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“Qur age is, in every sense of the word, the age of criticism,
and everything must submit to it. Religion, on the strength of its
sanctity, and law, on the strength of its majesty, try to withdraw
themselves from it; but by so doing they arouse just suspicions,
and cannot claim that sincere respect which reason pays to those
only who have been able to stand its free and open examination.”—
Kanr.



PREFACE

Ix the summers of 1902 and 1903 the author had the
privilege to deliver two courses of lectures before the Har-
vard Summer School of Theology, to ministers and students
for the ministry of many of our Protestant denominations.
Those who heard the lectures expressed profound interest in
them and earnestly solicited their speedy publication. These
are those lectures, but greatly enlarged, even to the extent
of additional chapters. It should also be said that the more
popular style of the lecture has been eliminated for the most
part, though in places not entirely, and a more technical and
formal treatment adopted.

The delay in their publication has been due to a com-
bination of hindrances. Without recounting them to the
reader, they yet constitute the author’s apology to his
original audience, which had the right to expect the book
at a much earlier date. In this connection he may say that
the second volume—the increasingly constructive part of
the work—is expected to appear in the early spring.

The author may not claim originality, in the strict sense
of the word, for this book. Still, the constructive idea is
his, the plan and process of the argument are his, thoughts
which are shared by others are independently his, and even
the thoughts which are not his by creation are yet his by
patient reflection in the course of wide study in philosophy
and theology. However, he has sought to write an effective
rather than an original book. His sources have been indi-
cated sufficiently, he trusts, either in the text or in footnotes.

The book is a mirror of the development of the author’s
own experience—a development, moreover, which has not
yet come to a close; a fact which is also mirrored in the

xi



xii PREFACE

book. He believes that a multitude of thoughtful men and
women are passing through an experience similar to his own;
and that a greater multitude will travel, with bleeding feet,
the same via dolorosa tomorrow and the day after. Itisa
pathetic and tragic, or inspiring and illuminating, spectacle,
according as one looks at it. Be that as it may, to all such
the author offers himself as fellow-pilgrim, not without some
hope that they may be a little less lonely for his comrade-
ship, a little less bewildered for his guidance, and a little
less sorrowful and discouraged for his own joy and hope.
At all events, he has said what he sees, as was his duty, in a
straightforward way, obedient to Robert Browning’s advice:
“Preach your truth; then let it work.” Hence the reader
will find no orthodoxy in this book under the mask of liber-
alism, and no liberalism under the mask of orthodoxy; but
yea is yea and nay is nay, under the firm conviction that
whatever is more than these cometh of evil. If the author
should sometimes hold back the truth for prudential reasons,
he does not see how his fellow-pilgrims could know when he
was telling what he believed to be the truth, and when he
was holding the truth back for reasons of policy.

Liberals will complain of the superfluousness of the
chapter on the dissolution of authority-religion. They will
say that such a standpoint has been long overcome. The
author admits that the battle has been fought and won as
regards the question of principle. But it is a fact that the
fruits of the victory have not yet been fully harvested. In
practice, authority-religion is in full force in all our denomi-
nations in some parts of the country, and in some of our
denominations in all parts of the country. The church’s
theological Christ still supplants the real Jesus of history,
whose spirit alone is the life of our spirit; sacraments instead
of the fellowship of Christian persons are set up as the media-
tion of salvation; and an external religion of historical occur-
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rences is substituted for the invisible impression made by
persons. The watchword, ¢Christianity is an historical re-
ligion,” is superficially true, but fundamentally false. It
means that Christianity is a religion of historical “facts”—
“redemptive facts,” Heilsthatsachen, they are called—not
so very many and not so very certain, neither so many nor so
certain as they used to be—whereas it is at bottom a religion
of spirit and of personality. It is not a religion of facts,
but of values; and values are timeless; that is, Christianity
is an eternal religion which is ¢n, but not of, the historical.
In the mystery of creative personalities, fructified, indeed,
by the stream of history, fountains are opened from which
higher values, unattainable by us men of ourselves, stream
forth from eternity into the human world. Personalities are
the channels of divine grace. Signs are not wanting that
this truth is beginning to dawn upon the bearers of the
authority cult. The author hopes to have contributed some-
what toward realizing in practice—especially in his own
denomination, the Baptist, where for long a Catholicizing
tendency has been subverting the basic principles of the
denomination—the triumph in principle of the religion of
persons and not of things, of freedom and not of external
authority, of ethical ideality and not of ecclesiastical force
or politics. He has but to add that the chapter in question
was written as it now stands before the appearance of Saba-
tier's posthumous work on the same subject; and he believes
that his briefer, more closely articulated discussion has a
mission.

Finally, the reader is referred to Introduction for exposi-
tion of the plan and purpose of this book.

