolmen, and finds an illustration even in the "Cur Deus
Homo" of Anselm, the father of scholastic theology. In later times
Wolf applied the philosophy of Leibnitz to the explanation and
demonstration of the doctrines of revelation. He says, "Scripture
serves as an aid to natural theology. It furnishes natural theology
with propositions which ought to be demonstrated; consequently the
philosopher is bound not to invent but to demonstrate." This method
is still in vogue. Men lay down certain principles, called axioms, or
first truths of reason, and from them deduce the doctrines of religion
by a course of argument as rigid and remorseless as that of Euclid.
This is sometimes done to the entire overthrow of the doctrines of
the Bible, and of the most intimate moral convictions not only of
Christians but of the mass of mankind. Conscience is not allowed to
mutter in the presence of the lordly understanding. It is in the spirit
of the same method that the old scholastic doctrine of realism is
made the basis of the Scriptural doctrines of original sin and
redemption. To this method the somewhat ambiguous term
Dogmatism has been applied, because it attempts to reconcile the
doctrines of Scripture with reason, and to rest their authority on
rational evidence. The result of this method has always been to
transmute, as far as it succeeded, faith into knowledge, and to attain
this end the teachings of the Bible have been indefinitely modified.



Men are expected to believe, not on the authority of God, but on that
of reason.

Transcendentalists

3. Thirdly, and preéminently, the modern Transcendentalists are
addicted to the speculative method. In the wide sense of the word
they are Rationalists, as they admit of no higher source of truth than
Reason. But as they make reason to be something very different from
what it is regarded as being by ordinary Rationalists, the two classes
are practically very far apart. The Transcendentalists also differ
essentially from the Dogmatists. The latter admit an external,
supernatural, and authoritative revelation. They acknowledge that
truths not discoverable by human reason are thereby made known.
But they maintain that those doctrines when known may be shown to
be true on the principles of reason. They undertake to give a
demonstration independent of Scripture of the doctrines of the
Trinity, the Incarnation, Redemption, as well as of the immortality of
the soul and a future state of retribution. Transcendentalists admit of
no authoritative revelation other than that which is found in man
and in the historical development of the race. All truth is to be
discovered and established by a process of thought. If it be conceded
that the Bible contains truth, it is only so far as it coincides with the
teachings of philosophy. The same concession is freely made
concerning the writings of the heathen sages. The theology of Daub,
for example, is nothing more than the philosophy of Schelling. That
is, it teaches just what that philosophy teaches concerning God, man,
sin, redemption, and the future state. Marheinecke and Strauss find
Hegelianism in the Bible, and they therefore admit that so far the
Bible teaches truth. Rosenkranz, a philosopher of the same school,
says Christianity is the absolute religion, because its fundamental
principle, namely, the oneness of God and man, is the fundamental
principle of his philosophy. In his "Encyklopadie" (p. 3) he says: "The
only religion which conforms to reason is Christianity, because it
regards man as the form in which God has revealed himself. Its
theology is therefore anthropology, and its anthropology is theology.



The idea of (Gottmenschheit) the godhead of man, is the key of
Christianity, in which as Lessing says, lies its rationality."

These are the principal forms of the speculative method in its
application to theology. These topics will present themselves for
fuller consideration in a subsequent chapter.

§ 4. The Mystical Method

Few words have been used with greater latitude of meaning than
mysticism. It is here to be taken in a sense antithetical to
speculation. Speculation is a process of thought; mysticism is matter
of feeling. The one assumes that the thinking faculty is that by which
we attain the knowledge of truth. The other, distrusting reason,
teaches that the feelings alone are to be relied upon, at least in the
sphere of religion. Although this method has been unduly pressed,
and systems of theology have been constructed under its guidance,
which are either entirely independent of the Scriptures, or in which
the doctrines of the Bible have been modified and perverted, it is not
to be denied that great authority is due to our moral nature in
matters of religion. It has ever been a great evil in the Church that
men have allowed the logical understanding, or what they call their
reason, to lead them to conclusions which are not only contrary to
Scripture, but which do violence to our moral nature. It is conceded
that nothing contrary to reason can be true. But it is no less
important to remember that nothing contrary to our moral nature
can be true. It is also to be admitted that conscience is much less
liable to err than reason; and when they come into conflict, real or
apparent, our moral nature is the stronger, and will assert its
authority in spite of all we can do. It is rightfully supreme in the soul,
although, with the reason and the will, it is in absolute subjection to
God, who is infinite reason and infinite moral excellence.

Mysticism as applied to Theology



Mysticism, in its application to theology, has assumed two principal
forms, the supernatural and the natural. According to the former,
God, or the Spirit of God, holds direct communion with the soul; and
by the excitement of its religious feelings gives it intuitions of truth,
and enables it to attain a kind, a degree, and an extent of knowledge,
unattainable in any other way. This has been the common theory of
Christian mystics in ancient and modern times. If by this were meant
merely that the Spirit of God, by his illuminating influence, gives
believers a knowledge of the truths objectively revealed in the
Scriptures, which is peculiar, certain, and saving, it would be
admitted by all evangelical Christians. And it is because such
Christians do hold to this inward teaching of the Spirit, that they are
often called Mystics by their opponents. This, however, is not what is
here meant. The mystical method, in its supernatural form, assumes
that God by his immediate intercourse with the soul, reveals through
the feelings and by means, or in the way of intuitions, divine truth
independently of the outward teaching of his Word; and that it is this
inward light, and not the Scriptures, which we are to follow.

According to the other, or natural form of the mystical method, it is
not God, but the natural religious consciousness of men, as excited
and influenced by the circumstances of the individual, which
becomes the source of religious knowledge. The deeper and purer the
religious feelings, the clearer the insight into truth. This illumination
or spiritual intuition is a matter of degree. But as all men have a
religious nature, they all have more or less clearly the apprehension
of religious truth. The religious consciousness of men in different
ages and nations, has been historically developed under diverse
influences, and hence we have diverse forms of religion,—the Pagan,
the Mohammedan, and the Christian. These do not stand related as
true and false, but as more or less pure. The appearance of Christ, his
life, his work, his words, his death, had a wonderful effect on the
minds of men. Their religious feelings were more deeply stirred, were
more purified and elevated than ever before. Hence the men of his
generation, who gave themselves up to his influence, had intuitions
of religious truth of a far higher order than mankind had before



attained. This influence continues to the present time. All Christians
are its subjects. All, therefore, in proportion to the purity and
elevation of their religious feelings, have intuitions of divine things,
such as the Apostles and other Christians enjoyed. Perfect holiness
would secure perfect knowledge.

Consequences of the Mystical Method

It follows from this theory,—(1.) That there are no such things as
revelation and inspiration, in the established theological meaning of
those terms. Revelation is the supernatural objective presentation or
communication of truth to the mind, by the Spirit of God. But
according to this theory there is, and can be, no such communication
of truth. The religious feelings are providentially excited, and by
reason of that excitement the mind perceives truth more or less
clearly, or more or less imperfectly. Inspiration, in the Scriptural
sense, is the supernatural guidance of the Spirit, which renders its
subjects infallible in the communicating truth to others. But
according to this theory, no man is infallible as a teacher. Revelation
and inspiration are in different degrees common to all men. And
there is no reason why they should not be as perfect in some
believers now as in the days of the Apostles. (2.) The Bible has no
infallible authority in matters of doctrine. The doctrinal propositions
therein contained are not revelations by the Spirit. They are only the
forms under which men of Jewish culture gave expression to their
feelings and intuitions. Men of different culture, and under other
circumstances, would have used other forms or adopted other
doctrinal statements. (3.) Christianity, therefore, neither consists in a
system of doctrines, nor does it contain any such system. It is a life,
an influence, a subjective state; or by whatever term it may be
expressed or explained, it is a power within each individual Christian
determining his feelings and his views of divine things. (4.)
Consequently the duty of a theologian is not to interpret Scripture,
but to interpret his own Christian consciousness; to ascertain and
exhibit what truths concerning God are implied in his feelings
toward God; what truths concerning Christ are involved in his



feelings toward Christ; what the feelings teach concerning sin,
redemption, eternal life, etc., etc.

This method found its most distinguished and influential advocate in
Schleiermacher, whose "Glaubenslehre" is constructed on this
principle. By Twesten—his successor in the chair of Theology in the
University of Berlin—it is held in greater subjection to the normal
authority of Scripture. By others, again, of the same school, it has
been carried out to its utmost extreme. We are at present, however,
concerned only with its principle, and neither with the details of its
application, nor with its refutation.

§ 5. The Inductive Method

It is so called because it agrees in everything essential with the
inductive method as applied to the natural sciences.

First, The man of science comes to the study of nature with certain
assumptions. (1.) He assumes the trustworthiness of his sense
perceptions. Unless he can rely upon the well-authenticated
testimony of his senses, he is deprived of all means of prosecuting his
investigations. The facts of nature reveal themselves to our faculties
of sense, and can be known in no other way. (2.) He must also
assume the trustworthiness of his mental operations. He must take
for granted that he can perceive, compare, combine, remember, and
infer; and that he can safely rely upon these mental faculties in their
legitimate exercise. (3.) He must also rely on the certainty of those
truths which are not learned from experience, but which are given in
the constitution of our nature. That every effect must have a cause;
that the same cause under like circumstances, will produce like
effects; that a cause is not a mere uniform antecedent, but that which
contains within itself the reason why the effect occurs.

Second, The student of nature having this ground on which to stand,
and these tools wherewith to work, proceeds to perceive, gather, and
combine his facts. These he does not pretend to manufacture, nor



presume to modify. He must take them as they are. He is only careful
to be sure that they are real, and that he has them all, or, at least all
that are necessary to justify any inference which he may draw from
them, or any theory which he may build upon them.

Third, From facts thus ascertained and classified, he deduces the
laws by which they are determined. That a heavy body falls to the
ground is a familiar fact. Observation shows that it is not an isolated
fact; but that all matter tends toward all other matter; that this
tendency or attraction is in proportion to the quantity of matter; and
its intensity decreases in proportion to the square of the distance of
the attracting bodies. As all this is found to be universally and
constantly the case within the field of observation, the mind is forced
to conclude that there is some reason for it; in other words, that it is
a law of nature which may be relied upon beyond the limits of actual
observation. As this law has always operated in the past, the man of
science is sure that it will operate in the future. It is in this way the
vast body of modern science has been built up, and the laws which
determine the motions of the heavenly bodies; the chemical changes
constantly going on around us; the structure, growth, and
propagation of plants and animals, have, to a greater or less extent,
been ascertained and established. It is to be observed that these laws
or general principles are not derived from the mind, and attributed
to external objects, but derived or deduced from the objects and
impressed upon the mind.

A. The Inductive Method as applied to Theology

The Bible is to the theologian what nature is to the man of science. It
is his store-house of facts; and his method of ascertaining what the
Bible teaches, is the same as that which the natural philosopher
adopts to ascertain what nature teaches. In the first place, he comes
to his task with all the assumptions above mentioned. He must
assume the validity of those laws of belief which God has impressed
upon our nature. In these laws are included some which have no
direct application to the natural sciences. Such, for example, as the



essential distinction between right and wrong; that nothing contrary
to virtue can be enjoined by God; that it cannot be right to do evil
that good may come; that sin deserves punishment, and other similar
first truths, which God has implanted in the constitution of all moral
beings, and which no objective revelation can possibly contradict.
These first principles, however, are not to be arbitrarily assumed. No
man has a right to lay down his own opinions, however firmly held,
and call them "first truths of reason," and make them the source or
test of Christian doctrines. Nothing can rightfully be included under
the category of first truths, or laws of belief, which cannot stand the
tests of universality and necessity, to which many add self-evidence.
But self-evidence is included in universality and necessity, in so far,
that nothing which is not self-evident can be universally believed,
and what is self-evident forces itself on the mind of every intelligent
creature.

Facts to be collected

In the second place, the duty of the Christian theologian is to
ascertain, collect, and combine all the facts which God has revealed
concerning himself and our relation to Him. These facts are all in the
Bible. This is true, because everything revealed in nature, and in the
constitution of man concerning God and our relation to Him, is
contained and authenticated in Scripture. It is in this sense that "the
Bible, and the Bible alone, is the religion of Protestants." It may be
admitted that the truths which the theologian has to reduce to a
science, or, to speak more humbly, which he has to arrange and
harmonize, are revealed partly in the external works of God, partly in
the constitution of our nature, and partly in the religious experience
of believers; yet lest we should err in our inferences from the works
of God, we have a clearer revelation of all that nature reveals, in his
word; and lest we should misinterpret our own consciousness and
the laws of our nature, everything that can be legitimately learned
from that source will be found recognized and authenticated in the
Scriptures; and lest we should attribute to the teaching of the Spirit
the operations of our own natural affections, we find in the Bible the



norm and standard of all genuine religious experience. The
Scriptures teach not only the truth, but what are the effects of the
truth on the heart and conscience, when applied with saving power
by the Holy Ghost.

The Theologian to be guided by the same rules as the Man of Science

In the third place, the theologian must be guided by the same rules in
the collection of facts, as govern the man of science.

1. This collection must be made with diligence and care. It is not an
easy work. There is in every department of investigation great
liability to error. Almost all false theories in science and false
doctrines in theology are due in a great degree to mistakes as to
matters of fact. A distinguished naturalist said he repeated an
experiment a thousand times before he felt authorized to announce
the result to the scientific world as an established fact.

2. This collection of facts must not only be carefully conducted, but
also comprehensive, and if possible, exhaustive. An imperfect
induction of facts led men for ages to believe that the sun moved
round the earth, and that the earth was an extended plain. In
theology a partial induction of particulars has led to like serious
errors. It is a fact that the Scriptures attribute omniscience to Christ.
From this it was inferred that He could not have had a finite
intelligence, but that the Logos was clothed in Him with a human
body with its animal life. But it is also a Scriptural fact that ignorance
and intellectual progress, as well as omniscience, are ascribed to our
Lord. Both facts, therefore, must be included in our doctrine of his
person. We must admit that He had a human, as well as a divine
intelligence. It is a fact that everything that can be predicated of a
sinless man, is in the Bible, predicated of Christ; and it is also a fact
that everything that is predicated of God is predicated of our Lord;
hence it has been inferred that there were two Christs,—two persons,
—the one human, the other divine, and that they dwelt together very
much as the Spirit dwells in the believer; or, as evil spirits dwelt in



demoniacs. But this theory overlooked the numerous facts which
prove the individual personality of Christ. It was the same person
who said, "I thirst;" who said, "Before Abraham was I am." The
Scriptures teach that Christ's death was designed to reveal the love of
God, and to secure the reformation of men. Hence Socinus denied
that his death was an expiation for sin, or satisfaction of justice. The
latter fact, however, is as clearly revealed as the former; and
therefore both must be taken into account in our statement of the
doctrine concerning the design of Christ's death.

Necessity of a complete Induction

Illustrations without end might be given of the necessity of a
comprehensive induction of facts to justify our doctrinal conclusions.
These facts must not be willfully denied or carelessly overlooked, or
unfairly appreciated. We must be honest here, as the true student of
nature is honest in his induction. Even scientific men are sometimes
led to suppress or to pervert facts which militate against their
favorite theories; but the temptation to this form of dishonesty is far
less in their case, than in that of the theologian. The truths of religion
are far more important than those of natural science. They come
home to the heart and conscience. They may alarm the fears or
threaten the hopes of men, so that they are under strong temptation
to overlook or pervert them. If, however, we really desire to know
what God has revealed we must be conscientiously diligent and
faithful in collecting the facts which He has made known, and in
giving them their due weight. If a geologist should find in a deposit of
early date implements of human workmanship, he is not allowed to
say they are natural productions. He must either revise his
conclusion as to the age of the deposit, or carry back to an earlier
period the existence of man. There is no help for it. Science cannot
make facts; it must take them as they are. In like manner, if the Bible
asserts that Christ's death was a satisfaction to justice, the theologian
is not allowed to merge justice into benevolence in order to suit his
theory of the atonement. If the Scriptures teach that men are born in
sin, we cannot change the nature of sin, and make it a tendency to



evil and not really sin, in order to get rid of difficulty. If it be a
Scriptural fact that the soul exists in a state of conscious activity
between death and the resurrection, we must not deny this fact or
reduce this conscious activity to zero, because our anthropology
teaches that the soul has no individuality and no activity without a
body. We must take the facts of the Bible as they are, and construct
our system so as to embrace them all in their integrity.

Principles to be deduced from facts

In the fourth place, in theology as in natural science, principles are
derived from facts, and not impressed upon them. The properties of
matter, the laws of motion, of magnetism, of light, etc., are not
framed by the mind. They are not laws of thought. They are
deductions from facts. The investigator sees, or ascertains by
observation, what are the laws which determine material
phenomena; he does not invent those laws. His speculations on
matters of science unless sustained by facts, are worthless. It is no
less unscientific for the theologian to assume a theory as to the
nature of virtue, of sin, of liberty, of moral obligation, and then
explain the facts of Scripture in accordance with his theories. His
only proper course is to derive his theory of virtue, of sin, of liberty,
of obligation, from the facts of the Bible. He should remember that
his business is not to set forth his system of truth (that is of no
account), but to ascertain and exhibit what is God's system, which is
a matter of the greatest moment. If he cannot believe what the facts
of the Bible assume to be true, let him say so. Let the sacred writers
have their doctrine, while he has his own. To this ground a large class
of modern exegetes and theologians, after a long struggle, have
actually come. They give what they regard as the doctrines of the Old
Testament; then those of the Evangelists; then those of the Apostles;
and then their own. This is fair. So long, however, as the binding
authority of Scripture is acknowledged, the temptation is very strong
to press the facts of the Bible into accordance with our preconceived
theories. If a man be persuaded that certainty in acting is
inconsistent with liberty of action; that a free agent can always act



contrary to any amount of influence (not destructive of his liberty)
brought to bear upon him, he will inevitably deny that the Scriptures
teach the contrary, and thus be forced to explain away all facts which
prove the absolute control of God over the will and volitions of men.
If he hold that sinfulness can be predicated only of intelligent,
voluntary action in contravention of law, he must deny that men are
born in sin, let the Bible teach what it may. If he believes that ability
limits obligation, he must believe independently of the Scriptures, or
in opposition to them, it matters not which, that men are able to
repent, believe, love God perfectly, to live without sin, at any, and all
times, without the least assistance from the Spirit of God. If he deny
that the innocent may justly suffer penal evil for the guilty, he must
deny that Christ bore our sins. If he deny that the merit of one man
can be the judicial ground of the pardon and salvation of other men,
he must reject the Scriptural doctrine of justification. It is plain that
complete havoc must be made of the whole system of revealed truth,
unless we consent to derive our philosophy from the Bible, instead of
explaining the Bible by our philosophy. If the Scriptures teach that
sin is hereditary, we must adopt a theory of sin suited to that fact. If
they teach that men cannot repent, believe, or do anything spiritually
good, without the supernatural aid of the Holy Spirit, we must make
our theory of moral obligation accord with that fact. If the Bible
teaches that we bear the guilt of Adam's first sin, that Christ bore our
guilt, and endured the penalty of the law in our stead, these are facts
with which we must make our principles agree. It would be easy to
show that in every department of theology,—in regard to the nature
of God, his relation to the world, the plan of salvation, the person
and work of Christ, the nature of sin, the operations of divine grace,
men, instead of taking the facts of the Bible, and seeing what
principles they imply, what philosophy underlies them, have adopted
their philosophy independently of the Bible, to which the facts of the
Bible are made to bend. This is utterly unphilosophical. It is the
fundamental principle of all sciences, and of theology among the
rest, that theory is to be determined by facts, and not facts by theory.
As natural science was a chaos until the principle of induction was
admitted and faithfully carried out, so theology is a jumble of human



speculations, not worth a straw, when men refuse to apply the same
principle to the study of the Word of God.

§ 6. The Scriptures contain all the Facts of Theology

This is perfectly consistent, on the one hand, with the admission of
intuitive truths, both intellectual and moral, due to our constitution
as rational and moral beings; and, on the other hand, with the
controlling power over our beliefs exercised by the inward teachings
of the Spirit, or, in other words, by our religious experience. And that
for two reasons: First, All truth must be consistent. God cannot
contradict himself. He cannot force us by the constitution of the
nature which He has given us to believe one thing, and in his Word
command us to believe the opposite. And, second, All the truths
taught by the constitution of our nature or by religious experience,
are recognized and authenticated in the Scriptures. This is a
safeguard and a limit. We cannot assume this or that principle to be
intuitively true, or this or that conclusion to be demonstrably certain,
and make them a standard to which the Bible must conform. What is
self-evidently true, must be proved to be so, and is always recognized
in the Bible as true. Whole systems of theologies are founded upon
intuitions, so called, and if every man is at liberty to exalt his own
intuitions, as men are accustomed to call their strong convictions, we
should have as many theologies in the world as there are thinkers.
The same remark is applicable to religious experience. There is no
form of conviction more intimate and irresistible than that which
arises from the inward teaching of the Spirit. All saving faith rests on
his testimony or demonstrations (1 Cor. 2:4). Believers have an
unction from the Holy One, and they know the truth, and that no lie
(or false doctrine) is of the truth. This inward teaching produces a
conviction which no sophistries can obscure, and no arguments can
shake. It is founded on consciousness, and you might as well argue a
man out of a belief of his existence, as out of confidence that what he
is thus taught of God is true. Two things, however, are to be borne in
mind. First, That this inward teaching or demonstration of the Spirit
is confined to truths objectively revealed in the Scriptures. It is given,



says the Apostle, in order that we may know things gratuitously
given, i.e., revealed to us by God in his Word (1 Cor. 2:10-16). It is
not, therefore, a revelation of new truths, but an illumination of the
mind, so that it apprehends the truth, excellence, and glory of things
already revealed. And second, This experience is depicted in the
Word of God. The Bible gives us not only the facts concerning God,
and Christ, ourselves, and our relations to our Maker and Redeemer,
but also records the legitimate effects of those truths on the minds of
believers. So that we cannot appeal to our own feelings or inward
experience, as a ground or guide, unless we can show that it agrees
with the experience of holy men as recorded in the Scriptures.

The Teaching of the Spirit

Although the inward teaching of the Spirit, or religious experience, is
no substitute for an external revelation, and is no part of the rule of
faith, it is, nevertheless, an invaluable guide in determining what the
rule of faith teaches. The distinguishing feature of Augustinianism as
taught by Augustin himself, and by the purer theologians of the Latin
Church throughout the Middle Ages, which was set forth by the
Reformers, and especially by Calvin and the Geneva divines, is that
the inward teaching of the Spirit is allowed its proper place in
determining our theology. The question is not first and mainly, What
is true to the understanding, but what is true to the renewed heart?
The effort is not to make the assertions of the Bible harmonize with
the speculative reason, but to subject our feeble reason to the mind
of God as revealed in his Word, and by his Spirit in our inner life. It
might be easy to lead men to the conclusion that they are responsible
only for their voluntary acts, if the appeal is made solely to the
understanding. But if the appeal be made to every man's, and
especially to every Christian's inward experience, the opposite
conclusion is reached. We are convinced of the sinfulness of states of
mind as well as of voluntary acts, even when those states are not the
effect of our own agency, and are not subject to the power of the will.
We are conscious of being sold under sin; of being its slaves; of being
possessed by it as a power or law, immanent, innate, and beyond our



control. Such is the doctrine of the Bible, and such is the teaching of
our religious consciousness when under the influence of the Spirit of
God. The true method in theology requires that the facts of religious
experience should be accepted as facts, and when duly authenticated
by Scripture, be allowed to interpret the doctrinal statements of the
Word of God. So legitimate and powerful is this inward teaching of
the Spirit, that it is no uncommon thing to find men having two
theologies,—one of the intellect, and another of the heart. The one
may find expression in creeds and systems of divinity, the other in
their prayers and hymns. It would be safe for a man to resolve to
admit into his theology nothing which is not sustained by the
devotional writings of true Christians of every denomination. It
would be easy to construct from such writings, received and
sanctioned by Romanists, Lutherans, Reformed, and Remonstrants,
a system of Pauline or Augustinian theology, such as would satisfy
any intelligent and devout Calvinist in the world.

The true method of theology is, therefore, the inductive, which
assumes that the Bible contains all the facts or truths which form the
contents of theology, just as the facts of nature are the contents of the
natural sciences. It is also assumed that the relation of these Biblical
facts to each other, the principles involved in them, the laws which
determine them, are in the facts themselves, and are to be deduced
from them, just as the laws of nature are deduced from the facts of
nature. In neither case are the principles derived from the mind and
imposed upon the facts, but equally in both departments, the
principles or laws are deduced from the facts and recognized by the
mind.

CHAPTERII:

THEOLOGY



§ 1. Its Nature

If the views presented in the preceding chapter be correct, the
question, What is Theology? is already answered. If natural science
be concerned with the facts and laws of nature, theology is concerned
with the facts and the principles of the Bible. If the object of the one
be to arrange and systematize the facts of the external world, and to
ascertain the laws by which they are determined; the object of the
other is to systematize the facts of the Bible, and ascertain the
principles or general truths which those facts involve. And as the
order in which the facts of nature are arranged cannot be determined
arbitrarily, but by the nature of the facts themselves, so it is with the
facts of the Bible. The parts of any organic whole have a natural
relation which cannot with impunity be ignored or changed. The
parts of a watch, or of any other piece of mechanism, must be
normally arranged, or it will be in confusion and worthless. All the
parts of a plant or animal are disposed to answer a given end, and are
mutually dependent. We cannot put the roots of a tree in the place of
the branches, or the teeth of an animal in the place of its feet. So the
facts of science arrange themselves. They are not arranged by the
naturalist. His business is simply to ascertain what the arrangement
given in the nature of the facts is. If he mistake, his system is false,
and to a greater or less degree valueless. The same is obviously true
with regard to the facts or truths of the Bible. They cannot be held in
isolation, nor will they admit of any and every arrangement the
theologian may choose to assign them. They bear a natural relation
to each other, which cannot be overlooked or perverted without the
facts themselves being perverted. If the facts of Scripture are what
Augustinians believe them to be, then the Augustinian system is the
only possible system of theology. If those facts be what Romanists or
Remonstrants take them to be, then their system is the only true one.
It is important that the theologian should know his place. He is not
master of the situation. He can no more construct a system of
theology to suit his fancy, than the astronomer can adjust the
mechanism of the heavens according to his own good pleasure. As
the facts of astronomy arrange themselves in a certain order, and will



admit of no other, so it is with the facts of theology. Theology,
therefore, is the exhibition of the facts of Scripture in their proper
order and relation, with the principles or general truths involved in
the facts themselves, and which pervade and harmonize the whole.

It follows, also, from this view of the subject, that as the Bible
contains one class of facts or truths which are not elsewhere
revealed, and another class which, although more clearly made
known in the Scriptures than anywhere else, are, nevertheless, so far
revealed in nature as to be deducible therefrom, theology is properly
distinguished as natural and revealed. The former is concerned with
the facts of nature so far as they reveal God and our relation to him,
and the latter with the facts of Scripture. This distinction, which, in
one view is important, in another, is of little consequence, inasmuch
as all that nature teaches concerning God and our duties, is more
fully and more authoritatively revealed in his Word.

Definitions of Theology
Other definitions of Theology are often given.

1. Sometimes the word is restricted to its etymological meaning, "a
discourse concerning God." Orpheus and Homer were -called
theologians among the Greeks, because their poems treated of the
nature of the gods. Aristotle classed the sciences under the heads of
physics, mathematics, and theology, i.e., those which concern nature,
number and quantity, and that which concerns God. The fathers
spoke of the Apostle John as the theologian, because in his gospel
and epistles the divinity of Christ is rendered so prominent. The
word is still used in this restricted sense when opposed to
anthropology, soteriology, ecclesiology, as departments of theology
in its wider sense.

2. Theology is sometimes said to be the science of the supernatural.
But what is the supernatural? The answer to that question depends
on the meaning assigned to the word nature. If by nature is meant



the external world as governed by fixed laws, then the souls of men
and other spiritual beings are not included under the term. In this
use of the word nature, the supernatural is synonymous with the
spiritual, and theology, as the science of the supernatural, is
synonymous with pneumatology. If this view be adopted, psychology
becomes a branch of theology, and the theologian must, as such,
teach mental philosophy.

The word nature is, however, often taken in a wider sense, so as to
include man. Then we have a natural and a spiritual world. And the
supernatural is that which transcends nature in this sense, so that
what is supernatural is of necessity also superhuman. But it is not
necessarily super-angelic. Again, nature may mean everything out of
God; then the supernatural is the divine, and God is the only
legitimate subject of theology. In no sense of the word, therefore, is
theology the science of the supernatural. Hooker says, "Theology is
the science of divine things." If by divine things, or "the things of
God," he meant the things which concern God, then theology is
restricted to a "discourse concerning God;" if he meant the things
revealed by God, according to the analogy of the expression "things
of the Spirit," as used by the Apostle in 1 Cor. 2:14, then the
definition amounts to the more definite one given above.

3. A much more common definition of Theology, especially in our
day, is that it is the science of religion. The word religion, however, is
ambiguous. Its etymology is doubtful. Cicero refers it to relegere, to
go over again, to consider. "Religio" is then consideration, devout
observance, especially of what pertains to the worship and service of
God. "Religens" is devout, conscientious. "Religiosus,” in a good
sense, is the same as our word religious; in a bad sense, it means
scrupulous, superstitious. "Religentem esse oportet, religiosum
nefas." Augustin and Lactantius derive the word from religare, to
bind back. Augustin says: "Ipse Deus enim fons nostrae beatudinis,
ipse omnis appetitionis est finis. Hunc eligentes vel potius religentes
amiseramus enim negligentes: hunc ergo religentes, unde et religio
dicta perhibetur, ad eum dilectione tendimus ut perveniendo



quiescamus." And Lactantius, "Vinculo pietatis obstricti, Deo religati
sumus, unde ipsa religio nomen accepit, non, ut Cicero interpretatus
est, a religendo."5 According to this religio is the ground of
obligation. It is that which binds us to God. Subjectively, it is the
inward necessity of union with God. Commonly the word religion, in
its objective sense, means "Modus Deum colendi," as when we speak
of the Pagan, the Mohammedan, or the Christian religion.
Subjectively, it expresses a state of mind. What that state
characteristically is, is very variously stated. Most simply it is said to
be the state of mind induced by faith in God, and a due sense of our
relation to him. Or as Wegscheider expresses it, "Zqualis et constans
animi affectio, qua homo, necessitudinem suam eandemque
eeternam, qua ei cum summo omnium rerum auctore ac moderatore
sanctissimo intercedit, intimo sensu complexus, -cogitationes,
voluntates et actiones suas ad eum referre studet." Or, as more
concisely expressed by Bretschneider, "Faith in the reality of God,
with a state of mind and mode of life in accordance with that faith."
Or, more vaguely, "Recognition of the mutual relation between God
and the world" (Fischer), or, "The recognition of a superhuman
causality in the human soul and life" (Theile). "Faith founded on
feeling in the reality of the ideal" (Jacobi). "The feeling of absolute
dependence" (Schleiermacher). "The observance of the moral law as
a divine institution" (Kant). "Faith in the moral order of the
universe" (Fichte). "The union of the finite with the infinite or God's
coming to self-consciousness in the world" (Schelling).

This diversity of views as to what religion is, is enough to prove how
utterly vague and unsatisfactory must be the definition of theology as
"the science of religion." Besides, this definition makes theology
entirely independent of the Bible. For, as moral philosophy is the
analysis of our moral nature, and the conclusions to which that
analysis leads, so theology becomes the analysis of our religious
consciousness, together with the truths which that analysis evolves.
And even Christian theology is only the analysis of the religious
consciousness of the Christian; and the Christian consciousness is
not the natural religious consciousness of men as modified and



determined by the truths of the Christian Scriptures, but it is
something different. Some say it is to be referred to a new life
transmitted from Christ. Others refer everything distinctive in the
religious state of Christians to the Church, and really merge theology
into ecclesiology.

We have, therefore, to restrict theology to its true sphere, as the
science of the facts of divine revelation so far as those facts concern
the nature of God and our relation to him, as his creatures, as
sinners, and as the subjects of redemption. All these facts, as just
remarked, are in the Bible. But as some of them are revealed by the
works of God, and by the nature of man, there is so far a distinction
between natural theology, and theology considered distinctively as a
Christian science. With regard to natural theology, there are two
extreme opinions. The one is that the works of nature make no
trustworthy revelation of the being and perfections of God; the other,
that such revelation is so clear and comprehensive as to preclude the
necessity of any supernatural revelation.

§ 2. The Facts of Nature Reveal God

Those who deny that natural theology teaches anything reliable
concerning God, commonly understand by nature the external,
material universe. They pronounce the ontological and teleological
arguments derived from the existence of the world, and from the
evidences of design which it contains, to be unsatisfactory. The fact
that the world is, is a proof that it always has been, in the absence of
all evidence to the contrary. And the argument from design, it is said,
overlooks the difference between dead mechanism and a living
organism, between manufacture and growth. That a locomotive
cannot make itself, is no proof that a tree cannot grow. The one is
formed ab extra by putting its dead parts together; the other is
developed by a living principle within. The one necessitates the
assumption of a maker external and anterior to itself, the other
excludes, as is said, such assumption. Besides, it is urged that
religious truths do not admit of proof. They belong to the same



category with aesthetic and moral truths. They are the objects of
intuition. To be perceived at all, they must be perceived in their own
light. You cannot prove a thing to be beautiful or good to the man
who does not perceive its beauty or excellence. Hence, it is further
urged, that proof of religious truth is unnecessary. The good do not
need proof; the evil cannot appreciate it. All that can be done is to
affirm the truth, and let it awaken, if possible, the dormant power of
perception.

A. Answer to the above Arguments

All this is sophistical. For the arguments in support of the truths of
natural religion are not drawn exclusively from the external works of
God. Those which are the most obvious and the most effective are
derived from the constitution of our own nature. Man was made in
the image of God, and he reveals his parentage as unmistakably as
any class of inferior animals reveal the source from which they
sprung. If a horse is born of a horse, the immortal spirit of man,
instinct with its moral and religious convictions and aspirations,
must be the offspring of the Father of Spirits. This is the argument
which Paul on Mars' Hill addressed to the cavilling philosophers of
Athens. That the sphere of natural theology is not merely the facts of
the material universe is plain from the meaning of the word nature,
which, as we have seen, has many legitimate senses. It is not only
used to designate the external world, but also for the forces active in
the material universe, as when we speak of the operations and laws
of nature, sometimes for all that falls into the chain of cause and
effect as distinguished from the acts of free agents; and, as natura is
derived from nascor, nature means whatever is produced, and
therefore includes everything out of God, so that God and nature
include all that is.

2. The second objection to natural theology is that its arguments are
inconclusive. This is a point which no man can decide for other men.
Every one must judge for himself. An argument which is conclusive
for one mind may be powerless for other minds. That the material



universe began to be; that it has not the cause of its existence within
itself, and therefore must have had an extramundane cause; and that
the infinitely numerous manifestations of design which it exhibits
show that that cause must be intelligent, are arguments for the being
of God, which have satisfied the minds of the great body of intelligent
men in all ages of the world. They should not, therefore, be dismissed
as unsatisfactory, because all men do not feel their force. Besides, as
just remarked, these arguments are only confirmatory of others more
direct and powerful derived from our moral and religious nature.

3. As to the objection that religious truths are the objects of intuition,
and that intuitive truths neither need nor admit of proof, it may be
answered that in one sense it is true. But self-evident truths may be
illustrated; and it may be shown that their denial involves
contradictions and absurdities. All geometry is an illustration of the
axioms of Euclid; and if any man denies any of those axioms, it may
be shown that he must believe impossibilities. In like manner, it may
be admitted that the existence of a being on whom we are dependent,
and to whom we are responsible, is a matter of intuition; and it may
be acknowledged that it is self-evident that we can be responsible
only to a person, and yet the existence of a personal God may be
shown to be a necessary hypothesis to account for the facts of
observation and consciousness, and that the denial of his existence
leaves the problem of the universe unsolved and unsolvable. In other
words, it may be shown that atheism, polytheism, and pantheism
involve absolute impossibilities. This is a valid mode of proving that
God is, although it be admitted that his existence after all is a self-
evident truth. Theism is not the only self-evident truth that men are
wont to deny.

B. Scriptural Argument for Natural Theology

The Scriptures clearly recognize the fact that the works of God reveal
his being and attributes. This they do not only by frequent reference
to the works of nature as manifestations of the perfections of God,
but by direct assertions. "The heavens declare the glory of God; and



the firmament sheweth his handy-work. Day unto day uttereth
speech, and night unto night sheweth knowledge. There is no speech
nor language, where their voice is not heard. Their line is gone out
through all the earth, and their words to the end of the world." (Ps.
19:1—4.) "The idea of perpetual testimony,” says Dr. Addison
Alexander, "is conveyed by the figure of one day and night following
another as witnesses in unbroken succession.... The absence of
articulate language, far from weakening the testimony, makes it
stronger. Even without speech or words, the heavens testify of God to
all men."

The sacred writers in contending with the heathen appeal to the
evidence which the works of God bear to his perfections:
"Understand, ye brutish among the people: and ye fools, when will ye
be wise? He that planted the ear, shall he not hear? He that formed
the eye, shall he not see? He that chastiseth the heathen, shall not he
correct? He that teacheth man knowledge, shall not he know?" (Ps.
04:8-10.) Paul said to the men of Lystra, "Sirs, why do ye these
things? We also are men of like passions with you, and preach unto
you that ye should turn from these vanities unto the living God,
which made heaven and earth, and the sea, and all things that are
therein: Who in times past suffered all nations to walk in their own
ways. Nevertheless he left not himself without witness, in that he did
good, and gave us rain from heaven, and fruitful seasons, filling our
hearts with food and gladness." (Acts 14:15—17.) To the men of
Athens he said: "God that made the world and all things therein,
seeing that he is Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not in temples
made with hands; neither is worshipped with men's hands, as though
he needed anything, seeing he giveth to all life and breath, and all
things; and hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on
all the face of the earth, and hath determined the times before
appointed, and the bounds of their habitation; that they should seek
the Lord, if haply they might feel after him, and find him, though he
be not far from every one of us: for in him we live, and move, and
have our being; as certain also of your own poets have said, 'For we
are also his offspring.'" Forasmuch then as we are the offspring of



God, we ought not to think that the Godhead is like unto gold, or
silver, or stone, graven by art and man's device." (Acts 17:24—29.)

Not only the fact of this revelation, but its clearness is distinctly
asserted by the Apostle: "That which may be known of God is
manifest in them; for God hath shewed it unto them. For the
invisible things of him from the creation of the world are clearly
seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal
power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse: because that
when they knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were
thankful." (Rom. 1:19—21.)

It cannot, therefore, be reasonably doubted that not only the being of
God, but also his eternal power and Godhead, are so revealed in his
works, as to lay a stable foundation for natural theology. To the
illustration of this subject many important works have been devoted,
a few of which are the following: "Wolf de Theologia Naturali," "The
Bridgewater Treatises," Butler's "Analogy," Paley's "Natural
Theology."

§ 3. Insufficiency of Natural Theology

The second extreme opinion respecting Natural Theology is, that it
precludes the necessity of a supernatural revelation. The question
whether the knowledge of God derived from his works, be sufficient
to lead fallen men to salvation, is answered affirmatively by
Rationalists, but negatively by every historical branch of the
Christian Church. On this point the Greek, the Latin, the Lutheran,
and the Reformed Churches are unanimous. The two former are
more exclusive than the two latter. The Greeks and Latins, in making
the sacraments the only channels of saving grace, deny the possibility
of the salvation of the unbaptized, whether in heathen or Christian
lands. This principle is so essential to the Romish system as to be
included in the very definition of the Church, as given by the
authoritative writers of the Papal Church. That definition is so
framed as to exclude from the hope of salvation not only all



unbaptized infants and adults, but all, no matter however
enlightened in the knowledge of the Scriptures, and however holy in
heart and life, who do not acknowledge the supremacy of the bishop
of Rome.

The question as to the sufficiency of natural theology, or of the truths
of reason, is to be answered on the authority of the Scriptures. No
man can tell a priori what is necessary to salvation. Indeed, it is only
by supernatural revelation that we know that any sinner can be
saved. It is from the same source alone, we can know what are the
conditions of salvation, or who are to be its subjects.

A. What the Scriptures teach as to the Salvation of Men
Salvation of Infants

What the Scriptures teach on this subject, according to the common
doctrine of evangelical Protestants is first:—

1. All who die in infancy are saved. This is inferred from what the
Bible teaches of the analogy between Adam and Christ. "As by the
offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation; even
so by the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men unto
justification of life. For as by one man's disobedience many (ol
oMol = mavteg) were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall
many (ol ;toAAol = tavteg) be made righteous." (Rom. 5:18, 19.) We
have no right to put any limit on these general terms, except what the
Bible itself places upon them. The Scriptures nowhere exclude any
class of infants, baptized or unbaptized, born in Christian or in
heathen lands, of believing or unbelieving parents, from the benefits
of the redemption of Christ. All the descendants of Adam, except
Christ, are under condemnation; all the descendants of Adam, except
those of whom it is expressly revealed that they cannot inherit the
kingdom of God, are saved. This appears to be the clear meaning of
the Apostle, and therefore he does not hesitate to say that where sin
abounded, grace has much more abounded, that the benefits of



redemption far exceed the evils of the fall; that the number of the
saved far exceeds the number of the lost.

This is not inconsistent with the declaration of our Lord, in Matthew
7:14, that only a few enter the gate which leadeth unto life. This is to
be understood of adults. What the Bible says is intended for those in
all ages, to whom it is addressed. But it is addressed to those who can
either read or hear. It tells them what they are to believe and do. It
would be an entire perversion of its meaning to make it apply to
those to whom and of whom it does not speak. When it is said, "He
that believeth not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of God
abideth on him" John 3:36), no one understands this to preclude the
possibility of the salvation of infants.

Not only, however, does the comparison, which the Apostle makes
between Adam and Christ, lead to the conclusion that as all are
condemned for the sin of the one, so all are saved by the
righteousness of the other, those only excepted whom the Scriptures
except; but the principle assumed throughout the whole discussion
teaches the same doctrine. That principle is that it is more congenial
with the nature of God to bless than to curse, to save than to destroy.
If the race fell in Adam, much more shall it be restored in Christ. If
death reigned by one, much more shall grace reign by one. This
"much more" is repeated over and over. The Bible everywhere
teaches that God delighteth not in the death of the wicked; that
judgment is his strange work. It is, therefore, contrary not only to the
argument of the Apostle, but to the whole spirit of the passage
(Romans 5:12—21), to exclude infants from "the all" who are made
alive in Christ.

The conduct and language of our Lord in reference to children are
not to be regarded as matters of sentiment, or simply expressive of
kindly feeling. He evidently looked upon them as the lambs of the
flock for which, as the good Shepherd, He laid down his life, and of
whom He said they shall never perish, and no man could pluck them
out of his hands. Of such He tells us is the kingdom of heaven, as



though heaven was, in great measure, composed of the souls of
redeemed infants. It is, therefore, the general belief of Protestants,
contrary to the doctrine of Romanists and Romanizers, that all who
die in infancy are saved.

B. Rule of Judgment for Adults

2. Another general fact clearly revealed in Scripture is, that men are
to be judged according to their works, and according to the light
which they have severally enjoyed. God "will render to every man
according to his deeds: to them who, by patient continuance in well
doing, seek for glory, and honour, and immortality, eternal life; but
unto them that are contentious, and do not obey the truth but obey
unrighteousness, indignation, and wrath, tribulation and anguish,
upon every soul of man that doeth evil; of the Jew first, and also of
the Gentile; but glory, honour, and peace to every man that worketh
good; to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile, for there is no respect
of persons with God. For as many as have sinned without law shall
also perish without law, and as many as have sinned in the law shall
be judged by the law." (Rom. 2:6—12.) Our Lord teaches that those
who sinned with a knowledge of God's will, shall be beaten with
many stripes; and that those who sinned without such knowledge
shall be beaten with few stripes; and that it will be more tolerable in
the day of judgment for the heathen, even for Sodom and Gomorrah,
than for those who perish under the light of the gospel. (Matt. 10:15;
11:20—24.) The Judge of all the earth will do right. No human being
will suffer more than he deserves, or more than his own conscience
shall recognize as just.

C. All Men under Condemnation

3. But the Bible tells us, that judged according to their works and
according to the light which they have severally enjoyed, all men will
be condemned. There is none righteous; no, not one. The whole
world is guilty before God. This verdict is confirmed by every man's



conscience. The consciousness of guilt and of moral pollution is
absolutely universal.

Here it is that natural theology utterly fails. It cannot answer the
question, How can man be just with God? or, How can God be just
and yet justify the ungodly? Mankind have anxiously pondered this
question for ages, and have gained no satisfaction. The ear has been
placed on the bosom of humanity, to catch the still, small voice of
conscience, and got no answer. It has been directed heavenward, and
received no response. Reason, conscience, tradition, history, unite in
saying that sin is death; and, therefore, that so far as human wisdom
and resources are concerned, the salvation of sinners is as impossible
as raising the dead. Every conceivable method of expiation and
purification has been tried without success.

4. The Scriptures, therefore, teach that the heathen are "without
Christ, being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers
from the covenants of promise, having no hope, and without God."
(Eph. 2:12.) They are declared to be without excuse, "Because, that
when they knew God, they glorified Him not as God, neither were
thankful; but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish
heart was darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became
fools, and changed the glory of the uncorruptible God, into an image
made like unto corruptible man, and to birds, and four-footed beasts,
and creeping things. Wherefore God also gave them up to
uncleanness, through the lusts of their own hearts, to dishonour their
own bodies between themselves: who changed the truth of God into a
lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator,
who is blessed for ever. Amen." (Rom. 1:21—25.) The Apostle says of
the Gentiles that they "walk in the vanity of their mind, having the
understanding darkened, being alienated from the life of God
through the ignorance that is in them because of the blindness of
their heart: who being past feeling have given themselves over unto
lasciviousness, to work all uncleanness with greediness." (Eph. 4:17—

19.)



5. All men being sinners, justly chargeable with inexcusable impiety
and immorality, they cannot be saved by any effort or resource of
their own. For we are told that "the unrighteous shall not inherit the
kingdom of God. Be not deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters,
nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with
mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor
extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God." (1 Cor. 6:9.) "For this
ye know, that no whoremonger, nor unclean person, nor covetous
man, who is an idolater, hath any inheritance in the kingdom of
Christ and of God." (Eph. 5:5.) More than this, the Bible teaches us
that a man may be outwardly righteous in the sight of men, and yet
be a whitened sepulchre, his heart being the seat of pride, envy, or
malice. In other words, he may be moral in his conduct, and by
reason of inward evil passions, be in the sight of God the chief of
sinners, as was the case with Paul himself. And more even than this,
although a man were free from outward sins, and, were it possible,
from the sins of the heart, this negative goodness would not suffice.
Without holiness "no man shall see the Lord." (Heb. 12:14.) "Except
a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God." (John 3:3.)
"He that loveth not, knoweth not God." (1 John 4:8.) "If any man
love the world, the love of the Father is not in him." (1 John 2:15.)
"He that loveth father or mother more than me, is not worthy of me."
(1 John, 4:8.) Who then can be saved? If the Bible excludes from the
kingdom of heaven all the immoral; all whose hearts are corrupted
by pride, envy, malice, or covetousness; all who love the world; all
who are not holy; all in whom the love of God is not the supreme and
controlling principle of action, it is evident that, so far as adults are
concerned, salvation must be confined to very narrow limits. It is
also evident that mere natural religion, the mere objective power of
general religious truth, must be as inefficacious in preparing men for
the presence of God, as the waters of Syria to heal the leprosy.

D. The necessary Conditions of Salvation

6. Seeing then that the world by wisdom knows not God; seeing that
men when left to themselves inevitably die in their sins; it has



"pleased God by the foolishness of preaching to save them that
believe." (1 Cor. 1:21.) God has sent his Son into the world to save
sinners. Had any other method of salvation been possible, Christ is
dead in vain. (Gal. 2:21; 3:21.) There is, therefore, no other name
whereby men can be saved. (Acts 4:12.) The knowledge of Christ and
faith in Him are declared to be essential to salvation. This is proved:
(1.) Because men are declared to be guilty before God. (2.) Because
no man can expiate his own guilt and restore himself to the image of
God. (3.) Because it is expressly declared that Christ is the only
Saviour of men. (4.) Because Christ gave his Church the commission
to preach the gospel to every creature under heaven, as the
appointed means of salvation. (5.) Because the Apostles in the
execution of this commission went everywhere preaching the Word,
testifying to all men, Jews and Gentiles, to the wise and the unwise,
that they must believe in Christ as the Son of God in order to be
saved. Our Lord himself teaching through his forerunner said, "He
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life: and he that believeth
not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him."
(John 3:36.) (6.) Because faith without knowledge is declared to be
impossible. "Whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be
saved. How then shall they call on him in whom they have not
believed? and how shall they believe in him of whom they have not
heard? and how shall they hear without a preacher? and how shall
they preach, except they be sent?" (Rom. 10:13-15.)

It is, therefore, as before stated, the common faith of the Christian
world, that, so far as adults are concerned, there is no salvation
without the knowledge of Christ and faith in Him. This has ever been
regarded as the ground of the obligation which rests upon the
Church to preach the gospel to every creature.

E. Objections

To the objection that this doctrine is inconsistent with the goodness
and justice of God, it may be answered: (1.) That the doctrine only
assumes what the objector, if a Theist, must admit, namely, that God



will deal with men according to their character and conduct, and that
He will judge them according to the light which they have severally
enjoyed. It is because the judge of all the earth must do right that all
sinners receive the wages of sin, by an inexorable law, unless saved
by the miracle of redemption. In teaching, therefore, that there is no
salvation for those ignorant of the gospel, the Bible only teaches that
a just God will punish sin. (2.) The doctrine of the Church on this
subject does not go beyond the facts of the case. It only teaches that
God will do what we see He actually does. He leaves mankind, in a
large measure, to themselves. He allows them to make themselves
sinful and miserable. It is no more difficult to reconcile the doctrine
than the undeniable fact with the goodness of our God. (3.) In the
gift of his Son, the revelation of his Word, the mission of the Spirit,
and the institution of the Church, God has made abundant provision
for the salvation of the world. That the Church has been so remiss in
making known the gospel is her guilt. We must not charge the
ignorance and consequent perdition of the heathen upon God. The
guilt rests on us. We have kept to ourselves the bread of life, and
allowed the nations to perish.

Some of the older Lutheran divines were disposed to meet the
objection in question by saying that the plan of salvation was
revealed to all mankind at three distinct epochs. First, immediately
after the fall, to Adam; second, in the days of Noah; and third, during
the age of the Apostles. If that knowledge has been lost it has been by
the culpable ignorance of the heathen themselves. This is carrying
the doctrine of imputation to its utmost length. It is making the
present generation responsible for the apostasy of their ancestors. It
leaves the difficulty just where it was.

The Wesleyan Arminians and the Friends, admitting the
insufficiency of the light of nature, hold that God gives sufficient
grace, or an inward supernatural light, which, if properly cherished
and followed, will lead men to salvation. But this is merely an
amiable hypothesis. For such universal and sufficient grace there is
no promise in the Scripture, and no evidence in experience. Besides,



if admitted it does not help the matter. If this sufficient grace does
not actually save, if it does not deliver the heathen from those sins
upon which the judgment of God is denounced, it only aggravates
their condemnation. All we can do is to adhere closely to the
teachings of the Bible, assured that the Judge of all the earth will do
right; that although clouds and darkness are round about Him, and
his ways past finding out, justice and judgment are the habitation of
his throne.

§ 4. Christian Theology

As science, concerned with the facts of nature, has its several
departments, as Mathematics, Chemistry, Astronomy, etc., so
Theology having the facts of Scripture for its subject, has its distinct
and natural departments. First—

Theology Proper,

Which includes all the Bible teaches of the being and attributes of
God; of the threefold personality of the Godhead, or, that the Father,
Son, and Spirit are distinct persons, the same in substance and equal
in power and glory; the relation of God to the world, or, his decrees
and his works of Creation and Providence. Second,—

Anthropology,

Which includes the origin and nature of man; his original state and
probation; his fall; the nature of sin; the effect of Adam's first sin
upon himself and upon his posterity. Third,—

Soteriology,

Including the purpose or plan of God in reference to the salvation of
man; the person and work of the Redeemer; the application of the
redemption of Christ to the people of God, in their regeneration,
justification, and sanctification; and the means of grace. Fourth,—



Eschatology,

That is, the doctrines which concern the state of the soul after death;
the resurrection; the second advent of Christ; the general judgment
and end of the world; heaven and hell. And fifth,—

Ecclesiology,

The idea, or nature of the Church; its attributes; its prerogatives; its
organization.

It is the suggestive remark of Kliefoth in his "Dogmengeschichte,"
that to the Greek mind and to the Greek Church, was assigned the
task of elaborating the doctrine of the Bible concerning God, i.e., the
doctrines of the Trinity and Person of Christ; to the Latin Church the
doctrines concerning man; that is, of sin and grace; to the German
Church, Soteriology, or the doctrine of justification. Ecclesiology, he
says, is reserved for the future, as the doctrine concerning the
Church has not been settled by cecumenical authority as have been
the doctrines of Theology and Anthropology, and that of justification
at least for the Protestant world.

The above classification, although convenient and generally received,
is far from being exhaustive. It leaves out of view the law (or at least
subordinates it unduly), or rule of moral duty. This is a department
in itself, and under the title of Moral Theology, is sometimes, as in
the Latin Church, regarded as the most important. Among
Protestants it is often regarded as a mere department of Philosophy.

It has been assumed that Theology has to do with the facts or truths
of the Bible; in other words, that the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments are the only infallible rule of faith and practice. This,
however, is not a conceded point. Some claim for Reason a
paramount, or, at least a coordinate authority in matters of religion.
Others assume an internal supernatural light to which they attribute
paramount, or coordinate authority. Others rely on the authority of
an infallible church. With Protestants, the Bible is the only infallible



source of knowledge of divine things. It is necessary, therefore,
before entering on our work, briefly to examine these several
systems, namely, Rationalism, Mysticism, and Romanism.

CHAPTER III:

RATIONALISM

§ 1. Meaning and Usage of the Word

By Rationalism is meant the system or theory which assigns undue
authority to reason in matters of religion. By reason is not to be
understood the Logos as revealed in man, as held by some of the
Fathers, and by Cousin and other modern philosophers, nor the
intuitional faculty as distinguished from the understanding or the
discursive faculty. The word is taken in its ordinary sense for the
cognitive faculty, that which perceives, compares, judges, and infers.

Rationalism has appeared under different forms. (1.) The Deistical,
which denies either the possibility or the fact of any supernatural
revelation, and maintains that reason is both the source and ground
of all religious knowledge and conviction. (2.) That which while it
admits the possibility and the fact of a supernatural revelation, and
that such a revelation is contained in the Christian Scriptures,
nevertheless maintains that the truths revealed are the truths of
reason; that is, truths which reason can comprehend and
demonstrate. (3.) The third form of Rationalism has received the
name of Dogmatism, which admits that many of the truths of
revelation are undiscoverable by human reason, and that they are to
be received upon authority. Nevertheless, it maintains that those
truths when revealed admit of being philosophically explained and
established, and raised from the sphere of faith into that of
knowledge.



Rationalism in all its forms proceeds on the ground of Theism, that
is, the belief of an extramundane personal God. When, therefore,
Monism, which denies all dualism and affirms the identity of God
and the world, took possession of the German mind, Rationalism, in
its old form, disappeared. There was no longer any room for the
distinction between reason and God, between the natural and the
supernatural. No class of men, therefore, are more contemptuous in
their opposition to the Rationalists, than the advocates of the
modern, or, as it perhaps may be more properly designated, the
modern pantheistic philosophy of Germany.

Although in a measure banished from its recent home, it continues to
prevail in all its forms, variously modified, both in Europe and
America. Mansel, in his "Limits of Religious Thought," includes
under the head of Rationalism every system which makes the final
test of truth to be "the direct assent of the human consciousness,
whether in the form of logical deduction, or moral judgment, or
religious intuition, by whatever previous process these faculties may
have been raised to their assumed dignity as arbitrators." This,
however, would include systems radically different in their nature.

§ 2. Deistical Rationalism
A. Possibility of a Supernatural Revelation

The first point to be determined in the controversy with the Deistical
Rationalists, concerns the possibility of a supernatural revelation.
This they commonly deny, either on philosophical or moral grounds.
It is said to be inconsistent with the nature of God, and with his
relation to the world, to suppose that He interferes by his direct
agency in the course of events. The true theory of the universe,
according to their doctrine, is that God having created the world and
endowed his creatures with their attributes and properties, He has
done all that is consistent with his nature. He does not interfere by
his immediate agency in the production of effects. These belong to
the efficiency of second causes. Or if the metaphysical possibility of



such intervention be admitted, it is nevertheless morally impossible,
because it would imply imperfection in God. If his work needs his
constant interference it must be imperfect, and if imperfect, it must
be that God is deficient either in wisdom or power.

That this is a wrong theory of God's relation to the world is manifest.
(1.) Because it contradicts the testimony of our moral nature. The
relation in which we stand to God, as that relation reveals itself in
our consciousness, implies that we are constantly in the presence of a
God who takes cognizance of our acts, orders our circumstances, and
interferes constantly for our correction or protection. He is not to us
a God afar off, with whom we have no immediate concern; but a God
who is not far from any one of us, in whom we live, move, and have
our being, who numbers the hairs of our head, and without whose
notice a sparrow does not fall to the ground. (2.) Reason itself
teaches that the conception of God as a ruler of the world, having his
creatures in his hands, able to control them at pleasure, and to hold
communion with them, is a far higher conception and more
consistent with the idea of infinite perfection, than that on which this
system of Rationalism is founded. (3.) The common consciousness of
men is opposed to this doctrine, as is plain from the fact that all
nations, the most cultivated and the most barbarous, have been
forced to conceive of God as a Being able to take cognizance of
human affairs, and to reveal himself to his creatures. (4.) The
argument from Scripture, although not admitted by Rationalists, is
for Christians conclusive. The Bible reveals a God who is constantly
and everywhere present with his works, and who acts upon them, not
only mediately, but immediately, when, where, and how He sees fit.

B. Necessity of a Supernatural Revelation

Admitting, however, the metaphysical possibility of a supernatural
revelation, the next question is whether such a revelation is
necessary. This question must be answered in the affirmative. (1.)
Because every man feels that he needs it. He knows that there are
questions concerning the origin, nature, and destiny of man;



concerning sin, and the method in which it can be pardoned and
conquered, which he cannot answer. They are questions, however,
which must be answered. So long as these problems are unsolved, no
man can be either good or happy. (2.) He is equally certain that no
man answers these questions for his fellow-men. Every one sees
intuitively that they relate to matters beyond the reach of human
reason. What can reason decide as to the fate of the soul after death?
Can he who has been unable to make himself holy or happy here,
secure his own well-being in the eternal future? Every man, without
a supernatural revelation, no matter how much of a philosopher,
knows that death is the entrance on the unknown. It is the gate into
darkness. Men must enter that gate conscious that they have within
them an imperishable life combined with all the elements of
perdition. Is it not self-evident then that immortal sinners need some
one to answer with authority the question, What must I do to be
saved? To convince a man that there is no sin, and that sin does not
involve misery, is as impossible as to convince a wretch that he is not
unhappy. The necessity of a divine revelation, therefore, is a simple
matter of fact, of which every man is in his heart convinced. (3.)
Admitting that philosophers could solve these great problems to
their own satisfaction, What is to become of the mass of mankind?
Are they to be left in darkness and despair? (4.) The experience of
ages proves that the world by wisdom knows not God. The heathen
nations, ancient and modern, civilized and savage, have without
exception, failed by the light of nature to solve any of the great
problems of humanity. This is the testimony of history as well as of
Scripture. (5.) Even where the light of revelation is enjoyed, it is
found that those who reject its guidance, are led not only to the most
contradictory conclusions, but to the adoption of principles, in most
cases, destructive of domestic virtue, social order, and individual
worth and happiness. The reason of man has led the great body of
those who know no other guide, into what has been well called, "The
Hell of Pantheism."

C. The Scriptures contain such a Revelation



Admitting the possibility and even the necessity of a supernatural
revelation, Has such a revelation been actually made? This the
Deistical Rationalist denies, and the Christian affirms. He
confidently refers to the Bible as containing such a revelation, and
maintains that its claims are authenticated by an amount of evidence
which renders unbelief unreasonable and criminal.

1. In the first place, its authors claim to be the messengers of God, to
speak by his authority and in his name, so that what they teach is to
be received not on the authority of the writers themselves, nor on the
ground of the inherent evidence in the nature of the truths
communicated, but upon the authority of God. It is He who affirms
what the sacred writers teach. This claim must be admitted, or the
sacred writers must be regarded as fanatics or impostors. It is
absolutely certain that they were neither. It would be no more
irrational to pronounce Homer and Newton idiots, than to set down
Isaiah and Paul as either impostors or fanatics. It is as certain as any
self-evident truth, that they were wise, good, sober-minded men.
That such men should falsely assume to be the authoritative
messengers of God, and to be endowed with supernatural powers in
confirmation of their mission, is a contradiction. It is to affirm that
wise and good men are foolish and wicked.

2. The Bible contains nothing inconsistent with the claim of its
authors to divine authority as teachers. It contains nothing
impossible, nothing absurd, nothing immoral, nothing inconsistent
with any well-authenticated truth. This itself is well-nigh miraculous,
considering the circumstances under which the different portions of
the Scriptures were written.

3. More than this, the Bible reveals truths of the highest order, not
elsewhere made known. Truths which meet the most urgent
necessities of our nature; which solve the problems which reason has
never been able to solve. It recognizes and authenticates all the facts
of consciousness, all the truths which our moral and religious nature
involve, and which we recognize as true as soon as they are



presented. It has the same adaptation to the soul that the
atmosphere has to the lungs, or the solar influences to the earth on
which we live. And what the earth would be without those influences,
is, in point of fact, what the soul is without knowledge of the truths
which we derive solely from the Bible.

4. The several books of which the Scriptures are composed were
written by some fifty different authors living in the course of fifteen
hundred years; and yet they are found to be an organic whole, the
product of one mind. They are as clearly a development as the oak
from the acorn. The gospels and epistles are but the expansion,
fulfillment, the culmination of the protevangelium, "The seed of the
woman shall bruise the serpent's head," as uttered to our first
parents (Gen. 3:15). All that intervenes is to the New Testament what
the roots, stem, branches, and foliage of the tree are to the fruit. No
one book of Scripture can be understood by itself, any more than any
one part of a tree or member of the body can be understood without
reference to the whole of which it is a part. Those who from want of
attention do not perceive this organic relation of the different parts
of the Bible, cannot appreciate the argument thence derived in favor
of its divine origin. They who do perceive it, cannot resist it.

Argument from Prophecy

5. God bears witness to the divine authority of the Scriptures by signs
and wonders, and divers miracles, and gifts of the Holy Ghost. The
leading events recorded in the New Testament were predicted in the
Old. Of this any man may satisfy himself by a comparison of the two.
The coincidence between the prophecies and the fulfillment admits
of no rational solution, except that the Bible is the work of God; or,
that holy men of old spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.
The miracles recorded in the Scriptures are historical events, which
are not only entitled to be received on the same testimony which
authenticates other facts of history, but they are so implicated with
the whole structure of the New Testament, that they cannot be



denied without rejecting the whole gospel, which rejection involves
the denial of the best authenticated facts in the history of the world.

Argument from the Effects of the Gospel

Besides this external supernatural testimony, the Bible is everywhere
attended by "the demonstration of the Spirit," which gives to its
doctrines the clearness of self-evident truths, and the authority of the
voice of God; analogous to the authority of the moral law for the
natural conscience.

6. The Bible ever has been and still is, a power in the world. It has
determined the course of history. It has overthrown false religion
wherever it is known. It is the parent of modern civilization. It is the
only guarantee of social order, of virtue, and of human rights and
liberty. Its effects cannot be rationally accounted for upon any other
hypothesis than that it is what it claims to be, "The Word of God."

7. It makes known the person, work, the acts, and words of Christ,
who is the clearest revelation of God ever made to man. He is the
manifested God. His words were the words of God. His acts were the
acts of God. His voice is the voice of God, and He said, "The Scripture
cannot be broken" (John 10:35). If any man refuse to recognize him
as the Son of God, as the infallible teacher, and only Saviour of men,
nothing can be said save what the Apostle says, "If our gospel be hid,
it is hid to them that are lost: in whom the God of this world hath
blinded the minds of them which believe not, lest the light of the
glorious gospel of Christ, who is the image of God, should shine unto
them. For God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness,
hath shined in our hearts, to give the light of the knowledge of the
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ." (2 Cor. 4:3, 4, 6.)

Deistical Rationalism is in Germany sometimes called Naturalism, as
distinguished from Supernaturalism; as the former denies, and the
latter affirms, an agency or operation above nature in the conduct of
events in this world. More commonly, however, by Naturalism is



meant the theory which denies the existence of any higher power
than nature, and therefore is only another name for atheism. It is,
consequently, not a proper designation of a system which assumes
the existence of a personal God.

§ 3. The Second Form of Rationalism
A. Its Nature

The more common form of Rationalism admits that the Scriptures
contain a supernatural revelation. It teaches, however, that the object
of that revelation is to make more generally known, and to
authenticate for the masses, the truths of reason, or doctrines of
natural religion. These doctrines are received by cultivated minds not
on the ground of authority, but of rational evidence. The
fundamental principle of this class of Rationalists is, that nothing
can be rationally believed which is not understood. "Nil credi posse,
quod a ratione capi et intelligi nequeat." If asked, Why he believes in
the immortality of the soul? the Rationalist answers, Because the
doctrine is reasonable. To his mind, the arguments in its favor
outweigh those against it. If asked, Why he does not believe the
doctrine of the Trinity? he answers, Because it is unreasonable. The
philosophical arguments against it outweigh the arguments from
reason, in its favor. That the sacred writers teach the doctrine is not
decisive. The Rationalist does not feel bound to believe all that the
sacred writers teach. The Bible, he admits, contains a Divine
revelation. But this revelation was made to fallible men, men under
no supernatural guidance in communicating the truths revealed.
They were men whose mode of thinking, and manner of arguing, and
of presenting truth, were modified by their culture, and by the modes
of thought prevailing during the age in which they lived. The
Scriptures, therefore, abound with misapprehensions, with
inconclusive arguments, and accommodations to Jewish errors,
superstitions, and popular beliefs. It is the office of reason to sift
these incongruous materials, and separate the wheat from the chaff.
That is wheat which reason apprehends in its own light to be true;



that is to be rejected as chaff which reason cannot understand, and
cannot prove to be true. That is, nothing is true to us which we do not
see for ourselves to be true.

B. Refutation
It is sufficient to remark on this form of Rationalism,—

1. That it is founded upon a false principle. It is not necessary to the
rational exercise of faith that we should understand the truth
believed. The unknown and the impossible cannot be believed; but
every man does, and must believe the incomprehensible. Assent to
truth is founded on evidence. That evidence may be external or
intrinsic. Some things we believe on the testimony of our senses;
other things we believe on the testimony of men. Why, then, may we
not believe on the testimony of God? A man may believe that paper
thrown upon fire will burn, although he does not understand the
process of combustion. All men believe that plants grow, and that
like begets like; but no man understands the mystery of
reproduction. Even the Positivist who would reduce all belief to zero,
is obliged to admit the incomprehensible to be true. And those who
will believe neither in God nor spirit because they are invisible and
intangible, say that all we know is the unknowable,—we know only
force,—but of force we know nothing but that it is, and that it
persists. If, therefore, the incomprehensible must be believed in
every other department of knowledge, no rational ground can be
given why it should be banished from religion.

2. Rationalism assumes that the human intelligence is the measure
of all truth. This is an insane presumption on the part of such a
creature as man. If a child believes with implicit confidence what it
cannot understand, on the testimony of a parent, surely man may
believe what he cannot understand, on the testimony of God.

3. Rationalism destroys the distinction between faith and knowledge,
which all men and all ages admit. Faith is assent to truth founded on



testimony, "credo quod non video." Knowledge is assent founded on
the direct or indirect, the intuitive or discursive, apprehension of its
object. If there can be no rational faith, if we are to receive as true
only what we know and understand, the whole world is beggared. It
loses all that sustains, beautifies, and ennobles life.

4. The poor cannot be Rationalists. If we must understand what we
believe, even on the principles of the Rationalists, only philosophers
can be religious. They alone can comprehend the rational grounds on
which the great truths of even natural religion are to be received.
Widespread, therefore, as has been the influence of a Rationalistic
spirit, it has never taken hold of the people; it has never controlled
the creed of any church; because all religion is founded on the
incomprehensible and the infinite.

5. The protest, therefore, which our religious nature makes against
the narrow, cold, and barren system of Rationalism, is a sufficient
proof that it cannot be true, because it cannot meet our most urgent
necessities. The object of worship must be infinite, and of necessity
incomprehensible.

6. Faith implies knowledge. And if we must understand in order to
know, faith and knowledge become alike impossible. The principle,
therefore, on which Rationalism is founded, leads to Nihilism, or
universal negation. Even the latest form of philosophy, taking the
lowest possible ground as to religious faith, admits that we are
surrounded on every side by the incomprehensible. Herbert Spencer,
in his "First Principles of a New Philosophy," asserts, p. 45, "the
omnipresence of something which passes comprehension." He
declares that the ultimate truth in which all forms of religion agree,
and in which religion and science are in harmony, is, "That the
Power which the universe manifests to us is utterly inscrutable.” The
inscrutable, the incomprehensible, what we cannot understand, must
therefore of necessity be rationally the object of faith. And
consequently reason, rational demonstration, or philosophical proof
is not the ground of faith. We may rationally believe what we cannot



understand. We may be assured of truths which are encompassed
with objections which we cannot satisfactorily answer.

C. History

The modern form of Deistic Rationalism had its rise in England
during the latter part of the seventeenth, and the first half of the
eighteenth centuries. Lord Herbert, who died as early as 1648, in his
work, "De Veritate, prout distinguitur a Revelatione," etc., taught
that all religion consists in the acknowledgment of the following
truths: 1. The existence of God. 2. The dependence of man on God,
and his obligation to reverence him. 3. Piety consists in the harmony
of the human faculties. 4. The essential difference between good and
evil. 5. A future state of rewards and punishment. These he held to be
intuitive truths, needing no proof, and virtually believed by all men.
This may be considered as the confession of Faith of all Deists, and
even of those Rationalists who admit a supernatural revelation; for
such revelation, they maintain, can only authenticate what reason
itself teaches. Other writers quickly followed in the course opened by
Lord Herbert; as, Toland in his "Christianity without Mystery," 1696,
a work which excited great attention, and drew out numerous
refutations. Toland ended by avowing himself a Pantheist. Hobbes
was a Materialist. Lord Shaftesbury, who died 1773, in his
"Characteristics," "Miscellaneous Treatises," and "Moralist,” made
ridicule the test of truth. He declared revelation and inspiration to be
fanaticism. Collins (died 1729) was a more serious writer. His
principal works were, "An Essay on Free-thinking," and "The
Grounds and Reasons of Christianity." Lord Bolingbroke, Secretary
of State under Queen Anne, "Letters on the Study and Utility of
History." Matthew Tindal, "Christianity as Old as the Creation."
Tindal, instead of attacking Christianity in detail, attempted to
construct a regular system of Deism. He maintained that God could
not intend that men should ever be without a religion adequate to all
their necessities, and therefore that a revelation can only make
known what every man has in his own reason. This internal and
universal revelation contains the two truths: 1. The existence of God.



2. That God created man not for his own sake, but for man's. By far
the most able and influential of the writers of this class was David
Hume. His "Essays" in four volumes contain his theological views.
The most important of these are those on the Natural History of
Religion, and on Miracles. His "Dialogues on Natural Religion" is
regarded as the ablest work ever written in support of the Deistical,
or rather, Atheistical system.

From England the spirit of infidelity extended into France. Voltaire,
Rousseau, La Mettrie, Holbach, D'Alembert, Diderot, and others,
succeeded for a time in overthrowing all religious faith in the
governing classes of society.

Rationalism in Germany

In Germany the Rationalistic defection began with such men as
Baumgarten, Ernesti, and John David Michaelis, who did not deny
the divine authority of the Scriptures, but explained away their
doctrines. These were followed by such men as Semler, Morus, and
Eichhorn, who were thoroughly neological. During the latter part of
the last, and first part of the present century, most of the leading
church historians, exegetes, and theologians of Germany, were
Rationalists. The first serious blow given to their system was by Kant.
The Rationalists assumed that they were able to demonstrate the
truths of natural religion on the principles of reason. Kant, in his
"Critic of Pure Reason," undertook to show that reason is
incompetent to prove any religious truth. The only foundation for
religion he maintained was our moral consciousness. That
consciousness involved or implied the three great doctrines of God,
liberty, and immortality. His successors, Fichte and Schelling,
carried out the principles which Kant adopted to prove that the
outward world is an unknown something, to show that there was no
such world; that there was no real distinction between the ego and
non-ego, the subjective and objective; that both are modes of the
manifestation of the absolute. Thus all things were merged into one.



This idealistic Pantheism having displaced Rationalism, has already
yielded the philosophic throne to a subtle form of Materialism.

Bretschneider's "Entwickelung aller in der Dogmatik vorkommenden
Begriffe," gives a list of fifty-two works on the rationalistic
controversy in Germany. The English books written against the
Rationalists or Deists of Great Britain, and on the proper office of
reason in matters of religion, are scarcely less numerous. Some of the
more important of these works are the following: "Boyle on Things
above Reason," Butler's "Analogy of Religion and Nature,"
Conybeare's "Defence of Religion," "Hulsean Lectures," Jackson's
"Examination,”" "Jew's Letters to Voltaire," Lardner's "Credibility of
the Gospel History,” Leland's "Advantage and Necessity of
Revelation," Leslie's "Short and Easy Method with Deists."
Warburton's "View of Bolingbroke's Philosophy,” and his "Divine
Legation of Moses," John Wilson's "Dissertation on Christianity,"
etc., etc. See Staudlin's "Geschichte des Rationalismus," and a
concise and instructive history of theology during the eighteenth
century, by Dr. Tholuck in "Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review"
for 1828. Leibnitz's "Discours de la Conformité de la Foi avec la
Raison," in the Preface to his "Théodicée," and Mansel's "Limits of
Religious Thought," deserve the careful perusal of the theological
student. The most recent works on this general subject are Lecky's
"History of Rationalism in Europe," and "History of Rationalism,
embracing a survey of the present state of Protestant Theology," by
Rev. John F. Hurst, A.M. The latter is the most instructive
publication in the English language on modern skepticism.

§ 4. Dogmatism, or the Third Form of Rationalism
A. Meaning of the Term

It was a common objection made in the early age of the Church
against Christianity, by the philosophical Greeks, that its doctrines
were received upon authority, and not upon rational evidence. Many
of the Fathers, specially those of the Alexandrian school, answered



that this was true only of the common people. They could not be
expected to understand philosophy. They could receive the high
spiritual truths of religion only on the ground of authority. But the
educated classes were able and were bound to search after the
philosophical or rational evidence of the doctrines taught in the
Bible, and to receive those doctrines on the ground of that evidence.
They made a distinction, therefore, between miotig and yvwoig, faith
and knowledge. The former was for the common people, the latter
for the cultivated. The objects of faith were the doctrinal statements
of the Bible in the form in which they are there presented. The
ground of faith is simply the testimony of the Scriptures as the Word
of God. The objects of knowledge were the speculative or
philosophical ideas which underlie the doctrines of the Bible, and the
ground on which those ideas or truths are received and incorporated
in our system of knowledge, is their own inherent evidence. They are
seen to be true by the light of reason. Faith is thus elevated into
knowledge, and Christianity exalted into a philosophy. This method
was carried out by the Platonizing fathers, and continued to prevail
to a great extent among the schoolmen. During the Middle Ages the
authority of the Church was paramount, and the freest thinkers did
not venture openly to impugn the doctrines which the Church had
sanctioned. For the most part they contented themselves with
philosophizing about those doctrines, and endeavoring to show that
they admitted of a philosophical explanation and proof.

Wolfianism

As remarked in the preceding chapter, this method was revived and
extensively propagated by Wolf (1679—1754, Professor at Halle and
Marburg). His principal works were "Theologia Naturalis," 1736,
"Philos. Practicalis Universalis," 1738, "Philos. Moralis s. Ethica,"
1750, "Verniinftige Gedanken von Gott, der Welt und der Seele des
Menschen, auch allen Dingen iiberhaupt," 1720. Wolf unduly exalted
the importance of natural religion. Although he admitted that the
Scriptures revealed doctrines undiscoverable by the unassisted
reason of man, he yet insisted that all doctrines, in order to be



rationally received as true, should be capable of demonstration on
the principles of reason. "He maintained," says Mr. Rose (in his
"State of Protestantism in Germany," p. 39), "that philosophy was
indispensable to religion, and that, together with Biblical proofs, a
mathematical or strictly demonstrative dogmatical system, according
to the principles of reason, was absolutely necessary. His own works
carried this theory into practice, and after the first clamors had
subsided, his opinions gained more attention, and it was not long
before he had a school of vehement admirers, who far outstripped
him in the use of his own principles. We find some of them not
content with applying demonstration to the truth of the system, but
endeavoring to establish each separate dogma, the Trinity, the nature
of the Redeemer, the Incarnation, the eternity of punishment, on
philosophical, and strange as it may appear, some of these truths on
mathematical grounds." The language of Wolf himself on this subject
has already been quoted on page 5. He expressly states that the office
of revelation is to supplement natural religion, and to present
propositions which the philosopher is bound to demonstrate. By
demonstration is not meant the adduction of proof that the
proposition is sustained by the Scriptures, but that the doctrine must
be admitted as true on the principles of reason. It is philosophical
demonstration that is intended. "Theological Dogmatism," says
Mansel, "is an application of reason to the support and defense of
preéxisting statements of Scripture.... Its end is to produce a
coincidence between what we believe and what we think; to remove
the boundary which separates the comprehensible from the
incomprehensible."2 It attempts, for example, to demonstrate the
doctrine of the Trinity from the nature of an infinite being; the
doctrine of the Incarnation from the nature of man and his relation
to God, etc. Its grand design is to transmute faith into knowledge, to
elevate Christianity as a system of revealed truth into a system of
Philosophy.

B. Refutation



The objections to Dogmatism, as thus understood, are,—1. That it is
essentially Rationalistic. The Rationalist demands philosophical
proof of the doctrines which he receives. He is not willing to believe
on the simple authority of Scripture. He requires his reason to be
satisfied by a demonstration of the truth independent of the Bible.
This demand the Dogmatist admits to be reasonable, and he
undertakes to furnish the required proof. In this essential point,
therefore, in making the reception of Christian doctrine to rest on
reason and not on authority, the Dogmatist and the Rationalist are
on common ground. For although the former admits a supernatural
revelation, and acknowledges that for the common people faith must
rest on authority, yet he maintains that the mysteries of religion
admit of rational or philosophical demonstration, and that such
demonstration cultivated minds have a right to demand.

2. In thus shifting faith from the foundation of divine testimony, and
making it rest on rational demonstration, it is removed from the
Rock of Ages to a quicksand. There is all the difference between a
conviction founded on the well-authenticated testimony of God, and
that founded on so-called philosophical demonstration, that there is
between God and man, the divine and human. Let any man read the
pretended philosophical demonstrations of the Trinity, the
Incarnation, the resurrection of the body, or any other of the great
truths of the Bible, and he will feel at liberty to receive or to reject it
at pleasure. It has no authority or certainty. It is the product of a
mind like his own, and therefore can have no more power than
belongs to the fallible human intellect.

3. Dogmatism is, therefore, in its practical effect, destructive of faith.
In transmuting Christianity into a philosophy, its whole nature is
changed and its power is lost. It takes its place as one of the
numberless phases of human speculation, which in the history of
human thought succeed each other as the waves of the sea,—no one
ever abides.



4. It proceeds on an essentially false principle. It assumes the
competency of reason to judge of things entirely beyond its sphere.
God has so constituted our nature, that we are authorized and
necessitated to confide in the well-authenticated testimony of our
senses, within their appropriate sphere. And in like manner, we are
constrained to confide in the operation of our minds and in the
conclusions to which they lead, within the sphere which God has
assigned to human reason. But the senses cannot sit in judgment on
rational truths. We cannot study logic with the microscope or scalpel.
It is no less irrational to depend upon reason, or demand rational or
philosophical demonstration for truths which become the objects of
knowledge only as they are revealed. From the nature of the case the
truths concerning the creation, the probation, and apostasy of man,
the purpose and plan of redemption, the person of Christ, the state of
the soul in the future world, the relation of God to his creatures, etc.,
not depending on general principles of reason, but in great measure
on the purposes of an intelligent, personal Being, can be known only
so far as He chooses to reveal them, and must be received simply on
his authority.

The Testimony of the Scriptures against Dogmatism

5. The testimony of the Scriptures is decisive on this subject. From
the beginning to the end of the Bible the sacred writers present
themselves in the character of witnesses. They demand faith in their
teachings and obedience to their commands not on the ground of
their own superiority in wisdom or excellence; not on the ground of
rational demonstration of the truth of what they taught, but simply
as the organs of God, as men appointed by Him to reveal his will.
Their first and last, and sufficient reason for faith is, "Thus saith the
Lord." The New Testament writers, especially, repudiate all claim to
the character of philosophers. They taught that the Gospel was not a
system of truth derived from reason or sustained by its authority, but
by the testimony of God. They expressly assert that its doctrines were
matters of revelation, to be received on divine testimony. "Eye hath
not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man



the things which God hath prepared for them that love him. But God
hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all
things, yea, the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the
things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him?" (1 Cor. 2:9—
11.) Such being the nature of the Gospel, if received at all it must be
received on authority. It was to be believed or taken on trust, not
demonstrated as a philosophical system. Nay, the Bible goes still
further. It teaches that a man must become a fool in order to be wise;
he must renounce dependence upon his own reason or wisdom, in
order to receive the wisdom of God. Our Lord told his disciples that
unless they were converted and became as little children, they could
not enter into the kingdom of God. And the Apostle Paul, in his
Epistle to the Corinthians, and in those addressed to the Ephesians
and Colossians, that is, when writing to those imbued with the Greek
and with the oriental philosophy, made it the indispensable
condition of their becoming Christians, that they should renounce
philosophy as a guide in matters of religion, and receive the Gospel
on the testimony of God. Nothing, therefore, can be more opposed to
the whole teaching and spirit of the Bible, than this disposition to
insist on philosophical proof of the articles of our faith. Our duty,
privilege, and security are in believing, not in knowing; in trusting
God, and not our own understanding. They are to be pitied who have
no more trustworthy teacher than themselves.

6. The instructions of the Bible on this subject are abundantly
confirmed by the lessons of experience. From the time of the
Gnostics, and of the Platonizing fathers, the attempt has been made
in every age to exalt faith into knowledge, to transmute Christianity
into philosophy, by demonstrating its doctrines on the principles of
reason. These attempts have always failed. They have all proved
ephemeral and worthless,—each successive theorizer viewing with
more or less contempt the speculations of his predecessors, yet each
imagining that he has the gifts for comprehending the Almighty.

These attempts are not only abortive, they are always evil in their
effects upon their authors and upon all who are influenced by them.



So far as they succeed to the satisfaction of those who make them,
they change the relation of the soul to the truth, and, of course, to
God. The reception of the truth is not an act of faith, or of trust in
God; but of confidence in our own speculations. Self is substituted
for God as the ground of confidence. The man's whole inward state is
thereby changed. History, moreover, proves that Dogmatism is the
predecessor of Rationalism. The natural tendency and the actual
consequences of the indulgence of a disposition to demand
philosophical demonstration for articles of faith, is a state of mind
which revolts at authority, and refuses to admit as true what it
cannot comprehend and prove. And this state of mind, as it is
incompatible with faith, is the parent of unbelief and of all its
consequences. There is no safety for us, therefore, but to remain
within the limits which God has assigned us. Let us rely on our
senses, within the sphere of our sense perceptions; on our reason
within the sphere of rational truths; and on God, and God alone, in
all that relates to the things of God. He only truly knows, who
consents with the docility of a child to be taught of God.

§ 5. Proper Office of Reason in Matters of Religion
A. Reason Necessary for the Reception of a Revelation

Christians, in repudiating Rationalism in all its forms, do not reject
the service of reason in matters of religion. They acknowledge its
high prerogatives, and the responsibility involved in their exercise.

In the first place, reason is necessarily presupposed in every
revelation. Revelation is the communication of truth to the mind. But
the communication of truth supposes the capacity to receive it.
Revelations cannot be made to brutes or to idiots. Truths, to be
received as objects of faith, must be intellectually apprehended. A
proposition, to which we attach no meaning, however important the
truth it may contain, cannot be an object of faith. If it be affirmed
that the soul is immortal, or God is a spirit, unless we know the
meaning of the words nothing is communicated to the mind, and the



mind can affirm or deny nothing on the subject. In other words,
knowledge is essential to faith. In believing we affirm the truth of the
proposition believed. But we can affirm nothing of that of which we
know nothing. The first and indispensable office of reason, therefore,
in matters of faith, is the cognition, or intelligent apprehension of the
truths proposed for our reception. This is what theologians are
accustomed to call the usus organicus, seu, instrumentalis, rationis.
About this there can be no dispute.

Difference between Knowing and Understanding

It is important, however, to bear in mind the difference between
knowing and understanding, or comprehending. A child knows what
the words "God is a spirit" mean. No created being can comprehend
the Almighty unto perfection. We must know the plan of salvation;
but no one can comprehend its mysteries. This distinction is
recognized in every department. Men know unspeakably more than
they understand. We know that plants grow; that the will controls
our voluntary muscles; that Jesus Christ is God and man in two
distinct natures, and one person forever; but here as everywhere we
are surrounded by the incomprehensible. We can rationally believe
that a thing is, without knowing how or why it is. It is enough for the
true dignity of man as a rational creature, that he is not called upon
by his Creator to believe without knowledge, to receive as true
propositions which convey no meaning to the mind. This would be
not only irrational, but impossible.

B. Reason must judge of the Credibility of a Revelation

In the second place, it is the prerogative of reason to judge of the
credibility of a revelation. The word "credible" is sometimes
popularly used to mean, easy of belief, i.e., probable. In its proper
sense, it is antithetical to incredible. The incredible is that which
cannot be believed. The credible is that which can be believed.
Nothing is incredible but the impossible. What may be, may be
rationally (i.e., on adequate grounds) believed.



A thing may be strange, unaccountable, unintelligible, and yet
perfectly credible. What is strange or unaccountable to one mind,
may be perfectly familiar and plain to another. For the most limited
intellect or experience to make itself the standard of the possible and
true, would be as absurd as a man's making his visible horizon the
limit of space. Unless a man is willing to believe the
incomprehensible, he can believe nothing, and must dwell forever in
outer darkness. The most skeptical form of modern philosophy,
which reduces faith and knowledge to a minimum, teaches that the
incomprehensible is all we know, namely, that force is, and that it is
persistent. It is most unreasonable, therefore, to urge as an objection
to Christianity that it demands faith in the incomprehensible.

The Impossible cannot be believed

While this is true and plain, it is no less true that the impossible is
incredible, and therefore cannot be an object of faith. Christians
concede to reason the judicium contradictionis, that is, the
prerogative of deciding whether a thing is possible or impossible. If it
is seen to be impossible, no authority, and no amount or kind of
evidence can impose the obligation to receive it as true. Whether,
however, a thing be possible or not, is not to be arbitrarily
determined. Men are prone to pronounce everything impossible
which contradicts their settled convictions, their preconceptions or
prejudices, or which is repugnant to their feelings. Men in former
times did not hesitate to say that it is impossible that the earth
should turn round on its axis and move through space with
incredible rapidity, and yet we not perceive it. It was pronounced
absolutely impossible that information should be transmitted
thousands of miles in the fraction of a second. Of course it would be
folly to reject all evidence of such facts as these on the ground of
their being impossible. It is no less unreasonable for men to reject
the truths of revelation on the assumption that they involve the
impossible, when they contradict our previous convictions, or when
we cannot see how they can be. Men say that it is impossible that the
same person can be both God and man; and yet they admit that man



is at once material and immaterial, mortal and immortal, angel and
animal. The impossible cannot be true; but reason in pronouncing a
thing impossible must act rationally and not capriciously. Its
judgments must be guided by principles which commend themselves
to the common consciousness of men. Such principles are the
following:—

What is Impossible

(1.) That is impossible which involves a contradiction; as, that a thing
is and is not; that right is wrong, and wrong right. (2.) It is
impossible that God should do, approve, or command what is
morally wrong. (3.) It is impossible that He should require us to
believe what contradicts any of the laws of belief which He has
impressed upon our nature. (4.) It is impossible that one truth
should contradict another. It is impossible, therefore, that God
should reveal anything as true which contradicts any well
authenticated truth, whether of intuition, experience, or previous
revelation.

Men may abuse this prerogative of reason, as they abuse their free
agency. But the prerogative itself is not to be denied. We have a right
to reject as untrue whatever it is impossible that God should require
us to believe. He can no more require us to believe what is absurd
than to do what is wrong.

Proof of this Prerogative of Reason

1. That reason has the prerogative of the judicium contradictionis, is
plain, in the first place, from the very nature of the case. Faith
includes an affirmation of the mind that a thing is true. But it is a
contradiction to say that the mind can affirm that to be true which it
sees cannot by possibility be true. This would be to affirm and deny,
to believe and disbelieve, at the same time. From the very
constitution of our nature, therefore, we are forbidden to believe the
impossible. We are, consequently, not only authorized, but required



to pronounce anathema an apostle or angel from heaven, who should
call upon us to receive as a revelation from God anything absurd, or
wicked, or inconsistent with the intellectual or moral nature with
which He has endowed us. The subjection of the human intelligence
to God is indeed absolute; but it is a subjection to infinite wisdom
and goodness. As it is impossible that God should contradict himself,
so it is impossible that He should, by an external revelation, declare
that to be true which by the laws of our nature He has rendered it
impossible we should believe.

2. This prerogative of reason is constantly recognized in Scripture.
The prophets called upon the people to reject the doctrines of the
heathen, because they could not be true. They could not be true
because they involved contradictions and absurdities; because they
were in contradiction to our moral nature, and inconsistent with
known truths. Moses taught that nothing was to be believed, no
matter what amount of external evidence should be adduced in its
support, which contradicted a previous, duly authenticated
revelation from God. Paul does the same thing when he calls upon us
to pronounce even an angel accursed, who should teach another
gospel. He recognized the paramount authority of the intuitive
judgments of the mind. He says that the damnation of any man is
just who calls upon us to believe that right is wrong, or that men
should do evil that good may come.

3. The ultimate ground of faith and knowledge is confidence in God.
We can neither believe nor know anything unless we confide in those
laws of belief which God has implanted in our nature. If we can be
required to believe what contradicts those laws, then the foundations
are broken up. All distinction between truth and falsehood, between
right and wrong, would disappear. All our ideas of God and virtue
would be confounded, and we should become the victims of every
adroit deceiver, or minister of Satan, who, by lying wonders, should
call upon us to believe a lie. We are to try the spirits. But how can we
try them without a standard? and what other standard can there be,



except the laws of our nature and the authenticated revelations of
God.

C. Reason must judge of the Evidences of a Revelation

In the third place, reason must judge of the evidence by which a
revelation is supported.

On this point it may be remarked,—

1. That as faith involves assent, and assent is conviction produced by
evidence, it follows that faith without evidence is either irrational or
impossible.

2. This evidence must be appropriate to the nature of the truth
believed. Historical truth requires historical evidence; empirical
truths the testimony of experience; mathematical truth,
mathematical evidence; moral truth, moral evidence; and "the things
of the Spirit," the demonstration of the Spirit. In many cases
different kinds of evidence concur in the support of the same truth.
That Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the living God, for example, is
sustained by evidence, historical, moral, and spiritual, so abundant
that our Lord says of those who reject it, that the wrath of God
abideth on them.

3. Evidence must be not only appropriate, but adequate. That is, such
as to command assent in every well-constituted mind to which it is
presented.

As we cannot believe without evidence, and as that evidence must be
appropriate and adequate, it is clearly a prerogative of reason to
judge of these several points. This is plain.

1. From the nature of faith, which is not a blind, irrational assent, but
an intelligent reception of the truth on adequate grounds.



2. The Scriptures never demand faith except on the ground of
adequate evidence. "If I had not done among them," says our Lord,
"the works which none other man did, they had not had sin" (John
15:24); clearly recognizing the principle that faith cannot be required
without evidence. The Apostle Paul proves that the heathen are justly
liable to condemnation for their idolatry and immorality, because
such a revelation of the true God and of the moral law had been
made to them, as to leave them without excuse.

3. The Bible regards unbelief as a sin, and the great sin for which
men will be condemned at the bar of God. This presumes that
unbelief cannot arise from the want of appropriate and adequate
evidence, but is to be referred to the wicked rejection of the truth
notwithstanding the proof by which it is attended. The popular
misconception that men are not responsible for their faith, arises
from a confusion of ideas. It is true that men are not blameworthy for
not believing in speculative truths, when the cause of their unbelief is
ignorance of the fact or of its evidence. It is no sin not to believe that
the earth moves round the sun, if one be ignorant of the fact or of the
evidence of its truth. But wherever unbelief arises from an evil heart,
then it involves all the guilt which belongs to the cause whence it
springs. If the wicked hate the good and believe them to be as wicked
as themselves, this is only a proof of their wickedness. If a man does
not believe in the moral law; if he holds that might is right, that the
strong may rob, murder, or oppress the weak, as some philosophers
teach, or if he disbelieve in the existence of God, then it is evident to
men and angels that he has been given up to a reprobate mind. There
is an evidence of beauty to which nothing but want of taste can
render one insensible; there is evidence of moral excellence to which
nothing but an evil heart can render us blind. Why did the Jews
reject Christ, notwithstanding all the evidence presented in his
character, in his words, and in his works, that he was the Son of God?
"He that believeth on him is not condemned: but he that believeth
not is condemned already, because he hath not believed in the name
of the only begotten Son of God." (John 3:18.) The fact, however, that
unbelief is a great sin, and the special ground of the condemnation of



men, of necessity supposes that it is inexcusable, that it does not
arise from ignorance or want of evidence. "How shall they believe,"
asks the Apostle, "in him of whom they have not heard." (Rom.
10:14.) And our Lord says, "This is the condemnation, that light is
come into the world, and men loved darkness rather than light,
because their deeds were evil." (John 3:19.)

4. Another evidence that the Scriptures recognize the necessity of
evidence in order to faith, and the right of those to whom a revelation
is addressed to judge of that evidence, is found in the frequent
command to consider, to examine, to try the spirits, i.e., those who
claim to be the organs of the Spirit of God. The duty of judging is
enjoined, and the standard of judgment is given. And then men are
held responsible for their decision.

Christians, therefore, concede to reason all the prerogatives it can
rightfully claim. God requires nothing irrational of his rational
creatures. He does not require faith without knowledge, nor faith in
the impossible, nor faith without evidence. Christianity is equally
opposed to superstition and Rationalism. The one is faith without
appropriate evidence, the other refuses to believe what it does not
understand, in despite of evidence which should command belief.
The Christian, conscious of his imbecility as a creature, and his
ignorance and blindness as a sinner, places himself before God, in
the posture of a child, and receives as true everything which a God of
infinite intelligence and goodness declares to be worthy of
confidence. And in thus submitting to be taught, he acts on the
highest principles of reason.

§ 6. Relation of Philosophy and Revelation

Cicero defines philosophy as "Rerum divinarum et humanarum,
causarumque quibus he res continentur, scientia." Peemans1 says,
"Philosophia est scientia rerum per causas primas, recto rationis usu
comparata." Or, as Ferrier more concisely expresses it, "Philosophy



is the attainment of truth by the way of reason." These and other
definitions are to be found in Fleming's "Vocabulary of Philosophy."

There is, however, a philosophia prima, or first philosophy, which is
concerned not so much with what is to be known, as with the faculty
of knowledge, which examines the cognitive faculty, determines its
laws and its limits. It is the philosophy of philosophy.

Whether we take the word to mean the knowledge of God and nature
attained by reason, or the principles which should guide all efforts
for the attainment of knowledge, the word is intended to cover the
whole domain of human intelligence. Popularly, we distinguish
between philosophy and science; the former having for its sphere the
spiritual, the latter, the material. Commonly, philosophy is
understood as comprising both departments. Hence we speak of
natural philosophy as well as of the philosophy of mind. Such being
the compass of the domain which philosophers claim as their own,
the proper relation between philosophy and theology becomes a
question of vital importance. This is, indeed, the great question at
issue in the Rationalistic controversy; and therefore, at the
conclusion of this chapter, all that remains to be done is to give a
concise statement of familiar principles.

Philosophy and Theology occupy Common Ground

1. Philosophy and Theology occupy common ground. Both assume to
teach what is true concerning God, man, the world, and the relation
in which God stands to his creatures.

2. While their objects are so far identical, both striving to attain a
knowledge of the same truths, their methods are essentially different.
Philosophy seeks to attain knowledge by speculation and induction,
or by the exercise of our own intellectual faculties. Theology relies
upon authority, receiving as truth whatever God in his Word has
revealed.



3. Both these methods are legitimate. Christians do not deny that our
senses and reason are reliable informants; that they enable us to
arrive at certainty as to what lies within their sphere.

4. God is the author of our nature and the maker of heaven and
earth, therefore nothing which the laws of our nature or the facts of
the external world prove to be true, can contradict the teaching of
God's Word. Neither can the Scriptures contradict the truths of
philosophy or science.

Philosophers and Theologians should Strive after Unity

5. As these two great sources of knowledge must be consistent in
their valid teachings, it is the duty of all parties to endeavor to exhibit
that consistency. Philosophers should not ignore the teachings of the
Bible, and theologians should not ignore the teachings of science.
Much less should either class needlessly come into collision with the
other. It is unreasonable and irreligious for philosophers to adopt
and promulgate theories inconsistent with the facts of the Bible,
when those theories are sustained by only plausible evidence, which
does not command the assent even of the body of scientific men
themselves. On the other hand, it is unwise for theologians to insist
on an interpretation of Scripture which brings it into collision with
the facts of science. Both of these mistakes are often made. The Bible,
for example, clearly teaches the unity of the existing races of men,
both as to origin and species. Many Naturalists, however, insist that
they are diverse, some say, both in origin and kind, and others, in
origin if not in species. This is done not only on merely plausible
evidence, being one of several possible ways of accounting for
acknowledged diversities, but in opposition to the most decisive
proof to the contrary. This proof, so far as it is historical and
philological, does not fall within the sphere of natural science, and
therefore the mere Naturalist disregards it. Comparative philologists
hold up their hands at the obtuseness of men of science, who
maintain that races have had different origins, whose languages
render it clear to demonstration that they have been derived from a



common stock. Considering the overwhelming weight of evidence of
the divine authority of the Scriptures, and the unspeakable
importance of that authority being maintained over the minds and
hearts of men, it evinces fearful recklessness on the part of those who
wantonly impugn its teachings. On the other hand, it is unwise in
theologians to array themselves needlessly against the teachings of
science. Romanists and Protestants vainly resisted the adoption of
the Copernican theory of our solar system. They interpreted the Bible
in a sense contradictory to that theory. So far as in them lay, they
staked the authority of the Bible on the correctness of their
interpretation. The theory proved to be true, and the received
interpretation had to be given up. The Bible, however, has received
no injury, although theologians have been taught an important
lesson; that is, to let science take its course, assured that the
Scriptures will accommodate themselves to all well-authenticated
scientific facts in time to come, as they have in time past.

The Authority of Facts

6. The relation between Revelation and Philosophy (taking the word
in its restricted sense) is different from that between Revelation and
Science. Or, to express the same idea in different words, the relation
between revelation and facts is one thing; and the relation between
revelation and theories another thing. Facts do not admit of denial.
They are determined by the wisdom and will of God. To deny facts, is
to deny what God affirms to be true. This the Bible cannot do. It
cannot contradict God. The theologian, therefore, acknowledges that
the Scriptures must be interpreted in accordance with established
facts. He has a right, however, to demand that those facts should be
verified beyond the possibility of doubt. Scientific men in one age or
country affirm the truth of facts, which others deny or disprove. It
would be a lamentable spectacle to see the Church changing its
doctrines, or its interpretation of Scripture, to suit the constantly
changing representations of scientific men as to matters of fact.



While acknowledging their obligation to admit undeniable facts,
theologians are at liberty to receive or reject the theories deduced
from those facts. Such theories are human speculations, and can
have no higher authority than their own inherent probability. The
facts of light, electricity, magnetism, are permanent. The theories
concerning them are constantly changing. The facts of geology are to
be admitted; the theories of geologists have no coercive authority.
The facts of physiology and comparative anatomy may be received;
but no man is bound to receive any of the various conflicting theories
of development. Obvious as this distinction between facts and
theories is, it is nevertheless often disregarded. Scientific men are
disposed to demand for their theories, the authority due only to
established facts. And theologians, because at liberty to reject
theories, are sometimes led to assert their independence of facts.

The Authority of the Bible higher than that of Philosophy

7. Philosophy, in its widest sense, being the conclusions of the
human intelligence as to what is true, and the Bible being the
declaration of God, as to what is true, it is plain that where the two
contradict each other, philosophy must yield to revelation; man must
yield to God. It has been admitted that revelation cannot contradict
facts; that the Bible must be interpreted in accordance with what
God has clearly made known in the constitution of our nature and in
the outward world. But the great body of what passes for philosophy
or science, is merely human speculation. What is the philosophy of
the Orientals, of Brahmins and Buddhists, of the early Gnostics, of
the Platonists, of the Scotists in the Middle Ages; of Leibnitz with his
monads and preéstablished harmony; of Des Cartes and his vortices;
of Kant and his categories; of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, with their
different theories of idealistic pantheism? The answer to that
question is, that these systems of philosophy are so many forms of
human speculation; and consequently that so far as these
speculations agree with the Bible they are true; and so far as they
differ from it, they are false and worthless. This is the ground which
every believer, learned or unlearned, is authorized and bound to



take. If the Bible teaches that God is a person, the philosophy that
teaches that an infinite being cannot be a person, is false. If the Bible
teaches that God creates, controls, regenerates, the philosophy that
forbids the assumption that He acts in time, is to be rejected. If the
Bible teaches that the soul exists after the dissolution of the body, the
philosophy which teaches that man is only the ephemeral
manifestation of a generic life in connection with a given corporeal
organization, is to be dismissed without further examination. In
short, the Bible teaches certain doctrines concerning the nature of
God and his relation to the world; concerning the origin, nature, and
destiny of man; concerning the nature of virtue, the ground of moral
obligation, human liberty and responsibility; what is the rule of duty,
what is right and what is wrong in all our relations to God and to our
fellow creatures. These are subjects on which philosophy undertakes
to speculate and dogmatize; if in any case these speculations come
into conflict with what is taught or necessarily implied in the Bible,
they are thereby refuted, as by a reductio ad absurdum. And the
disposition which refuses to give up these speculations in obedience
to the teaching of the Bible, is inconsistent with Christianity. It is the
indispensable condition of salvation through the gospel, that we
receive as true whatever God has revealed in his Word. We must
make our choice between the wisdom of men and the wisdom of God.
The wisdom of men is foolishness with God; and the wisdom of God
is foolishness to the wise of this world. The relation, therefore,
between philosophy and revelation, as determined by the Scriptures
themselves, is what every right-minded man must approve.
Everything is conceded to philosophy and science, which they can
rightfully demand. It is admitted that they have a large and
important sphere of investigation. It is admitted that within that
sphere they are entitled to the greatest deference. It is cheerfully
conceded that they have accomplished much, not only as means of
mental discipline, but in the enlargement of the sphere of human
knowledge, and in promoting the refinement and well-being of men.
It is admitted that theologians are not infallible, in the interpretation
of Scripture. It may, therefore, happen in the future, as it has in the
past, that interpretations of the Bible, long confidently received,



must be modified or abandoned, to bring revelation into harmony
with what God teaches in his works. This change of view as to the
true meaning of the Bible may be a painful trial to the Church, but it
does not in the least impair the authority of the Scriptures. They
remain infallible; we are merely convicted of having mistaken their
meaning.

§ 7. Office of the Senses in Matters of Faith

The question, What authority is due to the senses in matters of faith,
arose out of the controversy between Romanists and Protestants?
The doctrine of transubstantiation, as taught by the Romish Church,
contradicts the testimony of our senses of sight, taste, and touch. It
was natural for Protestants to appeal to this contradiction as decisive
evidence against the doctrine. Romanists reply by denying the
competency of the senses to bear testimony in such cases.

Protestants maintain the validity of that testimony on the following
grounds: (1.) Confidence in the well-authenticated testimony of our
senses, is one of those laws of belief which God has impressed upon
our nature; from the authority of those laws it is impossible that we
should emancipate ourselves. (2.) Confidence in our senses is,
therefore, one form of confidence in God. It supposes him to have
placed us under the necessity of error, to assume that we cannot
safely trust the guides in which, by a law of our nature, he constrains
us to confide. (3.) All ground of certainty in matters either of faith or
knowledge, is destroyed, if confidence in the laws of our nature be
abandoned. Nothing is then possible but absolute skepticism. We, in
that case, cannot know that we ourselves exist, or that the world
exists, or that there is a God, or a moral law, or any responsibility for
character or conduct. (4.) All external supernatural revelation is
addressed to the senses. Those who heard Christ had to trust to their
sense of hearing; those who read the Bible have to trust to their sense
of sight; those who receive the testimony of the Church, receive it
through their senses. It is suicidal, therefore, in the Romanists to say
that the senses are not to be trusted in matters of faith.



All the arguments derived from the false judgments of men when
misled by the senses, are answered by the simple statement of the
proposition, that the senses are to be trusted only within their
legitimate sphere. The eye may indeed deceive us when the
conditions of correct vision are not present; but this does not prove
that it is not to be trusted within its appropriate limits.

CHAPTERI1V:

MYSTICISM

§ 1. Meaning of the Words Enthusiasm and Mysticism

In the popular sense of the word, enthusiasm means a high state of
mental excitement. In that state all the powers are exalted, the
thoughts become more comprehensive and vivid, the feelings more
fervid, and the will more determined. It is in these periods of
excitement that the greatest works of genius, whether by poets,
painters, or warriors, have been accomplished. The ancients referred
this exaltation of the inner man to a divine influence. They regarded
persons thus excited as possessed, or having a God within them.
Hence they were called enthusiasts (§vBeoc). In theology, therefore,
those who ignore or reject the guidance of the Scriptures, and
assume to be led by an inward divine influence into the knowledge
and obedience of the truth, are properly called Enthusiasts. This
term, however, has been in a great measure superseded by the word
Mystics.

Few words indeed have been used in such a vague, indefinite sense
as Mysticism. Its etymology does not determine its meaning. A
uvotng was one initiated into the knowledge of the Greek mysteries,



one to whom secret things had been revealed. Hence in the wide
sense of the word, a Mystic is one who claims to see or know what is
hidden from other men, whether this knowledge be attained by
immediate intuition, or by inward revelation. In most cases these
methods were assumed to be identical, as intuition was held to be the
immediate vision of God and of divine things. Hence, in the wide
sense of the word, Mystics are those who claim to be under the
immediate guidance of God or of his Spirit.

A. The Philosophical Use of the Word

Hence Mysticism, in this sense, includes all those systems of
philosophy, which teach either the identity of God and the soul, or
the immediate intuition of the infinite. The pantheism of the
Brahmins and Buddhists, the theosophy of the Sufis, the Egyptian,
and many forms of the Greek philosophy, in this acceptation of the
term, are all Mystical. As the same system has been reproduced in
modern times, the same designation is applied to the philosophy of
Spinoza, and its various modifications. According to Cousin,
"Mysticism in philosophy is the belief that God may be known face to
face, without anything intermediate. It is a yielding to the sentiment
awakened by the idea of the infinite, and a running up of all
knowledge and all duty to the contemplation and love of Him."

For the same reason the whole Alexandrian school of theology in the
early Church has been called Mystical. They characteristically
depreciated the outward authority of the Scriptures, and exalted that
of the inward light. It is true they called that light reason, but they
regarded it as divine. According to the new Platonic doctrine, the
Adyog, or impersonal reason of God, is Reason in man; or as
Clemens Alexandrinus said, The Logos was a light common to all
men. That, therefore, to which supreme authority was ascribed in the
pursuit of truth, was "God within us." This is the doctrine of modern
Eclecticism as presented by Cousin. That philosopher says, "Reason
is impersonal in its nature. It is not we who make it. It is so far from
being individual, that its peculiar characteristics are the opposite of



individuality, namely, universality and necessity, since it is to Reason
we owe the knowledge of universal and necessary truths, of
principles which we all obey, and cannot but obey.... It descends
from God, and approaches man. It makes its appearance in the
consciousness as a guest, who brings intelligence of an unknown
world, of which it at once presents the idea and awakens the want. If
reason were personal, it would have no value, no authority beyond
the limits of the individual subject.... Reason is a revelation, a
necessary and universal revelation which is wanting to no man, and
which enlightens every man on his coming into the world. Reason is
the necessary mediator between God and man, the Adyoc of
Pythagoras and Plato, the Word made Flesh, which serves as the
interpreter of God, and teacher of man, divine and human at the
same time. It is not indeed the absolute God in his majestic
individuality, but his manifestation in spirit and in truth. It is not the
Being of beings, but it is the revealed God of the human race."

Reason, according to this system, is not a faculty of the human soul,
but God in man. As electricity and magnetism are (or used to be)
regarded as forces diffused through the material world, so the Adyog,
the divine impersonal reason, is diffused through the world of mind,
and reveals itself more or less potentially in the souls of all men. This
theory, in one aspect, is a form of Rationalism, as it refers all our
higher, and especially our religious knowledge, to a subjective
source, which it designates Reason. It has, however, more points of
analogy with Mysticism, because, (1.) It assumes that the informing
principle, the source of knowledge and guide in duty, is divine,
something which does not belong to our nature, but appears as a
guest in our consciousness. (2.) The office of this inward principle, or
light, is the same in both systems. It is to reveal truth and duty, to
elevate and purify the soul. (3.) Its authority is the same; that is, it is
paramount if not exclusive. (4.) Its very designations are the same. It
is called by philosophers, God, the Adyoc, the Word; by Christians,
Christ within us, or, the Spirit. Thus systems apparently the most
diverse (Cousin and George Fox!) run into each other, and reveal



themselves as reproductions of heathen philosophy, or of the
heresies of the early Church.

Although the Alexandrian theologians had these points of agreement
with the Mystics, yet as they were speculative in their whole
tendency, and strove to transmute Christianity into a philosophy,
they are not properly to be regarded as Mystics in the generally
received theological meaning of the term.

B. The Sense in which Evangelical Christians are called Mystics

As all Evangelical Christians admit a supernatural influence of the
Spirit of God upon the soul, and recognize a higher form of
knowledge, holiness, and fellowship with God, as the effects of that
influence, they are stigmatized as Mystics, by those who discard
everything supernatural from Christianity. The definitions of
Mysticism given by Rationalists are designedly so framed as to
include what all evangelical Christians hold to be true concerning the
illumination, teaching, and guidance of the Holy Spirit. Thus
Wegscheider says, "Mysticismus est persuasio de singulari anime
facultate ad immediatum ipsoque sensu percipiendum cum numine
aut naturis coelestibus commercium jam in hac vita perveniendi, quo
mens immediate cognitione rerum divinarum ac beatitate
perfruatur.” And Bretschneider2 defines Mysticism as a "Belief in a
continuous operation of God on the soul, secured by special religious
exercise, producing illumination, holiness, and beatitude.”
Evangelical theologians so far acquiesce in this view, that they say, as
Lange, and Nitsch,2 "that every true believer is a Mystic." The latter
writer adds, "That the Christian ideas of illumination, revelation,
incarnation, regeneration, the sacraments and the resurrection, are
essentially Mystical elements. As often as the religious and church-
life recovers itself from formalism and scholastic barrenness, and is
truly revived, it always appears as Mystical, and gives rise to the
outcry that Mysticism is gaining the ascendency." Some writers,
indeed, make a distinction between Mystik and Mysticismus. "Die
innerliche Lebendigkeit der Religion ist allezeit Mystik" (The inward



vitality of religion is ever Mystik), says Nitsch, but "Mysticismus ist
eine einseitige Herrschaft und eine Ausartung der mystischen
Richtung." That is, Mysticism is an undue and perverted
development of the mystical element which belongs to true religion.
This distinction, between Mystik and Mysticismus, is not generally
recognized, and cannot be well expressed in English. Lange, instead
of using different words, speaks of a true and false Mysticism. But
different things should be designated by different words. There has
been a religious theory, which has more or less extensively prevailed
in the Church, which is distinguished from the Scriptural doctrine by
unmistakable characteristics, and which is known in church history
as Mysticism, and the word should be restricted to that theory. It is
the theory, variously modified, that the knowledge, purity, and
blessedness to be derived from communion with God, are not to be
attained from the Scriptures and the use of the ordinary means of
grace, but by a supernatural and immediate divine influence, which
influence (or communication of God to the soul) is to be secured by
passivity, a simple yielding the soul without thought or effort to the
divine influx.

C. The System which makes the Feelings the Source of Knowledge

A still wider use of the word Mysticism has to some extent been
adopted. Any system, whether in philosophy or religion, which
assigns more importance to the feelings than to the intellect, is called
Mystical. Cousin, and after him, Morell, arrange the systems of
philosophy under the heads of Sensationalism, Idealism, Skepticism,
and Mysticism. The first makes the senses the exclusive or
predominant source of our knowledge; the second, the self, in its
constitution and laws, as understood and apprehended by the
intellect; and Mysticism, the feelings. The Mystic assumes that the
senses and reason are alike untrustworthy and inadequate, as
sources of knowledge; that nothing can be received with confidence
as truth, at least in the higher departments of knowledge, in all that
relates to our own nature, to God, and our relation to Him, except
what is revealed either naturally or supernaturally in the feelings.



There are two forms of Mysticism, therefore: the one which assumes
the feelings themselves to be the sources of this knowledge; the other
that it is through the feelings that God makes the truth known to the
soul. "Reason is no longer viewed as the great organ of truth; its
decisions are enstamped as uncertain, faulty, and well-nigh
valueless, while the inward impulses of our sensibility, developing
themselves in the form of faith or of inspiration, are held up as the
true and infallible source of human knowledge. The fundamental
process, therefore, of all Mysticism, is to reverse the true order of
nature, and give the precedence to the emotional instead of the
intellectual element of the human mind."2 This is declared to be "the
common ground of all Mysticism."

Schleiermacher's Theory

If this be a correct view of the nature of Mysticism; if it consists in
giving predominant authority to the feelings in matters of religion;
and if their impulses, developing themselves in the form of faith, are
the true and infallible source of knowledge, then Schleiermacher's
system, adopted and expounded by Morell himself in his "Philosophy
of Religion," is the most elaborate system of theology ever presented
to the Church. It is the fundamental principle of Schleiermacher's
theory, that religion resides not in the intelligence, or the will or
active powers, but in the sensibility. It is a form of feeling, a sense of
absolute dependence. Instead of being, as we seem to be, individual,
separate free agents, originating our own acts, we recognize
ourselves as a part of a great whole, determined in all things by the
great whole, of which we are a part. We find ourselves as finite
creatures over against an infinite Being, in relation to whom we are
as nothing. The Infinite is everything; and everything is only a
manifestation of the Infinite. "Although man," says even Morell,
"while in the midst of finite objects, always feels himself to a certain
extent free and independent; yet in the presence of that which is self-
existent, infinite, and eternal, he may feel the sense of freedom
utterly pass away, and become absorbed in the sense of absolute
dependence." This is said to be the essential principle of religion in



all its forms from Fetichism up to Christianity. It depends mainly on
the degree of culture of the individual or community, in what way
this sense of dependence shall reveal itself. Because the more
enlightened and pure the individual is, the more he will be able to
apprehend aright what is involved in this sense of dependence upon
God. Revelation is not the communication of new truth to the
understanding, but the providential influences by which the religious
life is awakened in the soul. Inspiration is not the divine influence
which controls the mental operations and utterances of its subject, so
as to render him infallible in the communication of the truth
revealed, but simply the intuition of eternal verities due to the
excited state of the religious feelings. Christianity, subjectively
considered, is the intuitions of good men, as occasioned and
determined by the appearance of Christ. Objectively considered, or,
in other words, Christian theology, it is the logical analysis, and
scientific arrangement and elucidation of the truths involved in those
intuitions. The Scriptures, as a rule of faith, have no authority. They
are of value only as means of awakening in us the religious life
experienced by the Apostles, and thus enabling us to attain like
intuitions of divine things. The source of our religious life, according
to this system, is the feelings, and if this be the characteristic feature
of Mysticism, the Schleiermacher doctrine is purely Mystical.

D. Mysticism as known in Church History

This, however, is not what is meant by Mysticism, as it has appeared
in the Christian Church. The Mystics, as already stated, are those
who claim an immediate communication of divine knowledge and of
divine life from God to the soul, independently of the Scriptures and
the use of the ordinary means of grace. "It despairs," says Fleming,
"of the regular process of science; it believes that we may attain
directly, without the aid of the senses or reason, and by an
immediate intuition, the real and absolute principle of all truth,—
God."



Mystics are of two classes; the Theosophists, whose object is
knowledge, and with whom the organ of communication with God, is
the reason; and the Mystics proper, whose object is, life, purity, and
beatitude; and with whom the organ of communication, or
receptivity, is the feelings. They agree, first, in relying on the
immediate revelation or communication of God to the soul; and
secondly, that these communications are to be attained, in the
neglect of outward means, by quiet or passive contemplation. "The
Theosophist is one who gives a theory of God, or of the works of God,
which has not reason, but an inspiration of his own for its basis."
"The Theosophists, neither contented with the natural light of
reason, nor with the simple doctrines of Scripture understood in
their literal sense, have recourse to an internal supernatural light
superior to all other illuminations, from which they profess to derive
a mysterious and divine philosophy manifested only to the chosen
favorites of heaven."2

Mysticism not identical with the Doctrine of Spiritual Illumination

Mysticism, then, is not to be confounded with the doctrine of
spiritual illumination as held by all evangelical Christians. The
Scriptures clearly teach that the mere outward presentation of the
truth in the Word, does not suffice to the conversion or sanctification
of men; that the natural, or unrenewed man, does not receive the
things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness unto him; neither
can he know them; that in order to any saving knowledge of the
truth, i.e., of such knowledge as produces holy affections and secures
a holy life, there is need of an inward supernatural teaching of the
Spirit, producing what the Scriptures call "spiritual discernment."
This supernatural teaching our Lord promised to his disciples when
He said that He would send them the Spirit of truth to dwell in them,
and to guide them into the knowledge of the truth. For this teaching
the sacred writers pray that it may be granted not to themselves only,
but to all who heard their words or read their writings. On this they
depended exclusively for their success in preaching or teaching.
Hence believers were designated as mvevpatikoi, a Spiritu Dei



illuminati, qui reguntur a Spiritu. And men of the world, unrenewed
men, are described as those who have not the Spirit. God, therefore,
does hold immediate intercourse with the souls of men. He reveals
himself unto his people, as He does not unto the world. He gives
them the Spirit of revelation in the knowledge of himself. (Eph. 1:17.)
He unfolds to them his glory, and fills them with a joy which passes
understanding. All this is admitted; but this is very different from
Mysticism. The two things, namely, spiritual illumination and
Mysticism, differ, firstly, as to their object. The object of the inward
teaching of the Spirit is to enable us to discern the truth and
excellence of what is already objectively revealed in the Bible. The
illumination claimed by the Mystic communicates truth
independently of its objective revelation. It is not intended to enable
us to appreciate what we already know, but to communicate new
knowledge. It would be one thing to enable a man to discern and
appreciate the beauty of a work of art placed before his eyes, and
quite another thing to give him the intuition of all possible forms of
truth and beauty, independent of everything external. So there is a
great difference between that influence which enables the soul to
discern the things "freely given to us of God" (1 Cor. 2:12) in his
Word, and the immediate revelation to the mind of all the contents
of that word, or of their equivalents.

The doctrines of spiritual illumination and of Mysticism differ not
only in the object, but secondly, in the manner in which that object is
to be attained. The inward teaching of the Spirit is to be sought by
prayer, and the diligent use of the appointed means; the intuitions of
the Mystic are sought in the neglect of all means, in the suppression
of all activity inward and outward, and in a passive waiting for the
influx of God into the soul. They differ, thirdly, in their effects. The
effect of spiritual illumination is, that the Word dwells in us "in all
wisdom and spiritual understanding" (Col. 1:9). What dwells in the
mind of the Mystic are his own imaginings, the character of which
depends on his own subjective state; and whatever they are, they are
of man and not of God.



It differs from the Doctrine of the "Leading of the Spirit."

Neither is Mysticism to be confounded with the doctrine of spiritual
guidance. Evangelical Christians admit that the children of God are
led by the Spirit of God; that their convictions as to truth and duty,
their inward character and outward conduct, are moulded by his
influence. They are children unable to guide themselves, who are led
by an ever-present Father of infinite wisdom and love. This guidance
is partly providential, ordering their external circumstances; partly
through the Word, which is a lamp to their feet; and partly by the
inward influence of the Spirit on the mind. This last, however, is also
through the Word, making it intelligible and effectual; bringing it
suitably to remembrance. God leads his people by the cords of a man,
i.e., in accordance with the laws of his nature. This is very different
from the doctrine that the soul, by yielding itself passively to God, is
filled with all truth and goodness; or, that in special emergencies it is
controlled by blind, irrational impulses.

It differs from the Doctrine of "Common Grace."

Finally, Mysticism differs from the doctrine of common grace as held
by all Augustinians, and that of sufficient grace as held by Arminians.
All Christians believe that as God is everywhere present in the
material world, guiding the operation of second causes so that they
secure the results which He designs; so his Spirit is everywhere
present with the minds of men, exciting to good and restraining from
evil, effectually controlling human character and conduct,
consistently with the laws of rational beings. According to the
Arminian theory this "common grace" is sufficient, if properly
cultured and obeyed, to lead men to salvation, whether Pagans,
Mohammedans, or Christians. There is little analogy, however,
between this doctrine of common, or sufficient grace, and Mysticism
as it has revealed itself in the history of the Church. The one assumes
an influence of the Spirit on all men analogous to the providential
efficiency of God in nature, the other an influence analogous to that



granted to prophets and apostles, involving both revelation and
inspiration.

§ 2. Mysticism in the Early Church
A. Montanism

The Montanists who arose toward the close of the second century
had, in one aspect, some affinity to Mysticism. Montanus taught that
as the ancient prophets predicted the coming of the Messiah through
whom new revelations were to be made; so Christ predicted the
coming of the Paraclete through whom further communications of
the mind of God were to be made to his people. Tertullian, by whom
this system was reduced to order and commended to the higher class
of minds, did indeed maintain that the rule of faith was fixed and
immutable; but nevertheless that there was need of a continued
supernatural revelation of truth, at least as to matters of duty and
discipline. This supernatural revelation was made through the
Paraclete; whether, as was perhaps the general idea among the
Montanists, by communications granted, from time to time, to
special individuals, who thereby became Christian prophets; or by an
influence common to all believers, which however some more than
others experienced and improved. The following passage from
Tertullian gives clearly the fundamental principle of the system, so
far as this point is concerned: "Regula quidem fidei una omnino est,
sola immobilis et irreformabilis.... Hac lege fidei manente, cetera jam
discipline et conversationis admittunt novitatem correctionis;
operante scilicet et proficiente usque in finem gratia Dei.... Propterea
Paracletum misit Dominus, ut, quoniam humana mediocritas omnia
semel capere non poterat, paulatim dirigeretur et ordinaretur et ad
perfectum perduceretur disciplina ab illo vicario Domini Spiritu
Sancto. Qua est ergo Paracleti administratio nisi haec, quod
disciplina dirigitur, quod Scripturze revelantur, quod intellectus
reformatur, quod ad meliora proficitur?... Justitia primo fuit in
rudimentis, natura Deum metuens; dehinc per legem et prophetas



promovit in infantiam; dehinc per evangelium efferbuit in
juventutem; nunc per Paracletum componitur in maturitatem."

The points of analogy between Montanism and Mysticism are that
both assume the insufficiency of the Scriptures and the ordinances of
the Church for the full development of the Christian life; and both
assert the necessity of a continued, supernatural, revelation from the
Spirit of God. In other respects the two tendencies were divergent.
Mysticism was directed to the inner life; Montanism to the outward.
It concerned itself with the reformation of manners and strictness of
discipline. It enjoined fasts, and other ascetic practices. As it
depended on the supernatural and continued guidance of the Spirit,
it was on the one hand opposed to speculation, or the attempt to
develop Christianity by philosophy; and on the other to the dominant
authority of the bishops. Its denunciatory and exclusive spirit led to
its condemnation as heretical. As the Montanists excommunicated
the Church, the Church excommunicated them.

B. The so-called Dionysius, the Areopagite

Mysticism, in the common acceptation of the term, is antagonistic to
speculation. And yet they are often united. There have been
speculative or philosophical Mystics. The father indeed of Mysticism
in the Christian Church, was a philosopher. About the year A.D. 523,
during the Monothelite controversy certain writings were quoted as
of authority as being the productions of Dionysius the Areopagite.
The total silence respecting them during the preceding centuries; the
philosophical views which they express; the allusions to the state of
the Church with which they abound, have produced the conviction,
universally entertained, that they were the work of some author who
lived in the latter part of the fifth century. The most learned
investigators, however, confess their inability to fix with certainty or
even with probability on any writer to whom they can be referred.
Though their authorship is unknown, their influence has been
confessedly great. The works which bear the pseudonym of
Dionysius are, "The Celestial Hierarchy,” "The Terrestrial



Hierarchy," "Mystical Theology," and "Twelve Epistles." Their
contents show that their author belonged to the school of the New
Platonists, and that his object was to propagate the peculiar views of
that school in the Christian Church. The writer attempts to show that
the real, esoteric doctrines of Christianity are identical with those of
his own school of philosophy. In other words, he taught New
Platonism, in the terminology of the Church. Christian ideas were
entirely excluded, while the language of the Bible was retained. Thus
in our day we have had the philosophy of Schelling and Hegel set
forth in the formulas of Christian theology.

New Platonism

The New Platonists taught that the original ground and source of all
things was simple being, without life or consciousness; of which
absolutely nothing could be known, beyond that it is. They assumed
an unknown quantity, of which nothing can be predicated. The
pseudo-Dionysius called this original ground of all things God, and
taught that God was mere being without attributes of any kind, not
only unknowable by man, but of whom there was nothing to be
known, as absolute being is in the language of the modern
philosophy,—Nothing; nothing in itself, yet nevertheless the SUvapuig
TWV TAVIWV.

The universe proceeds from primal being, not by any exercise of
conscious power or will, but by a process or emanation. The familiar
illustration is derived from the flow of light from the sun. With this
difference, however. That the sun emits light, is a proof that it is itself
luminous; but the fact that intelligent beings emanate from the
"ground-being," is not admitted as proof that it is intelligent. The fact
that the air produces cheerfulness, say these philosophers, does not
prove that the atmosphere experiences joy. We can infer nothing as
to the nature of the cause from the nature of the effects.

These emanations are of different orders; decreasing in dignity and
excellence as they are distant from the primal source. The first of



these emanations is mind, voOg, intelligence individualized in
different ranks of spiritual beings. The next, proceeding from the
first, is soul, which becomes individualized by organic or vital
connection with matter. There is, therefore, an intelligence of
intelligences, and also a soul of souls; hence their generic unity. Evil
arises from the connection of the spiritual with the corporeal, and yet
this connection so far as souls are concerned, is necessary to their
individuality. Every soul, therefore, is an emanation from the soul of
the world, as that is from God, through the Intelligence.

As there is no individual soul without a body, and as evil is the
necessary consequence of union with a body, evil is not only
necessary or unavoidable, it is a good.

The end of philosophy is the immediate vision of God, which gives
the soul supreme blessedness and rest. This union with God is
attained by sinking into ourselves; by passivity. As we are a form, or
mode of God's existence, we find God in ourselves, and are
consciously one with him, when this is really apprehended; or, when
we suffer God, as it were, to absorb our individuality.

The primary emanations from the ground of all being, which the
heathen called gods (as they had gods many and lords many); the
New Platonists, spirits or intelligences; and the Gnostics, &ons; the
pseudo-Dionysius called angels. These he divided into three triads:
(1.) thrones, cherubim, and seraphim; (2.) powers, lordships,
authorities; (3.) angels, archangels, principalities. He classified the
ordinances and officers and members of the Church into
corresponding triads: (1.) The sacraments,—baptism, communion,
anointing,—these were the means of initiation or consecration; (2.)
The initiators,—bishops, priests, deacons; (3.) The initiated,—monks,
the baptized, catechumens.

The terms God, sin, redemption, are retained in this system, but the
meaning attached to them was entirely inconsistent with the sense
they bear in the Bible and in the Christian Church. The pseudo-



Dionysius was a heathen philosopher in the vestments of a Christian
minister. The philosophy which he taught he claimed to be the true
sense of the doctrines of the Church, as that sense had been handed
down by a secret tradition. Notwithstanding its heathen origin and
character, its influence in the Church was great and long continued.
The writings of its author were translated, annotated and
paraphrased, centuries after his death. As there is no effect without
an adequate cause, there must have been power in this system and
an adaptation to the cravings of a large class of minds.

Causes of the Influence of the Writings of the pseudo-Dionysius

To account for its extensive influence it may be remarked: (1.) That it
did not openly shock the faith or prejudices of the Church. It did not
denounce any received doctrine or repudiate any established
institution or ordinance. It pretended to be Christian. It undertook to
give a deeper and more correct insight into the mysteries of religion.
(2.) It subordinated the outward to the inward. Some men are
satisfied with rites, ceremonies, symbols, which may mean anything
or nothing; others, with knowledge or clear views of truth. To others,
the inner life of the soul, intercourse with God, is the great thing. To
these this system addressed itself. It proposed to satisfy this craving
after God, not indeed in a legitimate way, or by means of God's
appointment. Nevertheless it was the high end of union with him
that it proposed, and which it professed to secure. (3.) This system
was only one form of the doctrine which has such a fascination for
the human mind, and which underlies so many forms of religion in
every age of the world; the doctrine, namely, that the universe is an
efflux of the life of God,—all things flowing from him, and back again
to him from everlasting to everlasting. This doctrine quiets the
conscience, as it precludes the idea of sin; it gives the peace which
flows from fatalism; and it promises the absolute rest of
unconsciousness when the individual is absorbed in the bosom of the
Infinite.

§ 3. Mysticism during the Middle Ages



A. General Characteristics of this Period

The Middle Ages embrace the period from the close of the sixth
century to the Reformation. This period is distinguished by three
marked characteristics. First, the great development of the Latin
Church in its hierarchy, its worship, and its formulated doctrines, as
well as in its superstitions, corruptions, and power. Secondly, the
extraordinary intellectual activity awakened in the region of
speculation, as manifested in the multiplication of seats of learning,
in the number and celebrity of their teachers, and in the great
multitude of students by which they were attended, and in the
interest taken by all classes in the subjects of learned discussion.
Thirdly, by a widespread and variously manifested movement of, so
to speak, the inner life of the Church, protesting against the
formalism, the corruption, and the tyranny of the external Church.
This protest was made partly openly by those whom Protestants are
wont to call "Witnesses for the Truth;" and partly within the Church
itself. The opposition within the Church manifested itself partly
among the people, in the formation of fellowships or societies for
benevolent effort and spiritual culture, such as the Beguines, the
Beghards, the Lollards, and afterwards, "The Brethren of the
Common Lot;" and partly in the schools, or by the teachings of
theologians.

It was the avowed aim of the theologians of this period to justify the
doctrines of the Church at the bar of reason; to prove that what was
received on authority as a matter of faith, was true as a matter of
philosophy. It was held to be the duty of the theologian to exalt faith
into knowledge. Or, as Anselm expresses it: "rationabili necessitate
intelligere, esse oportere omnia illa, qua nobis fides catholica de
Christo credere precipit." Richard a St. Victore still more strongly
asserts that we are bound, "quod tenemus ex fide, ratione
apprehendere et demonstrative certitudinis attestatione firmare."

The First Class of Mediaval Theologians



Of these theologians, however, there were three classes. First, those
who avowedly exalted reason above authority, and refused to receive
anything on authority which they could not for themselves, on
rational grounds, prove to be true. John Scotus Erigena
(Eringeborne, Irish-born) may be taken as a representative of this
class. He not only held, that reason and revelation, philosophy and
religion, are perfectly consistent, but that religion and philosophy are
identical. "Conficitur," he says, "inde veram philosophiam esse
veram religionem conversimque veram religionem esse veram
philosophiam." And on the crucial question, Whether faith precedes
science, or science faith, he decided for the latter. Reason, with him,
was paramount to authority, the latter having no force except when
sustained by the former. "Auctoritas siquidem ex vera ratione
processit, ratio vero nequaquam ex auctoritate. Omnis autem
auctoritas, quae vera ratione non approbatur, infirma videtur esse.
Vera autem ratio, quum virtutibus suis rata atque immutabilis
munitur, nullius auctoritatis adstipulatione roborari indiget." His
philosophy as developed in his work, "De Divisione Nature," is
purely pantheistic. There is with him but one being, and everything
real is thought. His system, therefore, is nearly identical with the
idealistic pantheism of Hegel; yet he had his trinitarianism, his
soteriology, and his eschatology, as a theologian.

The Second Class

The second and more numerous class of the mediaval theologians
took the ground that faith in matters of religion precedes science;
that truths are revealed to us supernaturally by the Spirit of God,
which truths are to be received on the authority of the Scriptures and
the testimony of the Church. But being believed, then we should
endeavor to comprehend and to prove them; so that our conviction
of their truth should rest on rational grounds. It is very evident that
everything depends on the spirit with which this principle is applied,
and on the extent to which it is carried. In the hands of many of the
schoolmen, as of the Fathers, it was merely a form of rationalism.
Many taught that while Christianity was to be received by the people



on authority as a matter of faith, it was to be received by the
cultivated as a matter of knowledge. The human was substituted for
the divine, the authority of reason for the testimony of God. With the
better class of the schoolmen the principle in question was held with
many limitations. Anselm, for example, taught: (1.) That holiness of
heart is the essential condition of true knowledge. It is only so far as
the truths of religion enter into our personal experience, that we are
able properly to apprehend them. Faith, therefore, as including
spiritual discernment, must precede all true knowledge. "Qui
secundum carnem vivit, carnalis sive animalis est, de quo dicitur
animalis homo non percipit ea, quae sunt Spiritus Dei.... Qui non
crediderit, non intelliget, nam qui non crediderit, non experietur, et
qui expertus non fuerit, non intelliget." "Neque enim quaro
intelligere, ut credam, sed credo, ut intelligam. Nam et hoc credo,
quia, nisi credidero, non intelligam."3 (2.) He held that rational
proof was not needed as a help to faith. It was as absurd, he said, for
us to presume to add authority to the testimony of God by our
reasoning, as for a man to prop up Olympus. (3.) He taught that
there are doctrines of revelation which transcend our reason, which
we cannot rationally pretend to comprehend or prove, and which are
to be received on the simple testimony of God. "Nam Christianus per
fidem debet ad intellectum proficere, non per intellectum ad fidem
accedere, aut si intelligere non valet, a fide recedere. Sed cum ad
intellectum valet pertingere, delectatur, cum vero nequit, quod
capere non potest, veneratur."

A third class of the schoolmen, while professing to adhere to the
doctrines of the Church, consciously or unconsciously, explained
them away.

B. Medizeval Mystics

Mystics were to be found in all these classes, and therefore they have
been divided, as by Dr. Shedd, into the heretical, the orthodox, and
an intermediate class, which he designates as latitudinarian. Much to
the same effect, Neudecker,3 classifies them as Theosophist,



Evangelical, and Separatist. Ullmann makes a somewhat different
classification. The characteristic common to these classes, which
differed so much from each other, was not that in all there was a
protest of the heart against the head, of the feelings against the
intellect, a reaction against the subtleties of the scholastic
theologians, for some of the leading Mystics were among the most
subtle dialecticians. Nor was it a common adherence to the Platonic
as opposed to the Aristotelian philosophy, or to realism as opposed
to nominalism. But it was the belief, that oneness with God was the
great end to be desired and pursued, and that that union was to be
sought, not so much through the truth, or the Church, or ordinances,
or Christian fellowship; but by introspection, meditation, intuition.
As very different views were entertained of the nature of the
"oneness with God," which was to be sought, so the Mystics differed
greatly from each other. Some were extreme pantheists; others were
devout theists and Christians. From its essential nature, however, the
tendency of Mysticism was to pantheism. And accordingly
undisguised pantheism was not only taught by some of the most
prominent Mystics, but prevailed extensively among the people.

Pantheistic tendency of Mysticism

It has already been remarked, that the system of the pseudo-
Dionysius, as presented in his "Mystical Theology" and other
writings, was essentially pantheistic. Those writings were translated
by Scotus Erigena, himself the most pronounced pantheist of the
Middle Ages. Through the joint influence of these two men, a strong
tendency to pantheism was developed to a greater or less degree
among the mediaval Mystics. Even the associations among the
people, such as the Beghards and Lollards, although at first
exemplary and useful, by adopting a system of mystic pantheism
became entirely corrupt. Believing themselves to be modes of the
divine existence, all they did God did, and all they felt inclined to do
was an impulse from God, and therefore nothing could be wrong. In
our own day the same principles have led to the same consequences
in one wing of the German school of philosophy.



It was not only among the people and in these secret fellowships that
this system was adopted. Men of the highest rank in the schools, and
personally exemplary in their deportment, became the advocates of
the theory which lay at the foundation of these practical evils. Of
these scholastic pantheistical Mystics, the most distinguished and
influential was Henry Eckart, whom some modern writers regard "as
the deepest thinker of his age, if not of any age." Neither the time nor
the place of his birth is known. He first appears in Paris as a
Dominican monk and teacher. In 1304 he was Provincial of the
Dominicans in Saxony. Soon after he was active in Strasburg as a
preacher. His doctrines were condemned as heretical, although he
denied that he had in any respect departed from the doctrines of the
Church. From the decision of his archbishop and his provincial
council, Eckart appealed to the Pope, by whom the sentence of
condemnation was confirmed. This decision, however, was not
published until 1329, when Eckart was already dead. It is not
necessary here to give the details of his system. Suffice it to say, that
he held that God is the only being; that the universe is the self-
manifestation of God; that the highest destiny of man is to come to
the consciousness of his identity with God; that that end is to be
accomplished partly by philosophical abstraction and partly by
ascetic self renunciation.

"Although union with God is effected mainly by thinking and
consciousness, still it also requires a corresponding act of the will,
something practical, such as self-denial and privation, by which man
rises above all that is finite. Not only must he lay aside all created
things, the world and earthly good, and mortify desire, but more
than all he must resign his 'I,' reduce himself to nothing, and become
what he was before he issued forth into this temporal state. Nay, man
must rise above the chief good, above virtue, piety, blessedness, and
God himself, as things external and superior to his spirit, and it is
only when he has thus annihilated self, and all that is not God within
him, that nothing remains except the pure and simple divine essence,
in which all division is brought into absolute unity."



Another distinguished and influential writer of the same class was
John Ruysbroek, born 1293, in a village of that name not far from
Brussels. Having entered the service of the Church he devoted
himself to the duties of a secular priest until his sixtieth year, when
he became prior of a newly instituted monastery. He was active and
faithful, gentle and devout. Whether he was a theist or a pantheist is
a matter of dispute. His speculative views were formed more or less
under the influence of the writings of the pseudo-Dionysius and of
Eckart. Gerson, himself a Mystic, objected to his doctrines as
pantheistic; and every one acknowledges that there are not only
forms of expression but also principles to be found in his writings
which imply the pantheistic theory. He speaks of God as the super-
essential being including all beings. All creatures, he taught, were in
God, as thoughts before their creation. "God saw and recognized
them in himself, as somehow, but not wholly, different from himself,
for what is in God, is God." "In the act of self-depletion, the spirit
loses itself in the enjoyment of love, and imbibes directly the
brightness of God, yea, becomes the very brightness which it
imbibes. All who are raised to the sublimity of this contemplative life
are one with deifying (deifica) brightness, and become one and the
same light as that which they behold. To such a height is the spirit
elevated above itself, and made one with God, in respect that in the
oneness of that living original in which, according to its uncreated
being, it possesses itself, it enjoys and contemplates boundless
treasures in the same manner as God himself." Ullmann, who quotes
these and similar passages, still maintains that Ruysbroek was a
theist, because, as he says, Ruysbroek "distinctly recognizes not only
the immanence of God, but what no pantheist can do, his
transcendence." Moreover, he "too frequently and too solicitously
avers that, in the oneness of the contemplative man with God, he still
recognizes a difference between the two, to permit us to ascribe to
him the doctrine of an absolute solution of the individual into the
Divine substance." A man may aver a difference between the waves
and the ocean, between the leaves and the tree, and yet in both cases
assert a substantial unity. It is true that no one can intelligently
affirm the transcendence of God, and still hold the extreme form of



pantheism which makes the world the existence-form of God, his
whole intelligence, power, and life. But he may be a Monist. He may
believe that there is but one Being in the universe, that everything is
a form of God, and all life the life of God. Pantheism is Protean.
Some moderns speak of a Christian Pantheism. But any system
which hinders our saying "Thou," to God, is fatal to religion.

Evangelical Mystics

Bernard of Clairvaux, Hugo and Richard of St. Victor, Gerson,
Thomas a Kempis and others, are commonly referred to the class of
evangelical Mystics. These eminent and influential men differed
much from each other, but they all held union with God, not in the
Scriptural, but in the mystical sense of that term, as the great object
of desire. It was not that they held that "the beatific vision of God,"
the intuition of his glory, which belongs to heaven, is attainable in
this world and attainable by abstraction, ecstatic apprehension, or
passive reception, but that the soul becomes one with God, if not in
substance, yet in life. These men, however, were great blessings to
the Church. Their influence was directed to the preservation of the
inward life of religion in opposition to the formality and ritualism
which then prevailed in the Church; and thus to free the conscience
from subjection to human authority. The writings of Bernard are still
held in high esteem, and "The Imitation of Christ," by Thomas a
Kempis, has diffused itself like incense through all the aisles and
alcoves of the Universal Church.

§ 4. Mysticism at, and after the Reformation
A. Effect of the Reformation on the Popular Mind

Such a great and general movement of the public mind as occurred
during the sixteenth century, when the old foundations of doctrine
and order in the Church, were overturned, could hardly fail to be
attended by irregularities and extravagancies in the inward and
outward life of the people. There are two principles advanced, both



Scriptural and both of the last importance, which are specially liable
to abuse in times of popular excitement.

The first is, the right of private judgment. This, as understood by the
Reformers, is the right of every man to decide what a revelation
made by God to him, requires him to believe. It was a protest against
the authority assumed by the Church (i.e. the Bishops), of deciding
for the people what they were to believe. It was very natural that the
fanatical, in rejecting the authority of the Church, should reject all
external authority in matters of religion. They understood by the
right of private judgment, the right of every man to determine what
he should believe from the operations of his own mind and from his
own inward experience, independently of the Scriptures. But as it is
palpably absurd to expect, on such a subject as religion, a certainty
either satisfactory to ourselves or authoritative for others, from our
own reason or feelings, it was inevitable that these subjective
convictions should be referred to a supernatural source. Private
revelations, an inward light, the testimony of the Spirit, came to be
exalted over the authority of the Bible.

Secondly, the Reformers taught that religion is a matter of the heart,
that a man's acceptance with God does not depend on his
membership in any external society, on obedience to its officers, and
on sedulous observance of its rites and ordinances; but on the
regeneration of his heart, and his personal faith in the Son of God,
manifesting itself in a holy life. This was a protest against the
fundamental principle of Romanism, that all within the external
organization which Romanists call the Church, are saved, and all out
of it are lost. It is not a matter of surprise that evil men should wrest
this principle, as they do all other truths, to their own destruction.
Because religion does not consist in externals, many rushed to the
conclusion that externals,—the Church, its ordinances, its officers, its
worship,—were of no account. These principles were soon applied
beyond the sphere of religion. Those who regarded themselves as the
organs of God, emancipated from the authority of the Bible and
exalted above the Church, came to claim exemption from the



authority of the State. To this outbreak the grievous and long-
continued oppression of the peasantry greatly contributed, so that
this spirit of fanaticism and revolt rapidly spread over all Germany,
and into Switzerland and Holland.

The Popular Disorders not the Effects of the Reformation

The extent to which these disorders spread, and the rapidity with
which they diffused themselves, show that they were not the mere
outgrowth of the Reformation. The principles avowed by the
Reformers, and the relaxation of papal authority occasioned by the
Reformation, served but to inflame the elements which had for years
been slumbering in the minds of the people. The numerous
associations and fellowships, of which mention was made in the
preceding section, had leavened the public mind with the principles
of pantheistic Mysticism, which were the prolific source of evil. Men
who imagined themselves to be forms in which God existed and
acted, were not likely to be subject to any authority human or divine,
nor were they apt to regard anything as sinful which they felt
inclined to do.

These men also had been brought up under the Papacy. According to
the papal theory, especially as it prevailed during the Middle Ages,
the Church was a theocracy, whose representatives were the subjects
of a constant inspiration rendering them infallible as teachers and
absolute as rulers. All who opposed the Church were rebels against
God, whom to destroy was a duty both to God and man. These ideas
Miinzer and his followers applied to themselves. They were the true
Church. They were inspired. They were entitled to determine what is
true in matters of doctrine. They were entitled to rule with absolute
authority in church and state. All who opposed them, opposed God,
and ought to be exterminated. Miinzer died upon the scaffold; thus
was fulfilled anew our Lord's declaration, "Those who take the
sword, shall perish by the sword."

B. Mystics among the Reformers



Few of the theologians contemporary with Luther took any part in
this fanatical movement. To a certain extent this however was done
by Carlstadt (Bodenstein), archdeacon and afterwards professor of
theology at Wittenberg. At first he cooperated zealously with the
great Reformer, but when Storch and Stiibener claiming to be
prophets, came to Wittenberg during Luther's confinement at
Wartburg, and denounced learning and Church institutions, and
taught that all reliance was to be placed on the inward light, or
supernatural guidance of the Spirit, Carlstadt gave them his support
and exhorted the students to abandon their studies and to betake
themselves to manual labor. Great disorder following these
movements, Luther left his place of seclusion, appeared upon the
scene, and succeeded in allaying the tumult. Carlstadt then withdrew
from Wittenberg, and ultimately united himself with Schwenkfeld, a
more influential opponent of Luther, and who was equally imbued
with the spirit of Mysticism.

Schwenkfeld

Schwenkfeld, a nobleman born 1490, in the principality of Lignitz, in
Lower Silesia, was a man of great energy and force of character,
exemplary in his conduct, of extensive learning and indefatigable
diligence. He at first took an active part in promoting the
Reformation, and was on friendly terms with Luther, Melancthon,
and the other leading Reformers. Being a man not only of an
independent way of thinking, but confident and zealous in
maintaining his peculiar opinions, he soon separated himself from
other Protestants and passed his whole life in controversy;
condemned by synods and proscribed by the civil authorities, he was
driven from city to city, until his death, which occurred in 1561.

That Schwenkfeld differed not only from the Romanists, but from
Lutherans and Reformed on all the great doctrines then in
controversy, is to be referred to the fact that he held, in common with
the great body of the Mystics of the Middle Ages, that union or
oneness with God, not in nature or character only, but also in being



or substance, was the one great desideratum and essential condition
of holiness and felicity. To avoid the pantheistic doctrines into which
the majority of the Mystics were led, he held to a form of dualism.
Creatures exist out of God, and are due to the exercise of his power.
In them there is nothing of the substance of God, and therefore
nothing really good. With regard to men, they are made good and
blessed by communicating to them the substance of God. This
communication is made through Christ. Christ is not, even as to his
human nature, a creature. His body and soul were formed out of the
substance of God. While on earth, in his state of humiliation, this
substantial unity of his humanity with God, was undeveloped and
unrevealed. Since his exaltation it is completely deified, or lost in the
divine essence. It followed from these principles, First, That the
external church, with its ordinances and means of grace, was of little
importance. Especially that the Scriptures are not, even
instrumentally, the source of the divine life. Faith does not come by
hearing, but from the Christ within; i.e. from the living substance of
God communicated to the soul. This communication is to be sought
by abnegation, renunciation of the creature, by contemplation and
prayer. Secondly, as to the sacrament of the supper, which then was
the great subject of controversy, Schwenkfeld stood by himself. Not
admitting that Christ had any material body or blood, he could not
admit that the bread and wine were transubstantiated into his body
and blood, as Romanists teach; nor that his body and blood were
locally present in the sacrament, in, with, and under the bread and
wine, as Luther held; nor could he admit the dynamic presence of
Christ's body, as taught by Calvin; nor that the Lord's Supper was
merely a significant and commemorative ordinance, as Zwingle
taught. He held his own doctrine. He transposed the words of Christ.
Instead of "This (bread) is my body," he said, the true meaning and
intent of Christ was, "My body is bread;" that is, as bread is the staff
and source of life to the body, so my body, formed of the essence of
God, is the life of the soul.

A third inference from Schwenkfeld's fundamental principle was that
the redemption of the soul is purely subjective; something wrought



in the soul itself. He denied justification by faith as Luther taught
that doctrine, and which Luther regarded as the life of the Church.
He said that we are justified not by what Christ has done for us, but
by what He does within us. All we need is the communication of the
life or substance of Christ to the soul. With him, as with Mystics
generally, the ideas of guilt and expiation were ignored.

Later Mystics

The succession of mystical writers was kept up by such men as
Paracelsus, Weigel, Jacob Boehme, and others. The first named was
a physician and chemist, who combined natural philosophy and
alchemy with his theosophy. He was born in 1493 and died in 1541.
Weigel, a pastor, was born in Saxony in 1533, and died in 1588. His
views were formed under the influence of Tauler, Schwenkfeld, and
Paracelsus. He taught, as his predecessors had done, that the inner
word, and not the Scriptures, was the source of true knowledge, that
all that God creates is God himself, and that all that is good in man is
of the substance of God. The most remarkable writer of this class was
Jacob Boehme, who was born near Gorlitz in Silesia, in 1575. His
parents were peasants, and he himself a shoemaker. That such a man
should write books which have proved a mine of thoughts to
Schelling, Hegel, and Coleridge, as well as to a whole class of
theologians, is decisive evidence of his extraordinary gifts. In
character he was mild, gentle, and devout; and although denounced
as a heretic, he constantly professed his allegiance to the faith of the
Church. He regarded himself as having received in answer to prayer,
on three different occasions, communications of divine light and
knowledge which he was impelled to reveal to others. He did not
represent the primordial being as without attributes or qualities of
which nothing could be predicated, but as the seat of all kinds of
forces seeking development. What the Bible teaches of the Trinity, he
understood as an account of the development of the universe out of
God and its relation to him. He was a theosophist in one sense, in
which Vaughan defines the term, "One who gives you a theory of God
or of the works of God, which has not reason, but an inspiration of



his own for its basis." "The theosophists," says Fleming,2 "are a
school of philosophers who mix enthusiasm with observation,
alchemy with theology, metaphysics with medicine, and clothe the
whole with a form of mystery and inspiration."

§ 5. Quietism
A. Its general character

Tholuck says "There is a law of seasons in the spiritual, as well as in
the physical world, in virtue of which when the time has come,
without apparent connection, similar phenomena reveal themselves
in different places. As towards the end of the fifteenth century an
ecclesiastical-doctrinal reformatory movement passed over the
greater part of Europe, in part without apparent connection; so at the
end of the seventeenth a mystical and spiritual tendency was almost
as extensively manifested. In Germany, it took the form of Mysticism
and Pietism; in England, of Quakerism; in France, of Jansenism and
Mysticism; and in Spain and Italy, of Quietism." This movement was
in fact what in our day would be called a revival of religion. Not
indeed in a form free from grievous errors, but nevertheless it was a
return to the religion of the heart, as opposed to the religion of
forms. The Mystics of this period, although they constantly appealed
to the medizeval Mystics, even to the Areopagite, and although they
often used the same forms of expression, yet they adhered much
more faithfully to Scriptural doctrines and to the faith of the Church.
They did not fall into Pantheism, or believe in the absorption of the
soul into the substance of God. They held, however, that the end to
be attained was union with God. By this was not meant what
Christians generally understand by that term; congeniality with God,
delight in his perfections, assurance of his love, submission to his
will, perfect satisfaction in the enjoyment of his favour. It was
something more than all this, something mystical and therefore
inexplicable; a matter of feeling, not something to be understood or
explained. A state in which all thought, all activity was suspended. A
state of perfect quietude in which the soul is lost in God,—an



"écoulement et liquefaction de I'ame en Dieu," as it is expressed by
St. Francis de Sales. This state is reached by few. It is to be attained
not by the use of the means of grace or ordinances of the Church. The
soul should be raised above the need of all such aids. It rises even
above Christ, insomuch that it is not He whom the soul seeks, nor
God in him; but God as God; the absolute, infinite God. The
importance of the Scriptures, of prayer, of the sacraments, and of the
truth concerning Christ, was not denied; but all these were regarded
as belonging to the lower stages of the divine life. Nor was this rest
and union with God to be attained by meditation; for meditation is
discursive. It implies an effort to bring truth before the mind, and
fixing the attention upon it. All conscious self-activity must be
suspended in order to this perfect rest in God. It is a state in which
the soul is out of itself; a state of ecstasy, according to the
etymological meaning of the word.

This state is to be reached in the way prescribed by the older Mystics;
first, by negation or abstraction; that is, the abstraction of the soul
from everything out of God, from the creature, from all interest,
concern, or impression from sensible objects. Hence the connection
between Mysticism, in this form, and asceticism. Not only must the
soul become thus abstracted from the creature, but it must be dead
to self. All regard to self must be lost. There can be no prayer, for
prayer is asking something for self; no thanksgiving, for thanksgiving
implies gratitude for good done to self. Self must be lost. There must
be no preference for heaven over hell. One of the points most
strenuously insisted upon was a willingness to be damned, if such
were the will of God. In the controversy between Fénélon and
Bossuet, the main question concerned disinterested love, whether in
loving God the soul must be raised above all regard to its own
holiness and happiness. This pure or disinterested love justifies, or
renders righteous in the sight of God. Although the Mystics of this
period were eminently pure as well as devout, they nevertheless
sometimes laid down principles, or at least used expressions, which
gave their enemies a pretext for charging them with Antinomianism.
It was said, that a soul filled with this love, or reduced to this entire



negation of self, cannot sin; "sin is not in, but outside of him;" which
was made to mean, that nothing was sin to the perfect. It is an
instructive psychological fact that when men attempt or pretend to
rise above the law of God, they sink below it; that Perfectionism has
so generally led to Antinomianism.

B. Leaders of this Movement

The principal persons engaged in promoting this remarkable
religious movement were Molinos, Madame Guyon, and Archbishop
Fénélon. Michael Molinos, born 1640, was a Spanish priest. About
1670 he became a resident of Rome, where he gained a great
reputation for piety and mildness, and great influence from his
position as confessor to many families of distinction. He enjoyed the
friendship of the highest authorities in the Church, including several
of the cardinals, and the Pope, Innocent XI., himself. In 1675 he
published his "Spiritual Guide," in which the principles above stated
were presented. Molinos did not claim originality, but professed to
rely on the Mystics of the Middle Ages, several of whom had already
been canonized by the Church. This, however, did not save him from
persecution. His first trial indeed before the Inquisition resulted in
his acquittal. But subsequently, through the influence of the Jesuits
and of the court of Louis XIV., he was, after a year's imprisonment,
condemned. Agreeably to his principle of entire subjection to the
Church, he retracted his errors, but failed to secure the confidence of
his judges. He died in 1697. His principal work, "Manuductio
Spiritualis,” or Spiritual Guide, was translated into different
languages, and won for him many adherents in every part of the
Catholic world. When he was imprisoned, it is said, that twenty
thousand letters from all quarters, and many of them from persons
of distinction, were found among his papers, assuring him of the
sympathy of their authors with him in his spirit and views. This is
proof that there were at that time thousands in the Romish Church
who had not bowed the knee to the Baal of formalism.

Madame Guyon



The most prominent and influential of the Quietists, as they were
called, was Madame Guyon, born 1648 and died 1717. She belonged
to a rich and noble family; was educated in a cloister, married at
sixteen to a man of rank and wealth and of three times her age;
faithful and devoted, but unhappy in her domestic relations;
adhering zealously to her Church, she passed a life of incessant
labour, and that, too, embittered by persecution. When still in the
cloister she came under the influence of the writings of St. Francis de
Sales, which determined her subsequent course. Enthusiastic in
temperament, endowed with extraordinary gifts, she soon came to
regard herself as the recipient of visions, revelations, and
inspirations by which she was impelled to write, and, in the first
instance, to devote herself to the conversion of Protestants. Failing in
this, she considered it her vocation to become the mother of spiritual
children, by bringing them to adopt her views of the inner life. To
this object she devoted herself with untiring energy and great
success, her adherents, secret and avowed, being numbered by
thousands, or, as she supposed, by millions. She thus drew upon
herself, although devoted to the Church, the displeasure of the
authorities, and was imprisoned for seven years in the Bastile and
other prisons in France. The latter years of her life she spent in
retirement in the house of her daughter, burdened with physical
infirmities, hearing mass every day in her private chapel and
communicating every other day. Her principal works were, "La Bible
avec des Explications et Réflexions, qui regardent la Vie Intérieure,"
"Moyen court et tres-facile de faire Oraison." This little work excited
great attention and great opposition. She was obliged to defend it in
an "Apologie du Moyen Court," in 1690, and "Justifications" in 1694,
and in 1695 she was forced to retract thirty-five propositions selected
therefrom. She published an allegorical poem under the title "Les
Torrens." Her minor poetic pieces called "Poésies Spirituelles,”" in
four volumes, are greatly admired for the genius which they display.
Archbishop Fénélon, one of the greatest lights of the Gallican
Church, espoused the cause of Madame Guyon, and published, 1697,
"Explication des Maximes des Saints sur la Vie Intérieure." As the
title intimates, the principles of this book are derived from the earlier



Mystics, and specially from the latest of the saints, St. Francis de
Sales, who was canonized in 1665, only thirty-three years after his
death. Although Fénélon carefully avoided the extravagances of the
Mystics of his own day, and although he taught nothing which men
venerated in the Church had not taught before him, his book
forfeited for him the favour of the court, and was finally condemned
by the authorities at Rome. To this condemnation he submitted with
the greatest docility. He not only made no defence, but read the brief
of condemnation in his own pulpit, and forbade his book being read
within his diocese. To this his conscience constrained him, although
he probably did not change his views. As the Pope decided against
him he was willing to admit that what he said was wrong, and yet
what he intended to say he still held to be right.

§ 6. The Quakers or Friends

This widely extended and highly respected body of professing
Christians constitute the most permanent and best organized
representatives of the principles of Mysticism which have appeared
in the Church. They have existed as an organized society nearly two
centuries and a half, and number in Europe and America several
hundred thousands.

A. Their Origin and Early History

They took their origin and name from George Fox, who was born at
Drayton, Leicestershire, England, in 1624. He received only the
rudiments of an English education, and was by trade a shoemaker.
From boyhood he was remarkable for his quiet, secluded habits. He
devoted his leisure to the reading of the Scriptures and meditation.
The age in which he lived was one of corruption in the Church and
agitation in the State. He was so impressed by the evils which he saw
around him that he lost confidence in the teachers of religion and in
the ordinances of the church. At last he felt himself called of God, by
direct revelation and inspiration, to denounce the existing Church,
its organization and officers, and to proclaim a new and spiritual



dispensation. This dispensation was to be new only relatively to what
had long existed. It was designed as a restoration of the apostolic
age, when the church was guided and extended by the Spirit, without
the intervention of the written Word, or, as Fox and his followers
maintained, of a special order of ministers, but every man and every
woman spake as the Spirit gave them utterance.

They were called Quakers either because they themselves trembled
when under the influence of the Spirit, or because they were in the
habit of calling on those whom they addressed to quake in fear of the
judgment of God. The designation has long ceased to be appropriate,
as they are characteristically quiet in their worship, and gentle
toward those who are without. They call themselves Friends because
opposed to violence, contention, and especially to war. At first,
however, they were chargeable with many irregularities, which, in
connection with their refusing to pay tithes, to take oaths, and to
perform military service, gave pretext to frequent and long continued
persecutions.

The Quakers were at first, as a class, illiterate, but men from the
educated classes soon joined them, and by their influence the
irregularities connected with the movement were corrected, and the
society reduced to a regularly organized form. The most prominent
of these men were George Keith, Samuel Fisher, and William Penn.
The last named, the son of a British admiral, proved his sincerity by
the sacrifices and sufferings to which his adherence to a sect, then
despised and persecuted, subjected him. From the influence which
he possessed, as the friend and favorite of James II., he was able to
do much for his brethren, and having received a grant from the
crown, of what is now Pennsylvania, he transported a colony of them
to this country and founded one of the most important States of the
American Union. The man, however, who did most to reduce the
principles of George Fox to order, and to commend them to the
religious and literary public, was Robert Barclay. Barclay was a
member of a prominent Scottish family, and received the benefit of
an extended and varied education. He was born in 1648, and died in



1690. His principal work, "Theologiee Christiana Apologia," is an
exposition of fifteen theses which he had previously written and
printed under the title, "Theses Theologicee omnibus Clericis et
praesertim universis Doctoribus, Professoribus et Studiosis
Theologie in Academiis Europz versantibus sive Pontificis sive
Protestantibus oblatee."

B. Their Doctrines

It is impossible to give a satisfactory view of the doctrines of the
Quakers. They have no authoritative creed or exposition of doctrine
which all who call themselves Quakers acknowledge. Their most
prominent writers differ in their views on many important points.
The opinions of no one, nor of several authors, can be fairly taken as
representing the views of the Society. There are in fact three classes
of Quakers.

First. Those who call themselves orthodox, and who differ very little
from the great body of evangelical Christians. To this belongs the
great majority of the Society both in this country and in Great
Britain. This appears from the testimonies repeatedly issued by the
"Yearly Meetings," the representative bodies of the Society. This is a
much more satisfactory witness of the general faith of the body than
the declarations of individual writers, however eminent, for which
the Society is not responsible. A very clear and comprehensive
summary of the doctrine of Friends is to be found in the "History of
Religious Denominations in the United States," compiled by I. Daniel
Rupp. The articles in this work were written by eminent men
belonging to the several denominations whose views are represented.
That which relates to the Quakers was written by the late Thomas
Evans, a prominent minister of the Society, and a truly
representative man. Without referring to the peculiar doctrines of
the Society, the following extracts show how near the orthodox
Quakers (i.e., the Society itself, as represented in its yearly meetings)
come to the common faith of Protestant churches.



Doctrines of the Orthodox Friends

1. As to God, it is said, Quakers "Believe in one only wise,
omnipotent, and everlasting God, the creator and upholder of all
things visible and invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom
are all things, the mediator between God and man; and in the Holy
Spirit which proceedeth from the Father and the Son; one God
blessed forever. In expressing their views relative to the awful and
mysterious doctrine of "the Three that bear record in heaven," they
have carefully avoided the use of unscriptural terms, invented to
define Him who is undefinable, and have scrupulously adhered to
the safe and simple language of Holy Scripture, as contained in Matt.
28:18, 19."

2. As to the person and work of Christ, "They own and believe in
Jesus Christ, the beloved and only begotten Son of God, who was
conceived of the Holy Ghost, and born of the Virgin Mary.... They
believe that He alone is the Redeemer and Saviour of man, the
captain of salvation, who saves from sin as well as from hell and the
wrath to come, and destroys the works of the devil. He is the seed of
the woman that bruises the serpent's head; even Christ Jesus, the
Alpha and Omega, the first and last. He is, as the Scriptures of truth
say of him, our wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and
redemption, neither is there salvation in any other, for there is no
other name under heaven given among men whereby we may be
saved."

"The Society of Friends have uniformly declared their belief in the
divinity and manhood of the Lord Jesus: that He was both true God
and perfect man, and that his sacrifice of himself upon the cross was
a propitiation and atonement for the sins of the whole world, and
that the remission of sins which any partake of, is only in, and by
virtue of, that most satisfactory sacrifice."

3. As to the Holy Ghost, "Friends believe in the Holy Spirit, or
Comforter, the promise of the Father, whom Christ declared he



would send in his name, to lead and guide his followers into all truth,
to teach them all things, and to bring all things to their
remembrance.... They believe that the saving knowledge of God and
Christ cannot be attained in any other way than by the revelation of
this Spirit;—for the Apostle says, 'What man knoweth the things of a
man, save the spirit of man which is in him? Even so the things of
God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. Now we have received
not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is of God, that we
might know the things which are freely given to us of God.' If,
therefore, the things which properly appertain to man cannot be
discerned by any lower principle than the spirit of man; those things
which properly relate to God and Christ, cannot be known by any
power inferior to that of the Holy Spirit."

4. As to man, "They believe that man was created in the image of
God, capable of understanding the divine law, and of holding
communion with his Maker. Through transgression he fell from this
blessed state, and lost the heavenly image. His posterity come into
the world in the image of the earthly man; and, until renewed by the
quickening and regenerating power of the heavenly man, Christ
Jesus, manifested in the soul, they are fallen, degenerated, and dead
to the divine life in which Adam originally stood, and are subject to
the power, nature, and seed of the serpent; and not only their words
and deeds, but their imaginations, are evil perpetually in the sight of
God. Man, therefore, in this state can know nothing aright
concerning God; his thoughts and conceptions of spiritual things,
until he is disjoined from this evil seed and united to the divine light,
Christ Jesus, are unprofitable to himself and to others."

5. As to the future state, "The Society of Friends believe that there
will be a resurrection both of the righteous and the wicked; the one
to eternal life and blessedness, and the other to everlasting misery
and torment, agreeably to Matt. 25:31—46; John 5:25—-30; 1 Cor.
15:12—58. That God will judge the world by that man whom He hath
ordained, even Christ Jesus the Lord, who will render unto every
man according to his works."



6. As to the Scriptures, "The religious Society of Friends has always
believed that the Holy Scriptures were written by divine inspiration,
and contain a declaration of all the fundamental doctrines and
principles relating to eternal life and salvation, and that whatsoever
doctrine or practice is contrary to them, is to be rejected as false and
erroneous; that they are a declaration of the mind and will of God, in
and to the several ages in which they were written, and are obligatory
on us, and are to be read, believed, and fulfilled by the assistance of
divine grace.... It looks upon them as the only fit outward judge and
test of controversies among Christians, and is very willing that all its
doctrines and practices should be tried by them, freely admitting that
whatsoever any do, pretending to the Spirit, which is contrary to the
Scriptures, be condemned as a delusion of the devil."

It thus appears that the orthodox Friends are in sympathy, on all
fundamental doctrines, with the great body of their fellow Christians.

Heterodox Friends

Secondly. There is a class calling themselves Friends, and retaining
the organization of the Society, and its usages as to dress, language,
and mode of worship, who are really Deists. They admit of no higher
authority, in matters of religion, than the natural reason and
conscience of man, and hold little if anything as true beyond the
truths of natural religion. This class has been disowned by the
Society in its representative capacity.

Thirdly. There is a third class which does not constitute an organized
or separate body, but includes men of very different views. As has
been already remarked, great diversity of opinion existed among the
Quakers, especially during the early period of their history. This
diversity related to the common doctrines of Christianity, to the
nature of the inward guiding light in which all professed to believe,
and to the authority due to the sacred Scriptures. Some explicitly
denied the doctrine of the Trinity and the satisfaction of Christ; some
seemed to ignore the historical Christ altogether, and to refer



everything to the Christ within. Others, while admitting the historical
verity of the life of Christ, and of his work on earth, regarded his
redemption as altogether subjective. He saves us not by what He has
done for us, but exclusively by what He does in us. This, as we have
seen, is the characteristic tendency of Mysticism in all its
modifications.

C. The Doctrine of Friends as to the Inward Light given to all Men

Still greater diversity of views prevailed as to the nature of the
inward light which constitutes the distinguishing doctrine of the
Society. The orthodox Quakers on this subject, in the first place,
carefully distinguish this "light" from the natural reason and
conscience of men; and also from spiritual discernment, or that
inward work of the Spirit, which all Christians acknowledge, by
which the soul is enabled to know "the things of the Spirit" as they
are revealed in the Scriptures, and without which there can be no
saving faith, and no holiness of heart or life. This spiritual
illumination is peculiar to the true people of God; the inward light, in
which the Quakers believe, is common to all men. The design and
effect of the "inward light" are the communication of new truth, or of
truth not objectively revealed, as well as the spiritual discernment of
the truths of Scripture. The design and effect of spiritual illumination
are the proper apprehension of truth already speculatively known.

Secondly. By the inner light the orthodox Quakers understand the
supernatural influence of the Holy Spirit, concerning which they
teach,—(1.) That it is given to all men. (2.) That it not only convinces
of sin, and enables the soul to apprehend aright the truths of
Scripture, but also communicates a knowledge of "the mysteries of
salvation." "A manifestation of this Spirit they believe is given to
every man to profit withal; that it convicts of sin, and, as attended to,
gives power to the soul to overcome and forsake it; it opens the mind
to the mysteries of salvation, enables it savingly to understand the
truths recorded in the Holy Scriptures, and gives it the living,
practical, and heartfelt experience of those things which pertain to its



everlasting welfare." "He hath communicated a measure of the light
of his own Son, a measure of the grace of the Holy Spirit—by which
he invites, calls, exhorts, and strives with every man, in order to save
him; which light or grace, as it is received and not resisted, works the
salvation of all, even of those who are ignorant of Adam's fall, and of
the death and sufferings of Christ; both by bringing them to a sense
of their own misery, and to be sharers of the sufferings of Christ,
inwardly; and by making them partakers of his resurrection, in
becoming holy, pure, and righteous, and recovered out of their sins."

Thirdly. The orthodox Friends teach concerning this inward light, as
has been already shown, that it is subordinate to the Holy Scriptures,
inasmuch as the Scriptures are the infallible rule of faith and
practice, and everything contrary thereto is to be rejected as false
and destructive.

Barclay's Views

While such are the views of the orthodox Friends, it must be
admitted that many hold a different doctrine. This is true not only of
those whom the Society has disowned, but of many men most
prominent in their history. This difference relates both to what this
light is, and to its authority. As to the former of these points the
language employed is so diverse, and so figurative, that it is difficult
to determine its real meaning. Some of the early Quakers spoke as
though they adopted the doctrine of the earlier Mystics, that this
inward principle was God himself, the divine substance. Others
speak of it as Christ, or even the body of Christ, or his life. Others as
"a seed," which is declared to be no part of the nature of man; no
remains of the image of God in which Adam was created; neither is it
the substance of God. Nevertheless, it is declared to be "a spiritual
substance,”" in which the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are present.
This seed comes from Christ, and is communicated to every man. In
some it lies as a seed upon a rock, which never shows any sign of life.
But when the soul receives a visitation of the Spirit, if his influence
be not resisted, that seed is vivified, and develops into holiness of



heart and life; by which the soul is purified and justified. We are not
justified by our works. Everything is due to Christ. He is both "the
giver and the gift." Nevertheless our justification consists in this
subjective change. He distinguished indeed between a twofold
redemption; the one "performed and accomplished by Christ for us
in his crucified body without us; the other is the redemption wrought
by Christ in us." "The first is that whereby a man, as he stands in the
fall, is put in a capacity of salvation, and hath conveyed unto him a
measure of that power, virtue, spirit, life, and grace that was in Christ
Jesus, which, as the free gift of God, is able to counterbalance,
overcome, and root out the evil seed, wherewith we are naturally, as
in the fall, leavened. The second is that whereby we witness and
know this pure and perfect redemption in ourselves, purifying,
cleansing, and redeeming us from the power of corruption, and
bringing us into unity, favour, and friendship with God."2

With regard to the authority of this inward light, while the orthodox
make it subordinate to the Scriptures, many of the early Friends
made the written, subordinate to the inner, word; and others, as
Barclay himself, make the two coordinate. Although in this matter he
is hardly consistent with himself. He expressly denies that the
Scriptures are to us "the fountain" of truth; that they are "the
principal ground of all truth and knowledge, or yet the adequate
primary rule of faith and manners." They are, however, "to be
esteemed a secondary rule subordinate to the Spirit." Nevertheless,
he teaches with equal plainness that what "cannot be proved by
Scripture, is no necessary article of faith." Again, he says: We are
"willing to admit it as a positive and certain maxim, that whatsoever
any do, pretending to the Spirit, which is contrary to the Scriptures,
be accounted and reckoned a delusion of the devil."2 He "freely
subscribes to that saying, Let him that preacheth any other gospel
than that which hath already been preached by the Apostles, and
according to the Scriptures, be accursed."” We look on the Scriptures,
he says, "as the only fit outward judge of controversies among
Christians, and that whatsoever doctrine is contrary unto their
testimony, may therefore justly be rejected as false."4 His whole



book, therefore, is an effort to prove from Scripture all the peculiar
doctrines of Quakerism.

His theory is, (1.) That all men since the fall are in a state of spiritual
death from which they are utterly unable to deliver themselves. He is
severe in his denunciation of all Pelagian and semi-Pelagian
doctrine. (2.) That God determined, through his Son our Lord Jesus
Christ, to make provision for the salvation of all men. (3.) The work
of Christ secures the opportunity and means of salvation for every
man. (4.) Through him and for his sake "a seed" is given to every
man which, under the influence of the Spirit, may be developed into
righteousness and holiness, restoring the soul to the image and
fellowship of God. (5.) To every man is granted "a day of visitation"
in which the Spirit comes to him and exerts an influence which, if not
resisted, vivifies this divine seed, and thus gives the opportunity of
being saved. (6.) The measure of this divine influence is not the same
in all cases. In some it is irresistible, in others, not. In some it is as
abundant as in the prophets and Apostles, rendering its subjects as
authoritative as teachers as the original Apostles. (7.) The office of
the Spirit is to teach and to guide. It is not merely intended to
enlighten the mind in the knowledge of truths contained in the
Scriptures. It presents truth objectively to the mind. It does not
reveal new doctrines, much less doctrines opposed to those revealed
in the Scriptures; but it makes a new and independent revelation of
old doctrines. On this point Barclay is very explicit. His discussion of
his second and third propositions,—the one concerning "immediate
revelation," and the other, "the Scriptures,"—sets forth this doctrine
at length. "We distinguish," he says, "between a revelation of a new
gospel and new doctrines, and a new revelation of the good old
gospel and doctrines; the last we plead for, but the first we utterly
deny." Natural reason reveals certain doctrines, but this is not
inconsistent with a new revelation of the same doctrines in the
Scriptures. So the fact that the gospel is revealed in the Scriptures is
not inconsistent with its immediate objective revelation to the soul
by the Spirit.



Besides the great doctrines of salvation, there are many things the
Christian needs to know which are not contained in the Scriptures.
In these matters he is not left to his own guidance. The Spirit "guides
into all truth." "Therefore," says Barclay, "the Spirit of God leadeth,
instructeth, and teacheth every true Christian whatsoever is needful
for him to know." For example, whether he is to preach; and, if called
to preach, when, where, and what he shall preach; where he is to go,
and in any emergency what he ought to do. So the Spirit teaches us
when and where we are to pray, and what we are to pray for. As the
Spirit's guidance extends to everything, it should be sought and
obeyed in all things.

Quakerism ignores the distinction between inspired and uninspired
men, except as to the measure of the Spirit's influence. He dwells in
all believers, and performs the same office in all. As the saints of old,
before the giving of the law, were under his instruction and guidance,
so they continued to enjoy his teaching after the law was given. All
through the Old Testament dispensation the people of God received
immediate revelations and directions. When Christ came there was a
more copious communication of this influence. These
communications were not confined to either sex, or to any class in
the Church. They were not peculiar to the Apostles, or to ministers,
but to every one was given a manifestation of the Spirit to profit
withal. The state of the Church, as set forth in the New Testament as
to this matter, continues to the present time, except that the gifts
bestowed are not of the same miraculous character now that they
were then. But as to his revealing, enlightening, teaching, guiding
operations, He is as much present with believers now as during the
apostolic age. Then all spake as the Spirit gave them utterance. When
Christians assembled together every one had his gift: one a psalm,
one a doctrine, another a revelation, another an interpretation. Every
one could speak; but it was to be done decently and in order. If
anything were revealed to one sitting by, he was to hold his peace
until his time came; for God is not the author of confusion. In 1 Cor.
14 we have the Quaker ideal or model of a Christian assembly. And as
the Apostles went hither and thither, not according to their own



judgment, but supernaturally guided by the Spirit, so the Spirit
guides all believers in the ordinary affairs of life, if they wait for the
intimations of his will.

As this doctrine of the Spirit's guidance is the fundamental principle
of Quakerism, it is the source of all the peculiarities by which the
Society of Friends has ever been distinguished. If every man has
within himself an infallible guide as to truth and duty, he does not
need external teaching. If it be the office of the Spirit to reveal truth
objectively to the mind, and to indicate on all occasions the path of
duty; and if his revealing and guiding influence be universal, and
immediate, self-evidencing itself as divine, it must of necessity
supersede all others; just as the Scriptures supersede reason in
matters of religion. The Quakers, therefore, although, as has been
shown, acknowledging the divine authority of the Scriptures, make
far less of them than other denominations of evangelical Christians.
They make very little of the Church and its ordinances; of the
Sabbath; of a stated ministry; and nothing of the sacraments as
external ordinances and means of grace. In all these respects their
influence has been hurtful to the cause of Christ, while it is cheerfully
admitted that some of the best Christians of our age belong to the
Society of Friends.

§ 7. Objections to the Mystical Theory

The idea on which Mysticism is founded is Scriptural and true. It is
true that God has access to the human soul. It is true that He can,
consistently with his own nature and with the laws of our being,
supernaturally and immediately reveal truth objectively to the mind,
and attend that revelation with evidence which produces an infallible
assurance of its truth and of its divine origin. It is also true that such
revelations have often been made to the children of men. But these
cases of immediate supernatural revelation belong to the category of
miracles. They are rare and are to be duly authenticated.



The common doctrine of the Christian Church is, that God has at
sundry times and in divers manners spoken to the children of men;
that what eye hath not seen, or ear heard, what never could have
entered into the heart of man, God has revealed by his Spirit to those
whom He selected to be his spokesmen to their fellow-men; that
these revelations were authenticated as divine, by their character,
their effects, and by signs and wonders, and divers miracles and gifts
of the Holy Ghost; that these holy men of old who spake as they were
moved by the Holy Ghost, communicated the revelations which they
had received not only orally, but in writing, employing not the words
which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth;
so that we have in the sacred Scriptures the things of the Spirit
recorded in the words of the Spirit; which Scriptures, therefore, are
the Word of God,—i.e., what God says to man; what He declares to be
true and obligatory,—and constitute for his Church the only infallible
rule of faith and practice.

Romanists, while admitting the infallibility of the written Word, still
contend that it is not sufficient; and hold that God continues in a
supernatural manner to guide the Church by rendering its bishops
infallible teachers in all matters pertaining to truth and duty.

Mystics, making the same admission as to the infallibility of
Scripture, claim that the Spirit is given to every man as an inward
teacher and guide, whose instructions and influence are the highest
rule of faith, and sufficient, even without the Scriptures, to secure the
salvation of the soul.

Mysticism has no Foundation in the Scriptures

The objections to the Romish and Mystical theory are substantially
the same.

1. There is no foundation for either in Scriptures. As the Scriptures
contain no promise of infallible guidance to bishops, so they contain
no promise of the Spirit as the immediate revealer of truth to every



man. Under the Old Testament dispensation the Spirit did indeed
reveal the mind and purposes of God; but it was to selected persons
chosen to be prophets, authenticated as divine messengers, whose
instructions the people were bound to receive as coming from God.
In like manner, under the new dispensation, our Lord selected twelve
men, endowed them with plenary knowledge of the Gospel, rendered
them infallible as teachers, and required all men to receive their
instructions as the words of God. It is true that during the apostolic
age there were occasional communications made to a class of
persons called prophets. But this "gift of prophecy," that is, the gift of
speaking under the inspiration of the Spirit, was analogous to the gift
of miracles. The one has as obviously ceased as the other.

It is true, also, that our Lord promised to send the Spirit, who was to
abide with the Church, to dwell in his people, to be their teacher, and
to guide them into the knowledge of all truth. But what truth? Not
historical or scientific truth, but plainly revealed truth; truth which
He himself had taught, or made known by his authorized
messengers. The Spirit is indeed a teacher; and without his
instructions there is no saving knowledge of divine things, for the
Apostle tells us, "The natural man receiveth not the things of the
Spirit of God, for they are foolishness unto him; neither can he know
them, because they are spiritually discerned." (1 Cor. 2:14.) Spiritual
discernment, therefore, is the design and effect of the Spirit's
teaching. And the things discerned are "the things freely given to us
of God," i.e., as the context shows, the things revealed to the Apostles
and clearly made known in the Scriptures.

The Apostle John tells his readers, "Ye have an unction from the
Holy One, and ye know all things" (1 John 2:20), and again, ver. 27,
"The anointing which ye have received of Him abideth in you, and ye
need not that any man teach you; but as the same anointing teacheth
you of all things, and is truth, and is no lie, and even as it hath taught
you, ye shall abide in Him." These passages teach what all evangelical
Christians admit. First, that true knowledge, or spiritual discernment
of divine things, is due to the inward teaching of the Holy Spirit; and



secondly, that true faith, or the infallible assurance of the truths
revealed, is due in like manner to the "demonstration of the Spirit."
(1 Cor. 2:4.) The Apostle John also says: "He that believeth on the
Son of God, hath the witness in himself." (1 John 5:10.) Saving faith
does not rest on the testimony of the Church, nor on the outward
evidence of miracles and prophecy, but on the inward testimony of
the Spirit with and by the truth in our hearts. He who has this inward
testimony needs no other. He does not need to be told by other men
what is truth; this same anointing teaches him what is truth, and that
no lie is of the truth. Christians were not to believe every spirit. They
were to try the spirits whether they were of God. And the test or
criterion of trial was the external, authenticated revelation of God, as
spiritually discerned and demonstrated by the inward operations of
the Spirit. So now when errorists come and tell the people there is no
God, no sin, no retribution, no need of a Saviour, or of expiation, or
of faith; that Jesus of Nazareth is not the Son of God, God manifest
in the flesh, the true Christian has no need to be told that these are
what the Apostle calls lies. He has an inward witness to the truth of
the record which God has given of his Son.

If the Bible gives no support to the Mystical doctrine of the inward,
supernatural, objective revelation of truth made by the Spirit to every
man, that doctrine is destitute of all foundation, for it is only by the
testimony of God that any such doctrine can be established.

Mysticism is contrary to the Scriptures

2. The doctrine in question is not only destitute of support from
Scripture, but it contradicts the Scriptures. It is not only opposed to
isolated declarations of the Word of God, but to the whole revealed
plan of God's dealing with his people. Everywhere, and under all
dispensations, the rule of faith and duty has been the teaching of
authenticated messengers of God. The appeal has always been "to the
law and testimony." The prophets came saying, "Thus saith the
Lord." Men were required to believe and obey what was
communicated to them, and not what the Spirit revealed to each



individual. It was the outward and not the inward word to which they
were to attend. And under the gospel the command of Christ to his
disciples, was, "Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to
every creature. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved"
(Mar. 16:15, 16),—believeth, of course, the gospel which they
preached. Faith cometh by hearing. "How," asks the Apostle, "shall
they believe in him of whom they have not heard? and how shall they
hear without a preacher?" (Rom. 10:14.) God, he tells us, hath
determined to save men by the foolishness of preaching. (1 Cor. 1:21.)
It is the preaching of the cross he declares to be the power of God.
(Verse 18.) It is the gospel, the external revelation of the plan of
salvation through Jesus Christ, he says in Rom. 1:16, "is the power of
God unto salvation to every one that believeth, to the Jew first, and
also to the Greek; for therein is the righteousness of God revealed
from faith to faith." This idea runs through the whole New
Testament. Christ commissioned his disciples to preach the gospel.
He declared that to be the way in which men were to be saved. They
accordingly went forth preaching everywhere. This preaching was to
continue to the end of the world. Therefore, provision was made for
continuing the ministry. Men called and qualified by the Spirit, were
to be selected and set apart to this work by divine command. And it
is in this way, so far, the world has been converted. In no case do we
find the Apostles calling upon the people, whether Jews or Gentiles,
to look within themselves, to listen to the inner Word. They were to
listen to the outward Word; to believe what they heard, and were to
pray for the Holy Spirit to enable them to understand, receive, and
obey what was thus externally made known to them.

Contrary to the Facts of Experience

3. The doctrine in question is no less contrary to fact than it is to
Scripture. The doctrine teaches that by the inward revelation of the
Spirit saving knowledge of truth and duty is given to every man. But
all experience shows that without the written Word, men everywhere
and in all ages, are ignorant of divine things,—without God, without
Christ, and without hope in the world. The sun is not more obviously



the source of light, than the Bible is the source of divine knowledge.
The absence of the one is as clearly indicated as the absence of the
other. It is incredible that an inward revelation of saving truth is
made to every man by the Holy Spirit, if the appropriate effects of
that revelation are nowhere manifested. It is to be remembered that
without the knowledge of God, there can be no religion. Without
right apprehensions of the Supreme Being, there can be no right
affections towards him. Without the knowledge of Christ, there can
be no faith in him. Without truth there can be no holiness, any more
than there can be vision without light. As right apprehensions of
God, and holiness of heart and life, are nowhere found where the
Scriptures are unknown, it is plain that the Scriptures, and not an
inward light common to all men, are, by the ordinance of God, the
only source to us of saving and sanctifying knowledge.

There is a sense in which, as all evangelical Christians believe, the
Spirit is given to every man. He is present with every human mind
exciting to good and restraining from evil. To this the order, and
what there is of morality in the world, are due. Without this
"common grace," or general influence of the Spirit, there would be no
difference between our world and hell; for hell is a place or state in
which men are finally given up of God. In like manner, there is a
general providential efficiency of God by which He cooperates with
second causes, in the productions of the wonderful phenomena of
the external world. Without that cooperation—the continued
guidance of mind—the cosmos would become chaos. But the fact that
this providential efficiency of God is universal, is no proof that He
everywhere works miracles, that He constantly operates without the
intervention of second causes. So, also, the fact that the Spirit is
present with every human mind, and constantly enforces the truth
present to that mind, is no proof that He makes immediate,
supernatural revelations to every human being. The fact is, we
cannot see without light. We have the sun to give us light. It is vain to
say that every man has an inward light sufficient to guide him
without the sun. Facts are against the theory.



No Criterion by which to judge of the Source of Inward Suggestions

4. A fourth objection to the Mystical doctrine is that there is no
criterion by which a man can test these inward impulses or
revelations, and determine which are from the Spirit of God, and
which are from his own heart or from Satan, who often appears and
acts as an angel of light. This objection, Barclay says, "Bespeaketh
much ignorance in the opposers.... For it is one thing to affirm that
the true and undoubted revelation of God's Spirit is certain and
infallible; and another thing to affirm that this or that particular
person or people is led infallibly by this revelation in what they speak
or write, because they affirm themselves to be so led by the inward
and immediate revelation of the Spirit." It is admitted that there is an
inward and infallible testimony of the Spirit in the hearts of believers
to the truths objectively revealed in the Scriptures. It is admitted,
also, that there have been immediate revelations of truth to the
mind, as in the case of the prophets and Apostles, and that these
revelations authenticate themselves, or are attended with an
infallible assurance that they come from God. But these admissions
do not invalidate the objection as above stated. Granted that a man
who receives a true revelation knows that it is from God; how is the
man who receives a false revelation to know that it is not from God?
Many men honestly believe themselves to be inspired, who are under
the influence of some evil spirit,—their own it may be. The assurance
or certainty of conviction may be as strong in one case as in the
other. In the one it is well founded, in the other it is a delusion.
Irresistible conviction is not enough. It may satisfy the subject of it
himself. But it cannot either satisfy others, or be a criterion of truth.
Thousands have been, and still are, fully convinced that the false is
true, and that what is wrong is right. To tell men, therefore, to look
within for an authoritative guide, and to trust to their irresistible
convictions, is to give them a guide which will lead them to
destruction. When God really makes revelations to the soul, He not
only gives an infallible assurance that the revelation is divine, but
accompanies it with evidence satisfactory to others as well as to the
recipient that it is from God. All his revelations have had the seal



both of internal and external evidence. And when the believer is
assured, by the testimony of the Spirit, of the truths of Scripture, he
has only a new kind of evidence of what is already authenticated
beyond all rational contradiction. Our blessed Lord himself said to
the Jews, "If I do not the works of my Father, believe me not. But if I
do, though ye believe not me, believe the works." (John 10:37, 38.)
He even goes so far as to say, "If I had not done among them the
works which none other man did, they had not had sin." (John
15:24.) The inward teaching and testimony of the Spirit are
Scriptural truths, and truths of inestimable value. But it is ruinous to
put them in the place of the divinely authenticated written Word.

The Doctrine productive of Evil

5. Our Lord says of men, "By their fruits ye shall know them." The
same rule of judgment applies to doctrines. Mysticism has always
been productive of evil. It has led to the neglect or undervaluing of
divine institutions,—of the Church, of the ministry, of the
sacraments, of the Sabbath, and of the Scriptures. History shows that
it has also led to the greatest excesses and social evils. The Society of
Friends has in a good degree escaped these evils. But it has been by a
happy inconsistency. They have not carried out their principle. For,
while they teach that the inward revelations of the Spirit present the
"formal object" of faith; that they are clear and certain, forcing "the
well-disposed understanding to assent, irresistibly moving it
thereto;" that they are the primary, immediate, and principal source
of divine knowledge; that they are not "to be subjected to the
examination either of the outward testimony of the Scriptures, or of
the natural reason of man, as to a more noble or certain rule or
touchstone;" yet they also teach that nothing not contained in the
Scriptures can be an article of faith; that we are bound to believe all
the Bible teaches; that everything contrary to its teaching is to be
rejected as "a delusion of the devil," no matter from what source it
may come; and that the Scriptures are the judge of controversies
among Christians; and thus they, as a society, have been preserved
from the excesses into which Mystics have generally run.



Nevertheless, the Mystical principle of immediate, objective
revelation of truth to every man, as his principal and primary rule of
faith and practice, has wrought with Friends its legitimate fruit,
inasmuch as it has led to comparative neglect of the Scriptures and of
the ordinances of the Church.



CHAPTER V:
ROMAN CATHOLIC DOCTRINE

CONCERNING THE RULE OF FAITH

§ 1. Statement of the Doctrine

1. ROMANISTS reject the doctrine of the Rationalists who make
human reason either the source or standard of religious truth. It is
one of their principles, that faith is merely human when either its
object or ground is human. Faith to be divine must have truth
supernaturally revealed as its object, and the evidence on which it
rests must be the supernatural testimony of God.

2. They reject the Mystical doctrine that divine truth is revealed to
every man by the Spirit. They admit an objective, supernatural
revelation.

3. They maintain, however, that this revelation is partly written and
partly unwritten; that is, the rule of faith includes both Scripture and
tradition. Moreover, as the people cannot certainly know what books
are of divine origin, and, therefore, entitled to a place in the canon;
and as they are incompetent to decide on the meaning of Scripture,
or which among the multitude of traditionary doctrines and usages
are divine, and which are human, God has made the Church an
infallible teacher by which all these points are determined, whose
testimony is the proximate and sufficient ground of faith to the
people.

So far as the Romish doctrine concerning the Rule of Faith differs
from that of Protestants, it presents the following points for
consideration: First, The doctrine of Romanists concerning the



Scriptures. Second, Their doctrine concerning tradition. Third, Their
doctrine concerning the office and authority of the Church as a
teacher.

§ 2. Roman Catholic Doctrine concerning the Scriptures

On this subject Romanists agree with Protestants, (1.) In teaching the
plenary inspiration and consequent infallible authority of the sacred
writings. Of these writings the Council of Trent says that God is their
author, and that they were written by the dictation of the Holy Spirit
("Spiritu sancto dictante"). (2.) They agree with us in receiving into
the sacred canon all the books which we regard as of divine
authority.

Romanists differ from Protestants in regard to the Scriptures,—1. In
receiving into the canon certain books which Protestants do not
admit to be inspired, namely: Tobit, Judith, Sirach, parts of Esther,
the Wisdom of Solomon, First, Second, and Third Books of the
Maccabees (the Third Book of Maccabees, however, is not included
in the Vulgate), Baruch, the Hymn of the Three Children, Susanna,
and Bel and the Dragon. These books are not all included by name in
the list given by the Council of Trent. Several of them are parts of the
books there enumerated. Thus, the Hymn of the Three Children,
Susanna, and Bel and the Dragon, appear as parts of the book of
Daniel. Some modern theologians of the Romish Church refer all the
apocryphal books to what they call "The Second Canon," and admit
that they are not of equal authority with those belonging to the First
Canon. The Council of Trent, however, makes no such distinction.

Incompleteness of the Scriptures

2. A second point of difference is that Romanists deny, and
Protestants affirm, the completeness of the sacred Scriptures. That
is, Protestants maintain that all the extant supernatural revelations
of God, which constitute the rule of faith to his Church, are contained
in his written word. Romanists, on the other hand, hold that some



doctrines which all Christians are bound to believe, are only
imperfectly revealed in the Scriptures; that others are only obscurely
intimated; and that others are not therein contained at all. The
Preface to the Romish Catechism (Quest. 12) says, "Omnis doctrina
ratio, que fidelibus tradenda sit, verbo Dei continetur, quod in
scripturam traditionesque distributum est." Bellarmin says
expressly, "Nos asserimus, in Scripturis non contineri expresse totam
doctrinam necessariam, sive de fide sive de moribus: et proinde
praeter verbum Dei scriptum requiri etiam verbum Dei non-
scriptum, i.e., divinas et apostolicas traditiones." On this point the
Romish theologians are of one mind; but what the doctrines are,
which are thus imperfectly revealed in the Scriptures, or merely
implied, or entirely omitted, has never been authoritatively decided
by the Church of Rome. The theologians of that Church, with more or
less unanimity, refer to one or the other of these classes the following
doctrines: (1.) The canon of Scripture. (2.) The inspiration of the
sacred writers. (3.) The full doctrine of the Trinity. (4.) The
personality and divinity of the Holy Spirit. (5.) Infant baptism. (6.)
The observance of Sunday as the Christian Sabbath. (7.) The
threefold orders of the ministry. (8.) The government of the Church
by bishops. (9.) The perpetuity of the apostleship. (10.) The grace of
orders. (11.) The sacrificial nature of the Eucharist. (12.) The seven
sacraments. (13.) Purgatory. It lies in the interests of the advocates of
tradition to depreciate the Scriptures, and to show how much the
Church would lose if she had no other source of knowledge of divine
truth but the written word. On this subject the author of No. 85 of
the Oxford Tracts, when speaking even of essential doctrines, says,
"It is a near thing that they are in the Scriptures at all. The wonder is
that they are all there. Humanly judging they would not be there but
for God's interposition; and, therefore, since they are there by a sort
of accident, it is not strange they shall be but latent there, and only
indirectly producible thence." "The gospel doctrine," says the same
writer, "is but indirectly and covertly recorded in Scripture under the
surface."



Tradition is always represented by Romanists as not only the
interpreter, but the complement of the Scriptures. The Bible,
therefore, is, according to the Church of Rome, incomplete. It does
not contain all the Church is bound to believe; nor are the doctrines
which it does contain therein fully or clearly made known.

Obscurity of the Scriptures

3. The third point of difference between Romanists and Protestants
relates to the perspicuity of Scripture, and the right of private
judgment. Protestants hold that the Bible, being addressed to the
people, is sufficiently perspicuous to be understood by them, under
the guidance of the Holy Spirit; and that they are entitled and bound
to search the Scripture, and to judge for themselves what is its true
meaning. Romanists, on the other hand, teach that the Scriptures are
so obscure that they need a visible, present, and infallible
interpreter; and that the people, being incompetent to understand
them, are bound to believe whatever doctrines the Church, through
its official organs, declares to be true and divine. On this subject the
Council of Trent (Sess. 4), says: "Ad coercenda petulantia ingenia
decernit (Synodus), ut nemo, suz prudentia innixus, in rebus fidei et
morum ad adificationem doctrinae Christiana pertinentium, Sacram
Scripturam ad suas sensus contorquens contra eum sensum, quern
tenuit et tenet sancta mater Ecclesia, cujus est judicare de vero sensu
et interpretatione Scripturarum Sanctarum, aut etiam contra
unanimem consensum patrum ipsam scripturam sacram interpretari
audeat, etiamsi hujus modi interpretationes nullo unquam tempore
in lucem edenda forent. Qui contravenerint, per ordinarios
declarentur et pcenis a jure statutis puniantur.”" Bellarmin says: "Non
ignorabat Deus multas in Ecclesia exorituras difficultates circa
fidem, debuit igitur judicem aliquem Ecclesiee providere. At iste
judex non potest esse Scriptura, neque Spiritus revelans privatus,
neque princeps secularis, igitur princeps ecclesiasticus vel solus vel
certe cum consilio et consensu coepiscoporum."



From this view of the obscurity of Scripture it follows that the use of
the sacred volume by the people, is discountenanced by the Church
of Rome, although its use has never been prohibited by any General
Council. Such prohibitions, however, have repeatedly been issued by
the Popes; as by Gregory VII., Innocent III., Clemens XI., and Pius
IV., who made the liberty to read any vernacular version of the
Scriptures, dependent on the permission of the priest. There have
been, however, many Romish prelates and theologians who
encouraged the general reading of the Bible. The spirit of the Latin
Church and the effects of its teaching, are painfully manifested by the
fact that the Scriptures are practically inaccessible to the mass of the
people in strictly Roman Catholic countries.

The Latin Vulgate

4. The fourth point of difference concerns the authority due to the
Latin Vulgate. On this subject the Council of Trent (Sess. 4), says:
"Synodus considerans non parum utilitatis accedere posse Ecclesiae
Dei, si ex omnibus Latinis editionibus qué circumferentur, sacrorum
librorum, queenam pro authentica habenda sit, innotescat: statuit et
declarat, ut haec ipsa vetus et vulgata editio, quee longo tot seculorum
usu in ipsa Ecclesia probata est, in publicis lectionibus,
disputationibus, praedicationibus et expositionibus pro authentica
habeatur et nemo illam rejicere quovis pratextu audeat vel
praesumat.” The meaning of this decree is a matter of dispute among
Romanists themselves. Some of the more modern and liberal of their
theologians say that the Council simply intended to determine which
among several Latin versions was to be used in the service of the
Church. They contend that it was not meant to forbid appeal to the
original Scriptures, or to place the Vulgate on a par with them in
authority. The earlier and stricter Romanists take the ground that
the Synod did intend to forbid an appeal to the Hebrew and Greek
Scriptures, and to make the Vulgate the ultimate authority. The
language of the Council seems to favor this interpretation. The
Vulgate was to be used not only for the ordinary purposes of public



instruction, but in all theological discussions, and in all works of
exegesis.

§ 3. Tradition

The word tradition (mapadooig) means, (1.) The art of delivering over
from one to another. (2.) The thing delivered or communicated. In
the New Testament it is used (a.) For instructions delivered from
some to others, without reference to the mode of delivery, whether it
be orally or by writing; as in 2 Thess. 2:15, "Hold the traditions which
ye have been taught, whether by word, or our epistle;" and 3:6,
"Withdraw yourself from every brother that walketh disorderly, and
not after the tradition which he received of us." (b.) For the oral
instructions of the fathers handed down from generation to
generation, but not contained in the Scriptures, and yet regarded as
authoritative. In this sense our Lord so frequently speaks of "the
traditions of the Pharisees." (¢.) In Gal. 1:14, where Paul speaks of his
zeal for the traditions of his fathers, it may include both the written
and unwritten instructions which he had received. What he was so
zealous about, was the whole system of Judaism as he had been
taught it.

In the early Church the word was used in this wide sense. Appeal was
constantly made to "the traditions," i.e., the instructions which the
churches had received. It was only certain churches at first which
had any of the written instructions of the Apostles. And it was not
until the end of the first century that the writings of the Evangelists
and Apostles were collected, and formed into a canon, or rule of
faith. And when the books of the New Testament had been collected,
the fathers spoke of them as containing the traditions, i.e., the
instructions derived from Christ and his Apostles. They called the
Gospels "the evangelical traditions," and the Epistles "the apostolical
traditions." In that age of the Church the distinction between the
written and unwritten word had not yet been distinctly made. But as
controversies arose, and disputants on both sides of all questions
appealed to "tradition," i.e., to what they had been taught; and when



it was found that these traditions differed, one church saying their
teachers had always taught them one thing, and another that theirs
had taught them the opposite, it was felt that there should be some
common and authoritative standard. Hence the wisest and best of
the fathers insisted on abiding by the written word, and receiving
nothing as of divine authority not contained therein. In this,
however, it must be confessed they were not always consistent.
Whenever prescription, usage, or conviction founded on unwritten
evidence, was available against an adversary, they did not hesitate to
make the most of it. During all the early centuries, therefore, the
distinction between Scripture and tradition was not so sharply drawn
as it has been since the controversies between Romanists and
Protestants, and especially since the decisions of the Council of
Trent.

Tridentine Doctrine

That Council, and the Latin Church as a body, teach on this subject,
—(1.) That Christ and his Apostles taught many things which were
not committed to writing, i.e., not recorded in the Sacred Scriptures.
(2.) That these instructions have been faithfully transmitted, and
preserved in the Church. (3.) That they constitute a part of the rule of
faith for all believers.

These particulars are included in the following extracts from the acts
of the Council: "Synodus—perspiciens hanc veritatem et disciplinam
contineri in libris scriptis et sine scripto traditionibus, qua ex ipsius
Christi ore ab apostolis acceptae, aut ab ipsis apostolis, Spiritu
Sancto dictante, quasi per manus traditae, ad nos usque pervenerunt;
orthodoxorum patrum exempla secuta, omnes libros tam Veteris
quam Novi Testamenti, cum utriusque unus Deus sit auctor, nec non
traditiones ipsas, tum ad fidem tum ad mores pertinentes, tanquam
vel ore tenus a Christo, vel a Spiritu Sancto dictatas, et continua
successione in Ecclesia Catholica conservatas, pari pietatis affectu et
reverentia suscipit et veneratur." Bellarmin2 divides traditions into
three classes: divine, apostolical, and ecclesiastical. "Divina dicuntur



qua accepta sunt ab ipso Christo apostolos docente, et nusquam in
divinis literis inveniuntur.... Apostolice traditiones proprie dicuntur
ille, quae ab apostolis institutae sunt, non tamen sine assistentia
Spiritus Sancti et nihilominus non extant scripte in eorum
epistolis.... Ecclesiasticee traditiones proprie dicuntur consuetudines
quadam antiquee vel a preaelatis vel a populis inchoatz, qua paulatim
tacito consensu populorum vim legis obtinuerunt. Et quidem
traditiones divinae eandem vim habent, quam divina praecepta sive
divina doctrina scripta in Evangeliis. Et similiter apostolicee
traditiones non scripte eandem vim habent, quam apostolice
traditiones scripte.... Ecclesiasticee autem traditiones eandem vim
habent, quam decreta et constitutiones ecclesiastice scriptee."

Petrus a Soto, quoted by Chemnitz says, "Infallibilis est regula et
catholica. Quacunque credit, tenet, et servat Romana Ecclesia, et in
Scripturis non habentur, illa ab apostolis esse tradita; item quarum
observationum initium, author et origo ignoretur, vel inveniri non
potest, illas extra omnem dubitationem ab apostolis tradita esse."

From this it appears, 1. That these traditions are called unwritten
because not contained in the Scriptures. They are, for the most part,
now to be found written in the works of the Fathers, decisions of
councils, ecclesiastical constitutions, and rescripts of the Popes.

2. The office of tradition is to convey a knowledge of doctrines,
precepts, and institutions not contained in Scripture; and also to
serve as a guide to the proper understanding of what is therein
written. Tradition, therefore, in the Church of Rome, is both the
supplement and interpretation of the written word.

3. The authority due to tradition is the same as that which belongs to
the Scriptures. Both are to be received "pari pietatis affectu et
reverentia." Both are derived from the same source both are received
through the same channel; and both are authenticated by the same
witness. This authority, however, belongs properly only to traditions
regarded as divine or apostolical. Those termed ecclesiastical are of



less importance, relating to rites and usages. Still for them is claimed
an authority virtually divine, as they are enjoined by a church which
claims to have been endowed by Christ with full power to ordain rites
and ceremonies.

4. The criteria by which to distinguish between true and false
traditions, are either antiquity and catholicity, or the testimony of
the extant Church. Sometimes the one, and sometimes the other is
urged. The Council of Trent gives the former; so does Bellarmin, and
so do the majority of Romish theologians. This is the famous rule
established by Vincent of Lerins in the fifth century, "quod semper,
quod ubique, quod ab omnibus." On all occasions, however, the
ultimate appeal is to the decision of the Church. Whatever the
Church declares to be a part of the revelation committed to her, is to
be received as of divine authority, at the peril of salvation.

§ 4. The Office of the Church as Teacher

1. Romanists define the Church to be the company of men professing
the same faith, united in the communion of the same sacraments,
subject to lawful pastors, and specially to the Pope. By the first clause
they exclude from the Church all infidels and heretics; by the second,
all the unbaptized; by the third, all who are not subject to bishops
having canonical succession; and by the fourth, all who do not
acknowledge the Bishop of Rome to be the head of the Church on
earth. It is this external, visible society thus constituted, that God has
made an authoritative and infallible teacher.

2. The Church is qualified for this office: first, by the communication
of all the revelations of God, written and unwritten; and secondly, by
the constant presence and guidance of the Holy Spirit preserving it
from all error in its instructions. On this point the "Roman
Catechism," says: "Quemadmodum hzc una Ecclesia errare non
potest in fidei ac morum disciplina tradenda, cum a Spiritu Sancto
gubernetur; ita ceteras omnes, qua sibi ecclesize nomen arrogant, ut
que Diaboli spiritu ducantur, in doctrinz et morum perniciosissimis



erroribus versari necesse est." And Bellarmin,2 "Nostra sententia est
Ecclesiam absolute non posse errare nec in rebus absolute
necessariis nec in aliis, qua credenda vel facienda nobis proponit,
sive habeantur expresse in Scripturis, sive non."

3. The Church, according to these statements, is infallible only as to
matters of faith and morals. Its infallibility does not extend over the
domains of history, philosophy, or science. Some theologians would
even limit the infallibility of the Church, to essential doctrines. But
the Church of Rome does not make the distinction, recognized by all
Protestants, between essential and non-essential doctrines. With
Romanists, that is essential, or necessary, which the Church
pronounces to be a part of the revelation of God. Bellarmin—than
whom there is no greater authority among Romish theologians—says
that the Church can err "nec in rebus absolute necessariis nec in
aliis," i.e., neither in things in their own nature necessary, nor in
those which become necessary when determined and enjoined. It has
been disputed among Romanists, whether the Church is infallible in
matters of fact as well as in matters of doctrine. By facts, in this
discussion, are not meant facts of history or science, but facts
involved in doctrinal decisions. When the Pope condemned certain
propositions taken from the works of Jansenius, his disciples had to
admit that those propositions were erroneous; but they denied that
they were contained, in the sense condemned, in the writings of their
master. To this the Jesuits replied, that the infallibility of the Church
extended in such cases as much to the fact as to the doctrine. This the
Jansenists denied.

The Organs of the Church's Infallibility

4. As to the organs of the Church in its infallible teaching, there are
two theories, the Episcopal and Papal, or, as they are designated
from their principal advocates, the Gallican and the Transmontane.
According to the former, the bishops, in their collective capacity, as
the official successors of the Apostles, are infallible as teachers.
Individual bishops may err, the body or college of bishops cannot err.



Whatever the bishops of any age of the Church unite in teaching, is,
for that age, the rule of faith. This concurrence of judgment need not
amount to entire unanimity. The greater part, the common judgment
of the episcopate, is all that is required. To their decision all
dissentients are bound to submit. This general judgment may be
pronounced in a council, representing the whole Church, or in any
other way in which agreement may be satisfactorily indicated.
Acquiescence in the decisions of even a provincial council, or of the
Pope, or the several bishops, each in his own diocese, teaching the
same doctrine, is sufficient proof of consent.

The Transmontane Theory

According to the Papal, or Transmontane theory, the Pope is the
organ through which the infallible judgment of the Church is
pronounced. He is the vicar of Christ. He is not subject to a general
council. He is not required to consult other bishops before he gives
his decision. This infallibility is not personal, but official. As a man
the Pope may be immoral, heretical, or infidel; as Pope, when
speaking ex cathedra, he is the organ of the Holy Ghost. The High-
Priest among the Jews might be erroneous in faith, or immoral in
conduct, but when consulting God in his official capacity, he was the
mere organ of divine communication. Such, in few words, is the
doctrine of Romanists concerning the Rule of Faith.

In the recent Ecumenical Council, held in the Vatican, after a
protracted struggle, the Transmontane doctrine was sanctioned. It is,
therefore, now obligatory on all Romanists to believe that the Pope,
when speaking ex cathedra, is infallible.

§ 5. Examination of the Romish Doctrine

Hundreds of volumes have been written in the discussion of the
various points included in the theory above stated. Only a most
cursory view of the controversy can be given in such a work as this.
So far as Romanists differ from us on the canon of Scripture, the



examination of their views belongs to the department of Biblical
literature. What concerns their doctrine of the incompleteness and
obscurity of the written word, and the consequent necessity of an
infallible, visible interpreter, can better be said under the head of the
Protestant doctrine of the Rule of Faith. The two points to be now
considered are Tradition, and the office of the Church as a teacher.
These subjects are so related that it is difficult to keep them distinct.
Tradition is the teaching of the Church, and the teaching of the
Church is tradition. These subjects are not only thus intimately
related, but they are generally included under the same head in the
Catholic Symbols. Nevertheless, they are distinct, and involve very
different principles. They should, therefore, be considered
separately.

§ 6. Examination of the Doctrine of the Church of Rome on Tradition
A. Difference between Tradition and the Analogy of Faith

1. The Romish doctrine of tradition differs essentially from the
Protestant doctrine of the analogy of faith. Protestants admit that
there is a kind of tradition within the limits of the sacred Scriptures
themselves. One generation of sacred writers received the whole
body of truth taught by those who preceded them. There was a
tradition of doctrine, a traditionary usus loquendi, traditionary
figures, types, and symbols. The revelation of God in his Word begins
in a fountain, and flows in a continuous stream ever increasing in
volume. We are governed by this tradition of truth running through
the whole sacred volume. All is consistent. One part cannot
contradict another. Each part must be interpreted so as to bring it
into harmony with the whole. This is only saying that Scripture must
explain Scripture.

2. Again, Protestants admit that as there has been an uninterrupted
tradition of truth from the protevangelium to the close of the
Apocalypse, so there has been a stream of traditionary teaching
flowing through the Christian Church from the day of Pentecost to



the present time. This tradition is so far a rule of faith that nothing
contrary to it can be true. Christians do not stand isolated, each
holding his own creed. They constitute one body, having one
common creed. Rejecting that creed, or any of its parts, is the
rejection of the fellowship of Christians, incompatible with the
communion of saints, or membership in the body of Christ. In other
words, Protestants admit that there is a common faith of the Church,
which no man is at liberty to reject, and which no man can reject and
be a Christian. They acknowledge the authority of this common faith
for two reasons. First, because what all the competent readers of a
plain book take to be its meaning, must be its meaning. Secondly,
because the Holy Spirit is promised to guide the people of God into
the knowledge of the truth, and therefore that which they, under the
teachings of the Spirit, agree in believing must be true. There are
certain fixed doctrines among Christians, as there are among Jews
and Mohammedans, which are no longer open questions. The
doctrines of the Trinity, of the divinity and incarnation of the eternal
Son of God; of the personality and divinity of the Holy Spirit; of the
apostasy and sinfulness of the human race; the doctrines of the
expiation of sin through the death of Christ and of salvation through
his merits; of regeneration and sanctification by the Holy Ghost; of
the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and of the life
everlasting, have always entered into the faith of every recognized,
historical church on the face of the earth, and cannot now be
legitimately called into question by any pretending to be Christians.

Some of the more philosophical of the Romish theologians would
have us believe that this is all they mean by tradition. They insist,
they say, only on the authority of common consent. Thus Moehler,
Professor of Theology at Munich, in his "Symbolik, oder Darstellung
der Dogmatischen Gegensatze," says, "Tradition, in the subjective
sense of the word, is the common faith, or consciousness of the
Church." "The ever-living word in the hearts of believers."2 It is, he
says, what Eusebius means by the €kkAnolaotikov @povnua; and
what Vincent of Lerins intends by the ecclesiastica intelligentia, and
the Council of Trent by the universus ecclesize sensus. "In the



objective sense of the word," Moehler says that "Tradition is the
common faith of the Church as presented in external, historical
witnesses through all centuries." "In this latter sense,”" he tells us,
"tradition is commonly viewed when spoken of as a guide to the
interpretation of the rule of faith." He admits that in this sense
"Tradition contains nothing beyond what is taught in Scripture; the
two as to their contents are one and the same." Nevertheless, he
acknowledges that in the Church of Rome many things were handed
down from the Apostles which are not contained in the Scriptures.
This fact he does not deny. He admits that such additional
revelations, or such revelations in addition to those contained in the
written word, are of the highest importance. But he soon dismisses
the subject, and devotes his strength to the first-mentioned view of
the nature and office of tradition, and holds that up as the peculiar
doctrine of Romanism as opposed to the Protestant doctrine.
Protestants, however, admit the fact and the authority of a common
consciousness, and a common faith, or common sense of the Church,
while they reject the real and peculiar doctrine of Rome on this
subject.

B. Points of Difference between the Romish Doctrine and that of
Protestants on Common Consent

The points of difference between the Protestant doctrine concerning
the common faith of the Church and the Roman Catholic doctrine of
tradition are:—

First. When Protestants speak of common consent of Christians, they
understand by Christians the true people of God. Romanists, on the
other hand, mean the company of those who profess the true faith,
and who are subject to the Pope of Rome. There is the greatest
possible difference between the authority due to the common faith of
truly regenerated, holy men, the temples of the Holy Ghost, and that
due to what a society of nominal Christians profess to believe, the
great majority of whom may be worldly, immoral, and irreligious.



Secondly. The common consent for which Protestants plead concerns
only essential doctrines; that is, doctrines which enter into the very
nature of Christianity as a religion, and which are necessary to its
subjective existence in the heart, or which if they do not enter
essentially into the religious experience of believers, are so connected
with vital doctrines as not to admit of separation from them.
Romanists, on the contrary, plead the authority of tradition for all
kinds of doctrines and precepts, for rites and ceremonies, and
ecclesiastical institutions, which have nothing to do with the life of
the Church, and are entirely outside of the sphere of the promised
guidance of the Spirit. Our Lord, in promising the Spirit to guide his
people into the knowledge of truths necessary to their salvation, did
not promise to preserve them from error in subordinate matters, or
to give them supernatural knowledge of the organization of the
Church, the number of the sacraments, or the power of bishops. The
two theories, therefore, differ not only as to the class of persons who
are guided by the Spirit, but also as to the class of subjects in relation
to which that guidance is promised.

Thirdly. A still more important difference is, that the common faith
of the Church for which Protestants contend, is faith in doctrines
plainly revealed in Scripture. It does not extend beyond those
doctrines. It owes its whole authority to the fact that it is a common
understanding of the written word, attained and preserved under
that teaching of the Spirit, which secures to believers a competent
knowledge of the plan of salvation therein revealed. On the other
hand, tradition is with the Romanists entirely independent of the
Scriptures. They plead for a common consent in doctrines not
contained in the Word of God, or which cannot be proved therefrom.

Fourthly. Protestants do not regard "common consent" either as an
informant or as a ground of faith. With them the written word is the
only source of knowledge of what God has revealed for our salvation,
and his testimony therein is the only ground of our faith. Whereas,
with Romanists, tradition is not only an informant of what is to be
believed, but the witness on whose testimony faith is to be yielded. It



is one thing to say that the fact that all the true people of God, under
the guidance of the Spirit, believe that certain doctrines are taught in
Scripture, is an unanswerable argument that they are really taught
therein, and quite another thing to say that because an external
society, composed of all sorts of men, to whom no promise of divine
guidance has been given, agree in holding certain doctrines,
therefore we are bound to receive those doctrines as part of the
revelation of God.

C. Tradition and Development

The Romish doctrine of tradition is not to be confounded with the
modern doctrine of development. All Protestants admit that there
has been, in one sense, an uninterrupted development of theology in
the Church, from the apostolic age to the present time. All the facts,
truths, doctrines, and principles, which enter into Christian theology,
are in the Bible. They are there as fully and as clearly at one time as
at another; at the beginning as they are now. No addition has been
made to their number, and no new explanation has been afforded of
their nature or relations. The same is true of the facts of nature. They
are now what they have been from the beginning. They are, however,
far better known, and more clearly understood now than they were a
thousand years ago. The mechanism of the heavens was the same in
the days of Pythagoras as it was in those of La Place; and yet the
astronomy of the latter was immeasurably in advance of that of the
former. The change was effected by a continual and gradual progress.
The same progress has taken place in theological knowledge. Every
believer is conscious of such progress in his own experience. When
he was a child, he thought as a child. As he grew in years, he grew in
knowledge of the Bible. He increased not only in the compass, but in
the clearness, order, and harmony of his knowledge. This is just as
true of the Church collectively as of the individual Christian. It is, in
the first place, natural, if not inevitable, that it should be so. The
Bible, although so clear and simple in its teaching, that he who runs
may read and learn enough to secure his salvation, is still full of the
treasures of the wisdom and knowledge of God; full of ta B&a6n to0



Beou, the profoundest truths concerning all the great problems which
have taxed the intellect of man from the beginning. These truths are
not systematically stated, but scattered, so to speak, promiscuously
over the sacred pages, just as the facts of science are scattered over
the face of nature, or hidden in its depths. Every man knows that
there is unspeakably more in the Bible than he has yet learned, as
every man of science knows that there is unspeakably more in nature
than he has yet discovered, or understands. It stands to reason that
such a book, being the subject of devout and laborious study, century
after century, by able and faithful men, should come to be better and
better understood. And as in matters of science, although one false
theory after another, founded on wrong principles or on an imperfect
induction of facts, has passed away, yet real progress is made, and
the ground once gained is never lost, so we should naturally expect it
to be with the study of the Bible. False views, false inferences,
misapprehensions, ignoring of some facts, and misinterpretations,
might be expected to come and go, in endless succession, but
nevertheless a steady progress in the knowledge of what the Bible
teaches be accomplished. And we might also expect that here, too,
the ground once surely gained would not again be lost.

But, in the second place, what is thus natural and reasonable in itself
is a patent historical fact. The Church has thus advanced in
theological knowledge. The difference between the confused and
discordant representations of the early fathers on all subjects
connected with the doctrines of the Trinity and of the person of
Christ, and the clearness, precision, and consistency of the views
presented after ages of discussion, and the statement of these
doctrines by the Councils of Chalcedon and Constantinople, is as
great almost as between chaos and cosmos. And this ground has
never been lost. The same is true with regard to the doctrines of sin
and grace. Before the long-continued discussion of these subjects in
the Augustinian period, the greatest confusion and contradiction
prevailed in the teachings of the leaders of the Church; during those
discussions the views of the Church became clear and settled. There
is scarcely a principle or doctrine concerning the fall of man, the



nature of sin and guilt, inability, the necessity of the Spirit's
influence, etc., etc., which now enters into the faith of evangelical
Christians, which was not then clearly stated and authoritatively
sanctioned by the Church. In like manner, before the Reformation,
similar confusion existed with regard to the great doctrine of
justification. No clear line of discrimination was drawn between it
and sanctification. Indeed, during the Middle Ages, and among the
most devout of the schoolmen, the idea of guilt was merged in the
general idea of sin, and sin regarded as merely moral defilement. The
great object was to secure holiness. Then pardon would come of
course. The apostolic, Pauline, deeply Scriptural doctrine, that there
can be no holiness until sin be expiated, that pardon, justification,
and reconciliation, must precede sanctification, was never clearly
apprehended. This was the grand lesson which the Church learned at
the Reformation, and which it has never since forgot. It is true then,
as an historical fact, that the Church has advanced. It understands
the great doctrines of theology, anthropology, and soteriology, far
better now, than they were understood in the early post-apostolic age
of the Church.

Modern Theory of Development

Very distinct from the view above presented is the modern theory of
the organic development of the Church. This modern theory is
avowedly founded on the pantheistic principles of Schelling and
Hegel. With them the universe is the self-manifestation and
evolution of the absolute Spirit. Dr. Schaff says, that this theory "has
left an impression on German science that can never be effaced; and
has contributed more than any other influence to diffuse a clear
conception of the interior organism of history." In his work on the
"Principles of Protestantism,"2 Dr. Schaff says that Schelling and
Hegel taught the world to recognize in history "the ever opening
sense of eternal thoughts, an always advancing rational development
of the idea of humanity, and its relations to God." This theory of
historical development was adopted, and partially Christianized by
Schleiermacher, from whom it has passed over to Dr. Schaff, as set



forth in his work above quoted, as well as to many other equally
devout and excellent men. The basis of this modified theory is
realism. Humanity is a generic life, an intelligent substance. That life
became guilty and polluted in Adam. From him it passed over by a
process of natural, organic development (the same numerical life and
substance) to all his posterity, who therefore are guilty and polluted.
This generic life the Son of God assumed into union with his divine
nature, and thus healed it and raised it to a higher power or order.
He becomes a new starting-point. The origin of this new form of life
in Him is supernatural. The constitution of his person was a miracle.
But from Him this life is communicated by a natural process of
development to the Church. Its members are partakers of this new
generic life. It is, however, a germ. Whatever lives grows. "Whatever
is done is dead." This new life is Christianity. Christianity is not a
form of doctrine objectively revealed in the Scriptures. Christian
theology is not the knowledge, or systematic exhibition of what the
Bible teaches. It is the interpretation of this inner life. The
intellectual life of a child expresses itself in one way, of a boy in
another way, and of a man in another and higher way. In each stage
of his progress the man has views, feelings, and modes of thinking,
appropriate to that stage. It would not do for a man to have the same
views and thoughts as the child. Yet the latter are just as true, as
right, and as proper, for the child, as those of the man for the man. It
is thus with the Church. It passes through these stages of childhood,
youth, and manhood, by a regular process. During the first centuries
the Church had the indistinctness, vagueness, and exaggeration of
views and doctrines, belonging to a period of infancy. In the Middle
Ages it had a higher form. At the Reformation it advanced to the
entrance on another stage. The form assumed by Christianity during
the mediaeval period, was for that period the true and proper, but not
the permanent form. We have not reached that form as to doctrine
yet. That will be reached in the Church of the future.

Development as held by some Romanists



There is still another and very different form of the doctrine of
development. It does not assume the Mystical doctrine of the
indwelling of the substance of Christ, in the soul, the development of
which works out its illumination in the knowledge of the truth, and
finally its complete redemption. It admits that Christianity is, or
includes a system of doctrine, and that those doctrines are in the
Scriptures; but holds that many of them are there only in their
rudiments. Under the constant guidance and tuition of the Spirit, the
Church comes to understand all that these rudiments contain, and to
expand them in their fulness. Thus the Lord's Supper has been
expanded into the doctrine of transubstantiation and the sacrifice of
the mass; anointing the sick, into the sacrament of extreme unction,;
rules of discipline into the sacrament of penance, of satisfactions, of
indulgences, of purgatory, and masses and prayers for the dead; the
prominence of Peter, into the supremacy of the Pope. The Old
Testament contains the germ of all the doctrines unfolded in the
New; and so the New Testament contains the germs of all the
doctrines unfolded, under the guidance of the Spirit, in the theology
of the mediaval Church.

Although attempts have been made by some Romanists and
Anglicans to resolve the doctrine of tradition into one or other of
these theories of development, they are essentially different. The
only point of analogy between them is, that in both cases, little
becomes much. Tradition has made contributions to the faith and
institutions of the Christian Church; and development (in the two
latter forms of the doctrine above mentioned) provides for a similar
expansion.

The Real Question

The real status quaestionis, on this subject, as between Romanists
and Protestants, is not (1) Whether the Spirit of God leads true
believers into the knowledge of the truth; nor (2) whether true
Christians agree in all essential matters as to truth and duty; nor (3)
whether any man can safely or innocently dissent from this common



faith of the people of God; but (4) whether apart from the revelation
contained in the Bible, there is another supplementary and
explanatory revelation, which has been handed down outside of the
Scriptures, by tradition. In other words, whether there are doctrines,
institutions, and ordinances, having no warrant in the Scriptures,
which we as Christians are bound to receive and obey on the
authority of what is called common consent. This Romanists affirm
and Protestants deny.

D. Arguments against the Doctrine of Tradition

The heads of argument against the Romish doctrine on this subject
are the following:—

1. It involves a natural impossibility. It is of course conceded that
Christ and his Apostles said and did much that is not recorded in the
Scriptures; and it is further admitted that if we had any certain
knowledge of such unrecorded instructions, they would be of equal
authority with what is written in the Scriptures. But Protestants
maintain that they were not intended to constitute a part of the
permanent rule of faith to the Church. They were designed for the
men of that generation. The showers which fell a thousand years ago,
watered the earth and rendered it fruitful for men then living. They
cannot now be gathered up and made available for us. They did not
constitute a reservoir for the supply of future generations. In like
manner the unrecorded teachings of Christ and his Apostles did their
work. They were not designed for our instruction. It is as impossible
to learn what they were, as it is to gather up the leaves which
adorned and enriched the earth when Christ walked in the garden of
Gethsemane. This impossibility arises out of the limitations of our
nature, as well as its corruption consequent on the fall. Man has not
the clearness of perception, the retentiveness of memory, or the
power of presentation, to enable him (without supernatural aid) to
give a trustworthy account of a discourse once heard, a few years or
even months after its delivery. And that this should be done over and
over from month to month for thousands of years, is an



impossibility. If to this be added the difficulty in the way of this oral
transmission, arising from the blindness of men to the things of the
Spirit, which prevents their understanding what they hear, and from
the disposition to pervert and misrepresent the truth to suit their
own prejudices and purposes, it must be acknowledged that tradition
cannot be a reliable source of knowledge of religious truth. This is
universally acknowledged and acted upon, except by Romanists. No
one pretends to determine what Luther and Calvin, Latimer and
Cranmer, taught, except from contemporaneous written records.
Much less will any sane man pretend to know what Moses and the
prophets taught except from their own writings.

Romanists admit the force of this objection. They admit that
tradition would not be a trustworthy informant of what Christ and
the Apostles taught, without the supernatural intervention of God.
Tradition is to be trusted not because it comes down through the
hands of fallible men, but because it comes through an infallibly
guided Church. This, however, is giving up the question. It is
merging the authority of tradition into the authority of the Church.
There is no need of the former, if the latter be admitted. Romanists,
however, keep these two things distinct. They say that if the Gospels
had never been written, they would know by historical tradition the
facts of Christ's life; and that if his discourses and the epistles of the
Apostles had never been gathered up and recorded, they would by
the same means know the truths which they contain. They admit,
however, that this could not be without a special divine intervention.

No Promise of Divine Intervention

2. The second objection of Protestants to this theory is, that it is
unphilosophical and irreligious to assume a supernatural
intervention on the part of God, without promise and without proof,
merely to suit a purpose,—Deus ex machina.

Our Lord promised to preserve his Church from fatal apostasy; He
promised to send his Spirit to abide with his people, to teach them:;



He promised that He would be with them to the end of the world.
But these promises were not made to any external, visible
organization of professing Christians, whether Greek or Latin; nor
did they imply that any such Church should be preserved from all
error in faith or practice; much less do they imply that instructions
not recorded by the dictation of the Spirit, should be preserved and
transmitted from generation to generation. There is no such promise
in the Word of God, and as such preservation and transmission
without divine, supernatural interposition, would be impossible,
tradition cannot be a trustworthy informant of what Christ taught.

No Criterion

3. Romanists again admit that many false traditions have prevailed
in different ages and in different parts of the Church. Those who
receive them are confident of their genuineness, and zealous in their
support. How shall the line be drawn between the true and false? By
what criterion can the one be distinguished from the other?
Protestants say there is no such criterion, and therefore, if the
authority of tradition be admitted, the Church is exposed to a flood
of superstition and error. This is their third argument against the
Romish doctrine on this subject. Romanists, however, say they have
a sure criterion in antiquity and universality. They have formulated
their rule of judgment in the famous dictum of Vincent of Lerins:
"Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus."

Common Consent not a Criterion

To this Protestants reply,—First, That they admit the authority of
common consent among true Christians as to what is taught in the
Scriptures. So far as all the true people of God agree in their
interpretation of the Bible, we acknowledge ourselves bound to
submit. But this consent is of authority only, (a) So far as it is the
consent of true believers; (b) So far as it concerns the meaning of the
written word; and, (c¢) So far as it relates to the practical,
experimental, or essential doctrines of Christianity. Such consent as



to matters outside of the Bible, or even supposed to be in the Bible, if
they do not concern the foundation of our faith, is of no decisive
weight. The whole Christian world, without one dissenting voice,
believed for ages that the Bible taught that the sun moves round the
earth. No man now believes it.

Secondly, Common consent as to Christian doctrine cannot be
pleaded except within narrow limits. It is only on the gratuitous and
monstrous assumption that Romanists are the only Christians, that
the least plausibility can be given to the claim of common consent.
The argument is really this: The Church of Rome receives certain
doctrines on the authority of tradition. The Church of Rome includes
all true Christians. Therefore, the common consent of all Christians
may be claimed in favour of those doctrines.

But, thirdly, admitting that the Church of Rome is the whole Church,
and admitting that Church to be unanimous in holding certain
doctrines, that is no proof that that Church has always held them.
The rule requires that a doctrine must be held not only ab omnibus,
but semper. It is, however, a historical fact that all the peculiar
doctrines of Romanism were not received in the early Church as
matters of faith. Such doctrines as the supremacy of the Bishop of
Rome; the perpetuity of the apostleship; the grace of orders;
transubstantiation; the propitiatory sacrifice of the Mass; the power
of the priests to forgive sins; the seven sacraments; purgatory; the
immaculate conception of the Virgin Mary, etc., etc., can all be
historically traced in their origin, gradual development, and final
adoption. As it would be unjust to determine the theology of Calvin
and Beza from the Socinianism of modern Geneva; or that of Luther
from the theology of the Germans of our day; so it is utterly
unreasonable to infer that because the Latin Church believes all that
the Council of Trent pronounced to be true, that such was its faith in
the first centuries of its history. It is not to be denied that for the first
hundred years after the Reformation the Church of England was
Calvinistic; then under Archbishop Laud and the Stuarts it became
almost thoroughly Romanized; then it became to a large extent



Rationalistic, so that Bishop Burnet said of the men of his day, that
Christianity seemed to be regarded as a fable "among all persons of
discernment.”" To this succeeded a general revival of evangelical
doctrine and piety; and that has been followed by a like revival of
Romanism and Ritualism. Mr. Newman says of the present time: "In
the Church of England, we shall hardly find ten or twenty
neighboring clergymen who agree together; and that, not in non-
essentials of religion, but as to what are its elementary and necessary
doctrines; or as to the fact whether there are any necessary doctrines
at all, any distinct and definite faith required for salvation." Such is
the testimony of history. In no external, visible Church, has there
been a consent to any form of faith, semper et ab omnibus.

The Latin Church is no exception to this remark. It is an undeniable
fact of history that Arianism prevailed for years both in the East and
West; that it received the sanction of the vast majority of the bishops,
of provincial and ecumenical councils, and of the Bishop of Rome. It
is no less certain that in the Latin Church, Augustinianism, including
all the characteristic doctrines of what is now called Calvinism, was
declared to be the true faith by council after council, provincial and
general, and by bishops and popes. Soon, however, Augustinianism
lost its ascendency. For seven or eight centuries no one form of
doctrine concerning sin, grace, and predestination prevailed in the
Latin Church. Augustinianism, Semi-Pelagianism, and Mysticism
(equally irreconcilable with both), were in constant conflict; and that,
too, on questions on which the Church had already pronounced its
judgment. It was not until the beginning of the sixteenth century that
the Council of Trent, after long conflict within itself, gave its sanction
to a modified form of Semi-Pelagianism.

The claim, therefore, for common consent, as understood by
Romanists, is contrary to history. It is inconsistent with undeniable
facts. This is virtually admitted by Romanists themselves. For with
them it is common to say, We believe because the fifth century
believed. But this is a virtual admission that their peculiar faith is not
historically traceable beyond the fifth century. This admission of a



want of all historical evidence of "common consent" is also involved,
as before remarked, in their constant appeal to the authority of the
Church. What the Church says is a matter of faith, we, the
traditionists affirm, are bound to believe, has always been a matter of
faith. The passage from "Petrus a4 Soto," quoted above, puts the case
very concisely: "Quacunque credit, tenet et servat Romana ecclesia,
et in Scripturis non habentur illa ab Apostolis esse tradita." The
argument amounts to this. The Church believes on the ground of
common consent. The proof that a thing is a matter of common
consent, and always has been, is that the Church now believes it.

Inadequacy of the Evidences of Consent

The second objection to the argument of Romanists from common
consent in support of their traditions, is, that the evidence which
they adduce of such consent is altogether inadequate. They appeal to
the ancient creeds. But there was no creed generally adopted before
the fourth century. No creed adopted before the eighth century
contains any of the doctrines peculiar to the Church of Rome.
Protestants all receive the doctrinal statements contained in what is
called the Apostles' creed, and in those of Chalcedon, and of
Constantinople, adopted A.D. 681.

They appeal also to the decisions of councils. To this the same reply
is made. There were no general councils before the fourth century.
The first six ecumenical councils gave no doctrinal decisions from
which Protestants dissent. They, therefore, present no evidence of
consent in those doctrines which are now peculiar to the Church of
Rome.

They appeal again to the writings of the fathers. But to this
Protestants object,—

First. That the writings of the apostolic fathers are too few to be
taken as trustworthy representatives of the state of opinion in the
Church for the first three hundred years. Ten or twenty writers



scattered over such a period cannot reasonably be assumed to speak
the mind of the whole Church.

Secondly. The consent of these fathers, or of the half of them, cannot
be adduced in favour of any doctrine in controversy between
Protestants and Romanists.

Thirdly. Almost unanimous consent can be quoted in support of
doctrines which Romanists and Protestants unite in rejecting. The
Jewish doctrine of the millennium passed over in its grossest form to
the early Christian Church. But that doctrine the Church of Rome is
specially zealous in denouncing.

Fourthly. The consent of the fathers cannot be proved in support of
doctrines which Protestants and Romanists agree in accepting. Not
that these doctrines did not then enter into the faith of the Church,
but simply that they were not presented.

Fifthly. Such is the diversity of opinion among the fathers
themselves, such the vagueness of their doctrinal statements, and
such the unsettled usus loquendi as to important words, that the
authority of the fathers may be quoted on either side of any disputed
doctrine. There is no view, for example, of the nature of the Lord's
supper, which has ever been held in the Church, for which the
authority of some early father cannot be adduced. And often the
same father presents one view at one time, and another at a different
time.

Sixthly. The writings of the fathers have been notoriously corrupted.
It was a matter of great complaint in the early Church that spurious
works were circulated; and that genuine works were recklessly
interpolated. Some of the most important works of the Greek fathers
are extant only in a Latin translation. This is the case with the greater
part of the works of Irenaus, translated by Rufinus, whom Jerome
charges with the most shameless adulteration.



Another objection to the argument from consent is, that it is a
Procrustean bed which may be extended or shortened at pleasure. In
every Catena Patrum prepared to prove this consent in certain
doctrines, it will be found that two or more writers in a century are
cited as evincing the unanimous opinion of that century, while
double or fourfold the number, of equally important writers,
belonging to the same period, on the other side, are passed over in
silence. There is no rule to guide in the application of this test, and
no uniformity in the manner of its use.

While, therefore, it is admitted that there has been a stream of
doctrine flowing down uninterruptedly from the days of the Apostles,
it is denied, as a matter of fact, that there has been any uninterrupted
or general consent in any doctrine not clearly revealed in the Sacred
Scriptures; and not even in reference to such clearly revealed
doctrines, beyond the narrow limits of essential truths. And it is,
moreover, denied that in any external, visible, organized Church, can
the rule, quod semper, quod ab omnibus, be applied even to essential
doctrines. The argument, therefore, of Romanists in favor of their
peculiar doctrines, derived from general consent, is utterly untenable
and fallacious. This is virtually admitted by the most zealous
advocates of tradition. "Not only," says Professor Newman, "is the
Church Catholic bound to teach the truth, but she is divinely guided
to teach it; her witness of the Christian faith is a matter of promise as
well as of duty; her discernment of it is secured by a heavenly, as well
as by a human rule. She is indefectible in it; and therefore has not
only authority to enforce it, but is of authority in declaring it. The
Church not only transmits the faith by human means, but has a
supernatural gift for that purpose; that doctrine which is true,
considered as an historical fact, is true also because she teaches it."
The author of the Oxford Tract, No. 85, after saying, "We believe
mainly because the Church of the fourth and fifth centuries
unanimously believed," adds, "Why should not the Church be divine?
The burden of proof surely is on the other side. I will accept her
doctrines, and her rites, and her Bible—not one, and not the other,
but all,—till I have clear proof that she is mistaken. It is I feel God's



will that I should do so; and besides, I love these her possessions—I
love her Bible, her doctrines, and her rites; and therefore, I believe."3
The Romanist then believes because the Church believes. This is the
ultimate reason. The Church believes, not because she can
historically prove that her doctrines have been received from the
Apostles, but because she is supernaturally guided to know the truth.
"Common consent," therefore, is practically abandoned, and
tradition resolves itself into the present faith of the Church.

Tradition not available by the People

4. Protestants object to tradition as part of the rule of faith, because
it is not adapted to that purpose. A rule of faith to the people must be
something which they can apply; a standard by which they can judge.
But this unwritten revelation is not contained in any one volume
accessible to the people, and intelligible by them. It is scattered
through the ecclesiastical records of eighteen centuries. It is
absolutely impossible for the people to learn what it teaches. How
can they tell whether the Church in all ages has taught the doctrine of
transubstantiation, the sacrifice of the Mass, or any other popish
doctrine. They must take all such doctrines upon trust, i.e., on the
faith of the extant Church. But this is to deny that to them tradition
is a rule of faith. They are required to believe, on the peril of their
souls, doctrines, the pretended evidence of which it is impossible for
them to ascertain or appreciate.

5. Romanists argue that such is the obscurity of the Scriptures, that
not only the people, but the Church itself needs the aid of tradition in
order to their being properly understood. But if the Bible, a
comparatively plain book, in one portable volume, needs to be thus
explained, What is to explain the hundreds of folios in which these
traditions are recorded? Surely a guide to the interpretation of the
latter must be far more needed than one for the Scriptures.

Tradition destroys the Authority of the Scriptures



6. Making tradition a part of the rule of faith subverts the authority
of the Scriptures. This follows as a natural and unavoidable
consequence. If there be two standards of doctrine of equal
authority, the one the explanatory, and infallible interpreter of the
other, it is of necessity the interpretation which determines the faith
of the people. Instead, therefore, of our faith resting on the testimony
of God as recorded in his Word, it rests on what poor, fallible, often
fanciful, prejudiced, benighted men, tell us is the meaning of that
word. Man and his authority take the place of God. As this is the
logical consequence of making tradition a rule of faith, so it is an
historical fact that the Scriptures have been made of no account
wherever the authority of tradition has been admitted. Our Lord
said, that the Scribes and Pharisees made the word of God of no
effect by their traditions; that they taught for doctrines the
commandments of men. This is no less historically true of the
Church of Rome. A great mass of doctrines, rites, ordinances, and
institutions, of which the Scriptures know nothing, has been imposed
on the reason, conscience, and life of the people. The Roman
Catholic religion of our day, with its hierarchy, ritual, image and
saint worship; with its absolutions, indulgences, and its despotic
power over the conscience and the life of the individual, is as little
like the religion of the New Testament, as the present religion of the
Hindus with its myriad of deities, its cruelties, and abominations, is
like the simple religion of their ancient Vedas. In both cases similar
causes have produced similar effects. In both there has been a
provision for giving divine authority to the rapidly accumulating
errors and corruptions of succeeding ages.

7. Tradition teaches error, and therefore cannot be divinely
controlled so as to be a rule of faith. The issue is between Scripture
and tradition. Both cannot be true. The one contradicts the other.
One or the other must be given up. Of this at least no true Protestant
has any doubt. All the doctrines peculiar to Romanism, and for
which Romanists plead the authority of Scripture, Protestants
believe to be anti-scriptural; and therefore they need no other



evidence to prove that tradition is not to be trusted either in matters
of faith or practice.

The Scriptures not received on the Authority of Tradition

8. Romanists argue that Protestants concede the authority of
tradition, because it is on that authority they receive the New
Testament as the word of God. This is not correct. We do not believe
the New Testament to be divine on the ground of the testimony of
the Church. We receive the books included in the canonical
Scriptures on the twofold ground of internal and external evidence.
It can be historically proved that those books were written by the
men whose names they bear; and it can also be proved that those
men were the duly authenticated organs of the Holy Ghost. The
historical evidence which determines the authorship of the New
Testament is not exclusively that of the Christian fathers. The
testimony of heathen writers is, in some respects, of greater weight
than that of the fathers themselves. We may believe on the testimony
of English history, ecclesiastical and secular, that the Thirty-Nine
Articles were framed by the English Reformers, without being
traditionists. In like manner we may believe that the books of the
New Testament were written by the men whose names they bear
without admitting tradition to be a part of the rule of faith.

Besides, external evidence of any kind is a very subordinate part of
the ground of a Protestant's faith in the Scripture. That ground is
principally the nature of the doctrines therein revealed, and the
witness of the Spirit, with and by the truth, to the heart and
conscience. We believe the Scriptures for much the same reason that
we believe the Decalogue.

The Church is bound to stand fast in the liberty wherewith Christ has
made it free, and not to be again entangled with the yoke of bondage,
—a bondage not only to human doctrines and institutions, but to
soul-destroying errors and superstitions.



§ 7. Office of the Church as a Teacher
A. The Romish Doctrine on this subject

Romanists teach that the Church, as an external, visible society,
consisting of those who profess the Christian religion, united in
communion of the same sacraments and subjection to lawful pastors,
and especially to the Pope of Rome, is divinely appointed to be the
infallible teacher of men in all things pertaining to faith and practice.
It is qualified for this office by the plenary revelation of the truth in
the written and unwritten word of God, and by the supernatural
guidance of the Holy Spirit vouchsafed to the bishops as official
successors of the Apostles, or, to the Pope as the successor of Peter in
his supremacy over the whole Church, and as vicar of Christ on
earth.

There is something simple and grand in this theory. It is wonderfully
adapted to the tastes and wants of men. It relieves them of personal
responsibility. Everything is decided for them. Their salvation is
secured by merely submitting to be saved by an infallible, sin-
pardoning, and grace-imparting Church. Many may be inclined to
think that it would have been a great blessing had Christ left on earth
a visible representative of himself clothed with his authority to teach
and govern, and an order of men dispersed through the world
endowed with the gifts of the original Apostles,—men everywhere
accessible, to whom we could resort in all times of difficulty and
doubt, and whose decisions could be safely received as the decisions
of Christ himself. God's thoughts, however, are not as our thoughts.
We know that when Christ was on earth, men did not believe or obey
Him. We know that when the Apostles were still living, and their
authority was still confirmed by signs, and wonders, and divers
miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghost, the Church was nevertheless
distracted by heretics and schisms. If any in their sluggishness are
disposed to think that a perpetual body of infallible teachers would
be a blessing, all must admit that the assumption of infallibility by
the ignorant, the erring, and the wicked, must be an evil



inconceivably great. The Romish theory if true might be a blessing; if
false it must be an awful curse. That it is false may be demonstrated
to the satisfaction of all who do not wish it to be true, and who,
unlike the Oxford Tractarian, are not determined to believe it
because they love it.

B. The Romish definition of the Church is derived from what the
Church of Rome now is

Before presenting a brief outline of the argument against this theory,
it may be well to remark that the Romish definition of the Church is
purely empirical. It is not derived from the signification or usage of
the word €xkAnoia in the New Testament; nor from what is there
taught concerning the Church. It is merely a statement of what the
Church of Rome now is. It is a body professing the same faith, united
in the communion of the same sacraments, subject to pastors (i.e.,
bishops) assumed to be lawful, and to the Pope as the vicar of Christ.
Now in this definition it is gratuitously assumed,—

1. That the Church to which the promise of divine guidance is given,
is an external, visible organization; and not the people of God as such
in their personal and individual relation to Christ. In other words, it
is assumed that the Church is a visible society, and not a collective
term for the people of God; as when it is said of Paul that he
persecuted the Church; and of Christ that He loved the Church and
gave himself for it. Christ certainly did not die for any external,
visible, organized Society.

2. The Romish theory assumes, not only that the Church is an
external organization, but that it must be organized in one definite,
prescribed form. But this assumption is not only unreasonable, it is
unscriptural, because no one form is prescribed in Scripture as
essential to the being of the Church; and because it is contrary to the
whole spirit and character of the gospel, that forms of government
should be necessary to the spiritual life and salvation of men.
Moreover, this assumption is inconsistent with historical facts. The



Church in all its parts has never been organized according to one
plan.

3. But conceding that the Church is an external society, and that it
must be organized according to one plan, it is a gratuitous and
untenable presumption, that that plan must be the episcopal. It is a
notorious fact that diocesan episcopacy did not exist during the
apostolic age. It is equally notorious that that plan of government
was gradually introduced. And it is no less notorious that a large part
of the Church in which Christ dwells by his presence, and which He
in every way acknowledges and honours, has no bishops until the
present day. The government of the Church by bishops, Romanists
admit is one of the institutions which rest not on Scripture, but on
tradition for their authority.

4. But should everything else be conceded, the assumption that
subjection to the Pope, as the vicar of Christ, is necessary to the
existence of the Church, is utterly unreasonable. This is the climax.
There is not the slightest evidence in the New Testament or in the
apostolic age, that Peter had any such primacy among the Apostles as
Romanists claim. There is not only the absence of all evidence that
he exercised any jurisdiction over them, but there is abundant
evidence to the contrary. This is clear from Peter, James, and John,
being mentioned together as those who appeared to be pillars (Gal.
2:9), and this distinction was due not to office, but to character. It is
moreover clear from the full equality in gifts and authority which
Paul asserted for himself, and proved to the satisfaction of the whole
Church that he possessed. It is clear from the subordinate position
occupied by Peter in the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15), and from the
severe reproof he received from Paul at Antioch (Gal. 2:11—21). Itisa
plain historical fact, that Paul and John were the master-spirits of
the Apostolic Church. But admitting the primacy of Peter in the
college of Apostles, there is no evidence that such primacy was
intended to be perpetual. There is no command to elect a successor
to him in that office; no rules given as to the mode of such election,
or the persons by whom the choice was to be made; and no record of



such election having actually been made. Everything is made out of
the air. But admitting that Peter was constituted the head of the
whole Church on earth, and that such headship was intended to be
continued, what evidence is there that the Bishop of Rome was to all
time entitled to that office? It is very doubtful whether Peter ever was
in Rome. The sphere of his labors was in Palestine and the East. It is
certain he never was Bishop of the Church in that city. And even if he
were, he was Primate, not as Bishop of Rome, but by appointment of
Christ. According to the theory, he was Primate before he went to
Rome, and not because he went there. The simple historical fact is,
that as Rome was the seat of the Roman empire, the Bishop of Rome
aspired to be the head of the Church, which claim after a long
struggle came to be acknowledged, at least in the West.

It is on the four gratuitous and unreasonable assumptions above
mentioned, namely, that the Church to which the promise of the
Spirit was made is an external, visible organization; that a particular
mode of organization is essential to its existence; that that mode is
the episcopal; and that it must be papal, i.e., the whole episcopacy be
subject to the Bishop of Rome;—it is on these untenable assumptions
that the whole stupendous system of Romanism rests. If any one of
them fail, the whole falls to the ground. These assumptions are so
entirely destitute of any adequate historical proof, that no reasonable
man can accept them on their own evidence. It is only those who
have been taught or induced to believe the extant Church to be
infallible, who can believe them. And they believe not because these
points can be proved, but on the assertion of the Church. The
Romish Church says that Christ constituted the Church on the papal
system, and therefore, it is to be believed. The thing to be proved is
taken for granted. It is a petitio principii from beginning to end.

C. The Romish Doctrine of Infallibility founded on a Wrong Theory
of the Church

The first great argument of Protestants against Romanism concerns
the theory of the Church.



God entered into a covenant with Abraham. In that covenant there
were certain promises which concerned his natural descendants
through Isaac, which promises were suspended on the national
obedience of the people. That covenant, however, contained the
promise of redemption through Christ. He was the seed in whom all
the nations of the earth were to be blessed. The Jews came to believe
that this promise of redemption, i.e., of the blessings of the Messiah's
reign, was made to them as a nation; and that it was conditioned on
membership in that nation. All who were Jews either by descent or
proselytism, and who were circumcised, and adhered to the Law,
were saved. All others would certainly perish forever. This is the
doctrine which our Lord so pointedly condemned, and against which
St. Paul so strenuously argued. When the Jews claimed that they
were the children of God, because they were the children of
Abraham, Christ told them that they might be the children of
Abraham, and yet the children of the devil (John 8:33—44); as John,
his forerunner, had before said, say not "We have Abraham to our
father; for I say unto you, that God is able of these stones to raise up
children unto Abraham." (Matt. 3:9.) It is against this doctrine the
epistles to the Romans and Galatians are principally directed. The
Apostle shows, (1.) That the promise of salvation was not confined to
the Jews, or to the members of any external organization. (2.) And
therefore that it was not conditioned on descent from Abraham, nor
on circumcision, nor on adherence to the Old Testament theocracy.
(3.) That all believers (oi €k miotewg) are the sons, and, therefore, the
heirs of Abraham. (Gal. 3:7.) (4.) That a man might be a Jew, a
Hebrew of the Hebrews, circumcised on the eighth day, and touching
the righteousness which is of the law blameless, and yet it avail him
nothing. (Phil. 3:4—6.) (5.) Because he is not a Jew who is one
outwardly; and circumcision is of the heart. (Romans 2:28-29.) (6.)
And consequently that God could cast off the Jews as a nation,
without acting inconsistently with his covenant with Abraham,
because the promise was not made to the Israel kata ocdpka, but to
the Israel xata vebua. (Rom. 9:6-8.)



Romanists have transferred the whole Jewish theory to the Christian
Church; while Protestants adhere to the doctrine of Christ and his
Apostles. Romanists teach, (1.) That the Church is essentially an
external, organized community, as the commonwealth of Israel. (2.)
That to this external society, all the attributes, prerogatives, and
promises of the true Church belong. (3.) That membership in that
society is the indispensable condition of salvation; as it is only by
union with the Church that men are united to Christ, and, through its
ministrations, become partakers of his redemption. (4.) That all who
die in communion with this external society, although they may, if
not perfect at death, suffer for a longer or shorter period in
purgatory, shall ultimately be saved. (5.) All outside of this external
organization perish eternally. There is, therefore, not a single
element of the Jewish theory which is not reproduced in the Romish.

Protestant Doctrine of the Nature of the Church

Protestants, on the other hand, teach on this subject, in exact
accordance with the doctrine of Christ and the Apostles: (1.) That the
Church as such, or in its essential nature, is not an external
organization. (2.) All true believers, in whom the Spirit of God
dwells, are members of that Church which is the body of Christ, no
matter with what ecclesiastical organization they may be connected,
and even although they have no such connection. The thief on the
cross was saved, though he was not a member of any external
Church. (3.) Therefore, that the attributes, prerogatives, and
promises of the Church do not belong to any external society as such,
but to the true people of God collectively considered; and to external
societies only so far as they consist of true believers, and are
controlled by them. This is only saying what every man admits to be
true, that the attributes, prerogatives, and promises pertaining to
Christians belong exclusively to true Christians, and not to wicked or
worldly men who call themselves Christians. (4.) That the condition
of membership in the true Church is not union with any organized
society, but faith in Jesus Christ. They are the children of God by
faith; they are the sons of Abraham, heirs of the promise of



redemption made to him by faith; whether they be Jews or Gentiles,
bond or free; whether Protestants or Romanists, Presbyterians or
Episcopalians; or whether they be so widely scattered, that no two or
three of them are able to meet together for worship.

Protestants do not deny that there is a visible Church Catholic on
earth, consisting of all those who profess the true religion, together
with their children. But they are not all included in any one external
society. They also admit that it is the duty of Christians to unite for
the purpose of worship and mutual watch and care. They admit that
to such associations and societies certain prerogatives and promises
belong; that they have, or ought to have the officers whose
qualifications and duties are prescribed in the Scriptures; that there
always have been, and probably always will be, such Christian
organizations, or visible churches. But they deny that any one of
these societies, or all of them collectively, constitute the Church for
which Christ died; in which He dwells by his Spirit; to which He has
promised perpetuity, catholicity, unity, and divine guidance into the
knowledge of the truth. Any one of them, or all of them, one after
another, may apostatize from the faith, and all the promises of God
to his Church be fulfilled. The Church did not fail, when God
reserved to himself only seven thousand in all Israel who had not
bowed the knee unto Baal.

Almost all the points of difference between Protestants and
Romanists depend on the decision of the question, "What is the
Church?" If their theory be correct; if the Church is the external
society of professing Christians, subject to apostle-bishops (i.e., to
bishops who are apostles), and to the Pope as Christ's vicar on earth;
then we are bound to submit to it; and then too beyond the pale of
that communion there is no salvation. But if every true believer is, in
virtue of his faith, a member of that Church to which Christ promises
guidance and salvation, then Romanism falls to the ground.

The Opposing Theories of the Church



That the two opposing theories of the Church, the Romish and
Protestant, are what has been stated above is so generally known and
so unquestioned, that it is unnecessary to cite authorities on either
side. It is enough, so far as the doctrine of Romanists is concerned, to
quote the language of Bellarmin, that the marks of the Church are
three: "Professio vera fidei, sacramentorum communio, et subjectio
ad legitimum pastorem, Romanum Pontificem.—Atque hoc interest
inter sententiam nostram et alias omnes, quod omnes alize requirunt
internas virtutes ad constituendum aliquem in Ecclesia, et propterea
Ecclesiam veram invisibilem faciunt; nos autem credimus in Ecclesia
inveniri omnes virtutes,—tamen ut aliquis aliquo modo dici possit
pars vera Ecclesiee,—non putamus requiri ullam internam virtutem,
sed tantum externam professionem fidei, et sacramentorum
communionem, qué sensu ipso percipitur. Ecclesia enim est coetus
hominum ita visibilis et palpabilis, ut est coetus Populi Romani, vel
regnum Gallize aut respublica Venetorum." The Lutheran Symbols
define the Church as, "Congregatio sanctorum." "Congregatio
sanctorum et vere credentium."2 "Societas fidei et Spiritus Sancti in
cordibus." "Congregatio sanctorum, qui habent inter se societatem
ejusdem evangelii seu doctrine, et ejusdem Spiritus Sancti, qui corda
eorum renovat, sanctificat et gubernat;" and4 "Populus spiritualis,
non civilibus ritibus distinctus a gentibus, sed verus populus Dei
renatus per Spiritum Sanctum."

The Symbols of the Reformed Churches present the same doctrine.
The Confessio Helvetica says, "Oportet semper fuisse, nunc esse et ad
finem usque seculi futuram esse Ecclesiam, i.e., e mundo evocatum
vel collectum coetum fidelium, sanctorum inquam omnium
communionem, eorum videlicet, qui Deum verum in Christo
servatore per verbum et Spiritum Sanctum vere cognoscunt et rite
colunt, denique omnibus bonis per Christum gratuito oblatis fide
participant." Confessio Gallicana: "Affirmamus ex Dei verbo,
Ecclesiam esse fidelium ccetum, qui in verbo Dei sequendo et pura
religione colenda consentiunt, in qua etiam quotidie proficiunt."8
Confessio Belgica: "Credimus et confitemur unicam Ecclesiam
catholicam seu universalem, quee est sancta congregatio seu coetus



omnium fidelium Christianorum, qui totam suam salutem ab uno
Jesu Christo exspectant, abluti ipsius sanguine et per Spiritum ejus
sanctificati atque obsignati. Heec Ecclesia sancta nullo est aut certo
loco sita et circumscripta, aut ullis certis personis astricta aut
alligata: sed per omnem orbem terrarum sparsa atque diffusa est."
The same doctrine is found in the answer to the fifty-fourth question
in the Heidelberg Catechism. In the Geneva Catechism to the
question, "Quid est Ecclesia?" the answer is, "Corpus ac societas
fidelium, quos Deus ad vitam aternam praedestinavit."10

Winer in his "Comparative Darstellung," thus briefly states the two
theories concerning the Church. Romanists, he says, "define the
Church on earth, as the community of those baptized in the name of
Christ, united under his Vicar, the Pope, its visible head. Protestants,
on the other hand, as the communion of saints, that is, of those who
truly believe on Christ, in which the gospel is purely preached and
the sacraments properly administered."

Proof of the Protestant Doctrine of the Church

This is not the place to enter upon a formal vindication of the
Protestant doctrine of the nature of the Church. That belongs to the
department of ecclesiology. What follows may suffice for the present
purpose.

The question is not whether the word Church is not properly used,
and in accordance with the Scriptures, for visible, organized bodies
of professing Christians, or for all such Christians collectively
considered. Nor is it the question, whether we are to regard as
Christians those who, being free from scandal, profess their faith in
Christ, or societies of such professors organized for the worship of
Christ and the administration of his discipline, as being true
churches. But the question is, whether the Church to which the
attributes, prerogatives, and promises pertaining to the body of
Christ belong, is in its nature a visible, organized community; and
specially, whether it is a community organized in some one exclusive



form, and most specially on the papal form; or, whether it is a
spiritual body consisting of true believers. Whether when the Bible
addresses a body of men as "the called of Jesus Christ," "beloved of
God," "partakers of the heavenly calling;" as "the children of God,
joint heirs with Christ of a heavenly inheritance;" as "elect according
to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctification and
sprinkling of the blood of Christ;" as "partakers of the like precious
faith with the Apostles;" as "those who are washed, and sanctified,
and justified in the name of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our
God;" as those who being dead in sin, had been "quickened and
raised up and made to sit together in heavenly places with Christ
Jesus;" it means the members of an external society as such, and
because such, or, the true people of God? The question is, whether
when to the men thus designated and described, Christ promised to
be with them to the end of the world, to give them his Spirit, to guide
them unto the knowledge of the truth, to keep them through the
power of the Spirit, so that the gates of hell should not prevail against
them—he means his sincere or his nominal disciples,—believers or
unbelievers? These questions admit of but one answer. The
attributes ascribed to the Church in Scripture belong to true
believers alone. The promises made to the Church are fulfilled only
to believers. The relation in which the Church stands to God and
Christ is sustained alone by true believers. They only are the children
and heirs of God; they only are the body of Christ in which He dwells
by his Spirit; they only are the temple of God, the bride of Christ, the
partakers of his glory. The doctrine that a man becomes a child of
God and an heir of eternal life by membership in any external
society, overturns the very foundations of the gospel, and introduces
a new method of salvation. Yet this is the doctrine on which the
whole system of Romanism rests. As, therefore, the Apostle shows
that the promises made to Israel under the Old Testament, the
promise of perpetuity, of extension over the whole earth, of the
favour and fellowship of God, and all the blessings of the Messiah's
reign, were not made to the external Israel as such, but to the true
people of God; so Protestants contend that the promises made to the
Church as the body and bride of Christ are not made to the external



body of professed Christians, but to those who truly believe on him
and obey his gospel.

The absurdities which flow from the substitution of the visible
Church for the invisible, from transferring the attributes,
prerogatives, and promises which belong to true believers, to an
organized body of nominal or professed believers, are so great that
Romanists cannot be consistent. They cannot adhere to their own
theory. They are forced to admit that the wicked are not really
members of the Church. They are "in it" but not "of it." Their
connection with it is merely external, as that of the chaff with the
wheat. This, however, is the Protestant doctrine. The Romish
doctrine is precisely the reverse. Romanists teach that the chaff is the
wheat; that the chaff becomes wheat by external connection with the
precious grain. Just so certain, therefore, as that chaff is not wheat;
that nominal Christians, as such, are not true Christians; just so
certain is it that no external society consisting of good and bad, is
that Church to which the promise of Christ's presence and salvation
is made. It is as Turrettin says, "mpWtov PedSo¢ pontificiorum in
tota controversia est, ecclesiam metiri velle ex societatis civilis
modulo, ut ejus essentia in externis tantum et in sensus
incurrentibus consistat, et sola professio fidei sufficiat ad membrum
ecclesize constituendum, nec ipsa fides et pietas interna ad id
necessario requirantur."

D. The Doctrine of Infallibility founded on the False Assumption of
the Perpetuity of the Apostleship

As the first argument against the doctrine of Romanists as to the
infallibility of the Church is, that it makes the Church of Rome to be
the body to which the attributes, prerogatives, and promises of Christ
to true believers belong; the second is that it limits the promise of the
teaching of the Spirit, to the bishops as successors of the Apostles. In
other words, Romanists falsely assume the perpetuity of the
Apostleship. If it be true that the prelates of the Church of Rome, or
of any other church, are apostles, invested with the same authority to



teach and to rule as the original messengers of Christ, then we must
be bound to yield the same faith to their teaching, and the same
obedience to their commands, as are due to the inspired writings of
the New Testament. And such is the doctrine of the Church of Rome.

Modern Prelates are not Apostles

To determine whether modern bishops are apostles, it is necessary in
the first place to determine the nature of the Apostleship, and
ascertain whether modern prelates have the gifts, qualifications, and
credentials of the office. Who then were the Apostles? They were a
definite number of men selected by Christ to be his witnesses, to
testify to his doctrines, to the facts of his life, to his death, and
specially to his resurrection. To qualify them for this office of
authoritative witnesses, it was necessary, (1.) That they should have
independent and plenary knowledge of the gospel. (2.) That they
should have seen Christ after his resurrection. (3.) That they should
be inspired, i.e., that they should be individually and severally so
guided by the Spirit as to be infallible in all their instructions. (4.)
That they should be authenticated as the messengers of Christ, by
adherence to the true gospel, by success in preaching (Paul said to
the Corinthians that they were the seal of his apostleship, 1 Cor. 9:2);
and by signs and wonders and divers miracles and gifts of the Holy
Ghost. Such were the gifts and qualifications and credentials of the
original Apostles; and those who claimed the office without
possessing these gifts and credentials, were pronounced false
apostles and messengers of Satan.

When Paul claimed to be an apostle, he felt it necessary to prove, (1.)
That he had been appointed not by man nor through men, but
immediately by Jesus Christ. (Gal. 1:1.) (2.) That he had not been
taught the gospel by others, but received his knowledge by
immediate revelation. (Gal. 1:12.) (3.) That he had seen Christ after
his resurrection. (1 Cor. 9:1 and 15:8.) (4.) That he was inspired, or
infallible as a teacher, so that men were bound to recognize his
teachings as the teaching of Christ. (1 Cor. 14:37.) (5.) That the Lord



had authenticated his apostolic mission as fully as he had done that
of Peter. (Gal. 2:8.) (6.) "The signs of an apostle," he tells the
Corinthians, "were wrought among you in all patience, in signs, and
wonders, and mighty deeds." (2 Cor. 12:12.)

Modern prelates do not claim to possess any one of these gifts. Nor
do they pretend to the credentials which authenticated the mission of
the Apostles of Christ. They claim no immediate commission; no
independent knowledge derived from immediate revelation; no
personal infallibility; no vision of Christ; and no gift of miracles. That
is, they claim the authority of the office, but not its reality. It is very
plain, therefore, that they are not apostles. They cannot have the
authority of the office without having the gifts on which that
authority was founded, and from which it emanated. If a man cannot
be a prophet without the gift of prophecy; or a miracle-worker
without the gift of miracles; or have the gift of tongues without the
ability to speak other languages than his own; no man can rightfully
claim to be an apostle without possessing the gifts which made the
original Apostles what they were. The deaf and dumb might as
reasonably claim to have the gift of tongues. The world has never
seen or suffered a greater imposture than that weak, ignorant, and
often immoral men, should claim the same authority to teach and
rule that belonged to men to whom the truth was supernaturally
revealed, who were confessedly infallible in its communication, and
to whose divine mission God himself bore witness in signs and
wonders, and divers miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghost. The office
of the Apostles as described in the New Testament, was, therefore,
from its nature incapable of being transmitted, and has not in fact
been perpetuated.

There is no command given in the New Testament to keep up the
succession of the Apostles. When Judas had apostatized, Peter said
his place must be filled, but the selection was to be confined to those,
as he said, "which have companied with us all the time that the Lord
Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of John
unto that same day that He was taken up from us." (Acts 1:21, 22.)



The reason assigned for this appointment was not that the
Apostleship might be continued, but that the man selected might be
"a witness with us of his resurrection.”" "And they gave forth their
lots; and the lot fell upon Matthias; and he was numbered with the
eleven Apostles." And that was the end. We never hear of Matthias
afterward. It is very doubtful whether this appointment of Matthias
had any validity. What is here recorded (Acts, 1:15—-26), took place
before the Apostles had been endued with power from on high (Acts
1:8), and, therefore, before they had any authority to act in the
premises. Christ in his own time and way completed the number of
his witnesses by calling Paul to be an Apostle. But, however this may
be, here if ever exceptio probat regulam. It proves that the ranks of
the Apostles could be filled, and the succession continued only from
the number of those who could bear independent witness of the
resurrection and doctrines of Christ.

Besides the fact that there is no command to appoint apostles, there
is clear evidence that the office was not designed to be perpetuated.
With regard to all the permanent officers of the Church, there is, (1.)
Not only a promise to continue the gifts which pertained to the office,
and the command to appoint suitable persons to fill it, but also a
specification of the qualifications to be sought and demanded; and
(2.) a record of the actual appointment of incumbents; and (3.)
historical evidence of their continuance in the Church from that day
to this. With regard to the Apostleship, all this is wanting. As we have
seen, the gifts of the office have not been continued, there is no
command to perpetuate the office, no directions to guide the Church
in the selection of proper persons to be apostles, no record of their
appointment, and no historical evidence of their continuance; on the
contrary, they disappear entirely after the death of the original
twelve. It might as well be asserted that the Pharaohs of Egypt, or the
twelve Casars of Rome have been continued, as that the race of
apostles has been perpetuated.

It is true that there are a few passages in which persons other than
the original twelve seem to be designated as apostles. But from the



beginning of the Church until of late, no one has ventured on that
account to regard Barnabas, Silas, Timothy, and Titus, as apostles, in
the official sense of the word. All the designations given to the
officers of the Church in the New Testament, are used in different
senses. Thus, "presbyter" or "elder," means, an old man, a Jewish
officer, an officer of the Church. The word "deacon," means, a
domestic, sometimes a secular officer, sometimes any minister of the
Church; sometimes the lowest order of church officers. Because Paul
and Peter call themselves "deacons," it does not prove that their
office was to serve tables. In like manner the word "apostle" is
sometimes used in its etymological sense "a messenger," sometimes
in a religious sense, as we use the word "missionary;" and sometimes
in its strict official sense, in which it is confined to the immediate
messengers of Christ. Nothing can be plainer from the New
Testament than that neither Silas nor Timothy, nor any other person,
is ever spoken of as the official equal of the twelve Apostles. These
constitute a class by themselves. They stand out in the New
Testament as they do in all Church history, as the authoritative
founders of the Christian Church, without peers or colleagues.

If, then, the Apostleship, from its nature and design, was incapable of
transmission; if there be this decisive evidence from Scripture and
history, that it has not been perpetuated, then the whole theory of
the Romanists concerning the Church falls to the ground. That
theory is founded on the assumption that prelates are apostles,
invested with the same authority to teach and rule, as the original
messengers of Christ. If this assumption is unfounded, then all claim
to the infallibility of the Church must be given up; for it is not
pretended that the mass of the people is infallible nor the priesthood,
but simply the episcopate. And bishops are infallible only on the
assumption that they are apostles, in the official sense of the term.
This they certainly are not. The Church may make priests, and
bishops, and even popes; but Christ alone can make an Apostle. For
an Apostle was a man endowed with supernatural knowledge, and
with supernatural power.



E. Infallibility founded on a False Interpretation of the Promise of
Christ

The third decisive argument against the infallibility of the Church is,
that Christ never promised to preserve it from all error. What is here
meant is that Christ never promised the true Church, that is, "the
company of true believers," that they should not err in doctrine. He
did promise that they should not fatally apostatize from the truth. He
did promise that He would grant his true disciples such a measure of
divine guidance by his Spirit, that they should know enough to be
saved. He, moreover, promised that He would call men into the
ministry, and give them the qualifications of faithful teachers, such
as were the presbyters whom the Apostles ordained in every city. But
there is no promise of infallibility either to the Church as a whole, or
to any class of men in the Church. Christ promised to sanctify his
people; but this was not a promise to make them perfectly holy in
this life. He promised to give them joy and peace in believing; but
this is not a promise to make them perfectly happy in this life,—that
they should have no trials or sorrows. Then, why should the promise
to teach be a promise to render infallible. As the Church has gone
through the world bathed in tears and blood, so has she gone soiled
with sin and error. It is just as manifest that she has never been
infallible, as that she has never been perfectly holy. Christ no more
promised the one than the other.

F. The Doctrine contradicted by Facts

The fourth argument is that the Romish doctrine of the infallibility of
the Church is contradicted by undeniable historical facts. It therefore
cannot be true. The Church has often erred, and therefore it is not
infallible.

Protestants believe that the Church, under all dispensations, has
been the same. It has always had the same God; the same Redeemer;
the same rule of faith and practice (the written Word of God, at least
from the time of Moses), the same promise of the presence and



guidance of the Spirit, the same pledge of perpetuity and triumph. To
them, therefore, the fact that the whole visible Church repeatedly
apostatized during the old economy—and that, not the people only,
but all the representatives of the Church, the priests, the Levites, and
the elders—is a decisive proof that the external, visible Church may
fatally err in matters of faith. No less decisive is the fact that the
whole Jewish Church and people, as a church and nation, rejected
Christ. He came to his own, and his own received him not. The vast
majority of the people, the chief priests, the scribes and the elders,
refused to recognize him as the Messiah. The Sanhedrim, the great
representative body of the Church at that time, pronounced him
worthy of death, and demanded his crucifixion. This, to Protestants,
is overwhelming proof that the Church may err.

Romanists, however, make such a difference between the Church
before and after the advent of Christ, that they do not admit the force
of this argument. That the Jewish Church erred, they say, is no proof
that the Christian Church can err. It will be necessary, therefore, to
show that according to the principles and admissions of Romanists
themselves, the Church has erred. It taught at one time what it
condemned at another, and what the Church of Rome now
condemns. To prove this, it will suffice to refer to two undeniable
examples.

It is to be borne in mind that by the Church, in this connection,
Romanists do not mean the true people of God; nor the body of
professing Christians; nor the majority of priests, or doctors of
divinity, but the episcopate. What the body of bishops of any age
teach, all Christians are bound to believe, because these bishops are
so guided by the Spirit as to be infallible in their teaching.

The Arian Apostasy

The first great historical fact inconsistent with this theory is, that the
great majority of the bishops, both of the Eastern and Western
Church, including the Pope of Rome, taught Arianism, which the



whole Church, both before and afterwards, condemned. The decision
of three hundred and eighty bishops at the Council of Nice, ratified
by the assent of the great majority of those who did not attend that
Council, is fairly taken as proof that the visible Church at that time
taught, as Rome now teaches, that the Son is consubstantial with the
Father. The fact that some dissented at the time, or that more soon
joined in that dissent; or, that in a few years, in the East, the
dissentients were in the majority, is not considered as invalidating
the decision of that Council as the decision of the Church; because a
majority of the bishops, as a body, were still in favor of the Nicene
doctrine. Then, by parity of reasoning, the decisions of the two
contemporary councils, one at Seleucia in the East, the other at
Ariminum in the West, including nearly eight hundred bishops,
ratified as those decisions were by the great majority of the bishops
of the whole Church (including Liberius, the bishop of Rome), must
be accepted as the teaching of the visible Church of that age. But
those decisions, according to the previous and subsequent judgment
of the Church, were heretical. It has been urged that the language
adopted by the Council of Ariminum admits of an orthodox
interpretation. In answer to this, it is enough to say, (1.) That it was
drawn up, proposed, and urged by the avowed opponents of the
Nicene Creed. (2.) That it was strenuously resisted by the advocates
of that creed, and renounced as soon as they gained the ascendency.
(3.) That Mr. Palmer himself admits that the Council repudiated the
word "consubstantial" as expressing the relation of the Son to the
Father. But this was the precise point in dispute between the
Orthodox and semi-Arians.

Ancients and moderns unite in testifying to the general prevalence of
Arianism at that time. Gregory Nazianzen says, "Nam si perpaucos
exceperis, ... omnes (pastores) tempori obsecuti sunt: hoc tantum
inter eos discriminis fuit, quod alii citius, alii serius in eam fraudem
inciderunt, atque, alii impietatis duces antistitesque se prabuerunt.”
Jerome says: "Ingemuit totus orbis terrarum, et Arianum se esse
miratus est." He also says:2 "Ecclesia non parietibus consistit, sed in
dogmatum veritate, Ecclesia ibi est ubi fides vera est. Ceterum ante



annos quindecim aut viginti parietes omnes hic ecclesiarum haeretici
(Ariani) possidebant, Ecclesia autem vera illic erat, ubi vera fides
erat." It is here asserted that the whole world had become Arian; and
that all the churches were in the possession of heretics. These
statements must be taken with due allowance. They nevertheless
prove that the great majority of the bishops had adopted the Arian,
or semi-Arian Creed. To the same effect Athanasius says: "Qua nunc
ecclesia libere Christum adorat? Si quidem ea, si pia est, periculo
subjacet?... Nam si alicubi pii et Christi studiosi (sunt autem ubique
tales permulti) illi itidem, ut Prophetze et magnus ille Elias,
absconduntur, ... et in speluncas et cavernas terra sese abstrudunt,
aut in solitudine aberrantes commorantur.”" Vincent of Lerins4 says:
"Arianorum venenum non jam portiunculam quamdam, sed pene
orbem totum contaminaverat, adeo ut prope cunctis Latini sermonis
episcopis partim vi partim fraude deceptis caligo queedam mentibus
effunderetur." To these ancient testimonies any number of
authorities from modern theologians might be added. We give only
the testimony of Dr. Jackson, one of the most distinguished
theologians of the Church of England: "After this defection of the
Romish Church in the bishop Liberius, the whole Roman empire was
overspread with Arianism."

Whatever doubt may exist as to details, the general fact of this
apostasy cannot be doubted. Through defection from the truth,
through the arts of the dominant party, through the influence of the
emperor, the great majority of the bishops did join in condemnation
of Athanasius, and in subscribing a formula of doctrine drawn up in
opposition to the Nicene Creed; a formula afterwards renounced and
condemned; a formula which the Bishop of Rome was banished for
two years for refusing to sign, and restored to his see when he
consented to subscribe. If, then, we apply to this case the same rules
which are applied to the decisions of the Nicene Council, it must be
admitted that the external Church apostatized as truly under
Constantius, as it professed the true faith under Constantine. If many
signed the Eusebian or Arian formula insincerely, so did many
hypocritically assent to the decrees of Nice. If many were overborne



by authority and fear in the one case, so they were in the other. If
many revoked their assent to Arianism, quite as many withdrew their
consent to the Athanasian doctrine.

The Romish Evasion of this Argument

In dealing with this undeniable fact, Romanists and Romanizers are
forced to abandon their principle. Their doctrine is that the external
Church cannot err, that the majority of the bishops living at any one
time cannot fail to teach the truth. But under the reign of the
Emperor Constantius, it is undeniable that the vast majority,
including the Bishop of Rome, did renounce the truth. But, says
Bellarmin, the Church continued and was conspicuous in
Athanasius, Hilary, Eusebius, and others. And Mr. Palmer, of Oxford
says,2 "The truth was preserved under even Arian bishops." But the
question is not, whether the truth shall be preserved and confessed
by the true children of God? but, whether any external, organized
body, and specially the Church of Rome, can err in its teaching?
Romanists cannot be allowed, merely to meet an emergency, to avail
themselves of the Protestant doctrine that the Church may consist of
scattered believers. It is true as Jerome teaches in the passage above
quoted, "Ubi fides vera est, ibi Ecclesia est." But that is our doctrine,
and not the doctrine of Rome. Protestants say with full confidence,
"Ecclesia manet et manebit." But whether in conspicuous glory as in
the time of David, or in scattered believers as in the days of Elias, is
not essential.

The Church of Rome rejects the Doctrines of Augustine

A second case in which the external church (and specially the Church
of Rome) has departed from what it had itself declared to be true, is
in the rejection of the doctrines known in history as Augustinian.
That the peculiar doctrines of Augustine, including the doctrine of
sinful corruption of nature derived from Adam, which is spiritual
death, and involves entire inability on the part of the sinner to
convert himself or to cooperate in his own regeneration; the



necessity of the certainly efficacious operation of divine grace; the
sovereignty of God in election and reprobation, and the certain
perseverance of the saints; were sanctioned by the whole Church,
and specially by the Church of Rome, cannot be disputed. The
eighteenth chapter of Wiggers' "Augustinianism and Pelagianism," is
headed, "The final adoption of the Augustinian system for all
Christendom by the third ecumenical council of Ephesus, A.D. 431."
It is not denied that many of the eastern bishops, perhaps the
majority of them, were secretly opposed to that system in its
essential features. All that is insisted upon is that the whole Church,
through what Romanists recognize as its official organs, gave its
sanction to Augustine's peculiar doctrines; and that so far as the
Latin Church is concerned this assent was not only for the time
general but cordial. It is no less certain that the Council of Trent,
while it condemned Pelagianism, and even the peculiar doctrine of
semi-Pelagians, who said that man began the work of conversion,
thus denying the necessity of preventing grace (gratia preveniens),
nevertheless repudiated the distinguishing doctrines of Augustine
and anathematized all who held them.

G. The Church of Rome now teaches Error

A fifth argument against the infallibility of the Church of Rome, is
that, that Church now teaches error. Of this there can be no
reasonable doubt, if the Scriptures be admitted as the standard of
judgment.

1. It is a monstrous error, contrary to the Bible, to its letter and spirit,
and shocking to the common sense of mankind, that the salvation of
men should be suspended on their acknowledging the Pope to be the
head of the Church in the world, or the vicar of Christ. This makes
salvation independent of faith and character. A man may be sincere
and intelligent in his faith in God and Christ, and perfectly
exemplary in his Christian life, yet if he does not acknowledge the
Pope, he must perish forever.



2. It is a grievous error, contrary to the express teachings of the
Bible, that the sacraments are the only channels of communicating to
men the benefits of redemption. In consequence of this false
assumption, Romanists teach that all who die unbaptized, even
infants, are lost.

3. It is a great error to teach as the Church of Rome does teach, that
the ministers of the gospel are priests; that the people have no access
to God or Christ, and cannot obtain the remission of sins or other
saving blessings, except through their intervention and by their
ministrations; that the priests have the power not only of declarative,
but of judicial and effective absolution, so that those and those only
whom they absolve stand acquitted at the bar of God. This was the
grand reason for the Reformation, which was a rebellion against this
priestly domination; a demand on the part of the people for the
liberty wherewith Christ had made them free,—the liberty to go
immediately to him with their sins and sorrows, and find relief
without the intervention or permission of any man who has no better
right of access than themselves.

4. The doctrine of the merit of good works as taught by Romanists is
another most prolific error. They hold that works done after
regeneration have real merit (meritum condigni), and that they are
the ground of the sinner's justification before God. They hold that a
man may do more than the law requires of him, and perform works
of supererogation, and thus obtain more merit than is necessary for
his own salvation and beatification. That this superfluous merit goes
into the treasury of the Church, and may be dispensed for the benefit
of others. On this ground indulgences are granted or sold, to take
effect not only in this life but in the life to come.

5. With this is connected the further error concerning Purgatory. The
Church of Rome teaches that those dying in the communion of the
Church, who have not in this life made full satisfaction for their sins,
or acquired sufficient merit to entitle them to admission into heaven,
do at death pass into a state of suffering, there to remain until due



satisfaction is made and proper purification is effected. There is no
necessary termination to this state of purgatory but the day of
judgment or the end of the world. It may last for a thousand or many
thousands of years. But Purgatory is under the power of the keys.
The sufferings of souls in that state may be alleviated or shortened by
the authorized ministers of the Church. There is no limit to the
power of men who are believed to hold the keys of heaven in their
hand, to shut and no man opens, and open and no man shuts. Of all
incredibilities the most incredible is that God would commit such
power as this, to weak, ignorant, and often wicked men.

6. The Romish Church teaches grievous error concerning the Lord's
Supper. It teaches, (1.) That when consecrated by the priest the
whole substance of the bread and the whole substance of the wine
are transmuted into the substance of the body and blood of Christ.
(2.) That as his body is inseparable from his soul and divinity, where
the one is there the other must be. The whole Christ, therefore, body,
soul, and divinity, is present in the consecrated wafer, which is to be
worshipped as Christ himself is worshipped. This is the reason why
the Church of England in her Homilies pronounces the service of the
Mass in the Romish Church idolatrous. (3.) That Church further
teaches that the body and blood of Christ thus locally and
substantially present in the Eucharist are offered as a true
propitiatory sacrifice for the forgiveness of sin, the application of
which is determined by the intention of the officiating priests.

7. Idolatry consists not only in the worship of false gods, but in the
worship of the true God by images. The second Commandment of the
Decalogue expressly forbids the bowing down to, or serving the
likeness of anything in heaven above or in the earth beneath. In the
Hebrew the words used are, ninnwin and Tay. In the Septuagint the
words are, o0 mpookvvnoelg adtoig, o0dE un Aatpevoeig aldtolg. In
the Vulgate it reads, "Non adorabis ea neque coles." The precise
thing, therefore, that is forbidden is that which the Church of Rome
permits and enjoins, namely, the use of images in religious worship,
prostration before them, and doing them reverence.



8. Another great error of the Church of Rome is the worship of saints
and angels, and especially of the Virgin Mary. It is not merely that
they are regarded as objects of reverence, but that the service
rendered them involves the ascription of divine attributes. They are
assumed to be everywhere present, able to hear and answer prayer,
to help and to save. They become the ground of confidence to the
people, and the objects of their religious affections. They are to them
precisely what the gods of the heathen were to the Greeks and
Romans.

Such are some of the errors taught by the Church of Rome, and they
prove that that Church instead of being infallible, is so corrupt that it
is the duty of the people of God to come out of it and to renounce its
fellowship.

H. The Recognition of an Infallible Church incompatible with either
Religious or Civil Liberty

A church which claims to be infallible, ipso facto, claims to be the
mistress of the world; and those who admit its infallibility, thereby
admit their entire subjection to its authority. It avails nothing to say
that this infallibility is limited to matters of faith and morals, for
under those heads is included the whole life of man, religious, moral,
domestic, social, and political.

A church which claims the right to decide what is true in doctrine
and obligatory in morals, and asserts the power to enforce
submission to its decisions on the pain of eternal perdition, leaves no
room for any other authority upon earth. In the presence of the
authority of God, every other disappears.

With the claim to infallibility is inseparably connected the claim to
pardon sin. The Church does not assume merely the right to declare
the conditions on which sin will be forgiven at the bar of God, but it
asserts that it has the prerogative to grant, or to withhold that
forgiveness. "Ego te absolvo," is the formula the Church puts into the



mouth of its priesthood. Those who receive that absolution are
saved; those whom the Church refuses to absolve must bear the
penalty of their offenses.

An infallible church is thus the only institute of salvation. All within
its pale are saved; all without it perish. Those only are in the Church
who believe what it teaches, who do what it commands, and are
subject to its officers, and especially its head, the Roman pontiff. Any
man, therefore, whom the Church excommunicates is thereby shut
out of the kingdom of heaven; any nation placed under its ban is not
only deprived of the consolations of religious services, but of the
necessary means of salvation.

If the Church be infallible, its authority is no less absolute in the
sphere of social and political life. It is immoral to contract or to
continue an unlawful marriage, to keep an unlawful oath, to enact
unjust laws, to obey a sovereign hostile to the Church. The Church,
therefore, has the right to dissolve marriages, to free men from the
obligations of their oaths, and citizens from their allegiance, to
abrogate civil laws, and to depose sovereigns. These prerogatives
have not only been claimed, but time and again exercised by the
Church of Rome. They all of right belong to that Church, if it be
infallible. As these claims are enforced by penalties involving the loss
of the soul, they cannot be resisted by those who admit the Church to
be infallible. It is obvious, therefore, that where this doctrine is held
there can be no liberty of opinion, no freedom of conscience, no civil
or political freedom. As the recent ecumenical Council of the Vatican
has decided that this infallibility is vested in the Pope, it is
henceforth a matter of faith with Romanists, that the Roman pontiff
is the absolute sovereign of the world. All men are bound, on the
penalty of eternal death, to believe what he declares to be true, and to
do whatever he decides is obligatory.



CHAPTER VI:

THE PROTESTANT RULE OF FAITH

§ 1. "Statement of the Doctrine"

All Protestants agree in teaching that "the word of God, as contained
in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, is the only
infallible rule of faith and practice."

In the Smalcald Articles, the Lutheran Church says: "Ex patrum—
verbis et factis non sunt exstruendi articuli fidei—Regulam autem
aliam habemus, ut videlicet verbum Dei condat articulos fidei et
praeterea nemo, ne angelus quidem." In the "Form of Concord,"2 it is
said: "Credimus, confitemur et docemus, unicam regulam et normam
secundum quam omnia dogmata omnesque doctores aestimari et
judicari oporteat, nullam omnino aliam esse, quam prophetica et
apostolica scripta cum V. tum N. Testamenti."

The symbols of the Reformed churches teach the same doctrine.
Confessio Helvetica, II. says: "In scriptura sancta habet universalis
Christi Ecclesia plenissime exposita, quaecunque pertinent cum ad
salvificam fidem, tum ad vitam Deo placentem.4 Non alium in causa
fidei judicem, quam ipsum Deum per Scripturas sacras
pronuntiantem, quid verum sit, quid falsum, quid sequendum sit
quidne fugiendum. Confessio Gallicana: Quum hac (SS.) sit omnis
veritatis summa, complectens quidquid ad cultum Dei et salutem
nostram requiritur, neque hominibus neque ipsis etiam angelis fas
esse dicimus quicquam ei verbo adjicere vel detrahere vel quicquam
prorsus in eo immutare." In the Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of
England,6 it is said: "Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary
to salvation: so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be
proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be
believed as an article of faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to
salvation." The Westminster Confession teaches: "Under the name of



Holy Scripture, or the Word of God written, are now contained all
the books of the Old and New Testament, which are these: etc.... All
which are given by inspiration of God, to be the rule of faith and life.
The whole counsel of God