G. B. F.

CHICAGO,
December 12, 1905.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1. T=ue title that would be given to the discussion which
herein follows would be different both in different periods of
history and in different ecclesiastical and doctrinal move-
ments in the present time. An apologist for Catholic
orthodoxy would name his work the infallible papacy, or use
some equivalent form of words; for Protestant orthodoxy,
the infallible Book, Christianity a revealed religion, the
deity of Christ, or some kindred terminology; for Christian
rationalism, the divinity of the innate ideas, or eternal truths
of reason which are the essence of Christianity, or, in
Locke’s phrase, the reasonableness of Christianity; for
liberal theology of the older type, the perfectibility of re-
vealed religion;' of the modern type, the absoluteness of
Christianity;* for those who accept the hypothesis of the
universality and endlessness of ‘‘becoming” and ‘“develop-
ment,” the finality of the Christian religion, as above, inas-
much as this caption frankly accentuates the issue as it lies
in the minds of most thinkers today.

2. Since the subject as worded by Catholic and Protestant
orthodoxy assumes the abstract transcendence of God, the
dualism between the human and the divine, and, conse-
quently, an apocalyptic revelation, it is manifest that the
orthodox treatment rests upon speculative presuppositions
which are now entirely discredited, and employs a method
of argumentation—namely, the passage from the divine to
the human, from the perfection of the revelation to the per-

1. g., KRUG, Briefe uber die Perfectibilitat dcr geoffenbarten Religion.
2 E. g., TROELTSCH, Die Absolutheit des Christenthums.

3



4 TaE FinarviTy oF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

fection of the religion, from authority to experience—which
is not accorded validity in the modern world. This would
seem to be a sufficient justification for abandoning orthodox
titles for our book. But the titles of rationalism, with its
deistic externality, its unverifiable passage from the innate-
ness to the divinity of the essential Christian conceptions,
and especially its insensibility to the psychological and his-
torical origin of all the so-called innate ideas, are quite as
little in harmony with our present convictions of immanence
and growth. The word * perfectibility’ expresses, as some-
thing to be established, what the subsequent discussion
assumes, that is, the constant modification and development
of Christianity. Thus, it is the obverse side' of our treat-
ment and, as such, is correspondingly appropriate as the
title of this work. Against the use of the word ‘“absolute”
it may be urged that the validity and content of the term
are anew under debate. In the old apologetics the word
signified “detachedness” from all conditions of otherwise
human process and occurrence. From the point of view
then in vogue one could thus consistently speak of “Chris-
tianity as the absolute revelation;” for revelation was defined
as a kind of unhistorical miraculous supernaturalism, and
Christianity was thought of as revelation rather than religion.
But according to a later scientific terminology, ‘“absoluteness”
came to signify that Christianity, as compared with the
relative truths of other religions, is the absolutely perfect
form of religion. This signification of the expression has
its source in modern evolutionism, especially in Hegel’s phi-
losophy. But since the expression is retained both by those
who accept—e. g., Troeltsch—and those who reject—e. g.,
Kaftan—these presuppositions, it easily contains something
vague and indefinite—as, indeed, is the case with these very

1 Perfectibility " assumes finality and proves progress; *‘finality'’ assumes
progress and proves ultimateness.
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thinkers themselves, who use the word with significantly dif-
ferent nuances; Kaftan, as a rule, having in mind “revela-
tion”’ when he uses it; Troeltsch, “religion.” The fact that
Ritschl inveighed against further use at all of the word has
had its weight:

The absolute! how queer that sounds! T still faintly
remember that T too busied myself with the word in the days of my
youth when the Hegelian terminology threatened to draw me also
into its vortex. That was long ago. In a measure the word has
grown strange to me. I found that there was no far-reaching
thought in it.!

According to this, the word would seem to point to heights
that are either too dizzy or too barren for human experience,
and on this account the tendency grew up to discard it from the
vocabulary of scientific and reflective thought. In view of
these general remarks, it may now be said that it is inadmis-
sible to use the expression, in connection with our subject, in
the old apologetic sense of “unrelatedness,” of Losgeldstheit,
as the Germans happily say, since in that sense there is no
recognition of the historicalness and consequent relativity of
Christianity, which is the very conception that gives sting
and interest to the problem under consideration; but also
that, needless as it would be to choose a title that is repellent
to many from the outset, it does not follow that we may not
properly interchange the word with “finality,” when it is
understood beforehand that we use it in the general signifi-
cation it has come to have in the current discussion of this
subject. Usage has already made the term to include—not
forgetting the nuances referred to above—(1) the horizon
of universal religious history; (2) the recognition of all non-
Christian religions as relative truths; and (3) the appre-
ciation of Christianity as that form of religion which rounds
out these relative truths to the “absolute.” But this third
1 RITSCHL, Theologie und Metaphysik, 2d ed., p. 18,
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statement already points to the significance of the title which
I have chosen: The Finality of the Christian Religion. The
word ‘“finality” is used not so much in the sense of the Latin
finis as in that of the Greek 7eMos, 7. e., final not as last, but
as the perfect, the consummate, or, last because perfect. Is
Christianity the ultimate religion? The word, unlike ‘“abso-
luteness,” suggests no thought of the “unrelated,” the “un-
become;” rather it has no meaning save in relation to the
conceptions of development, continuity, history, on account
of which our problem in its present form has emerged. It
is for this reason that its superior appropriateness to those
other titles is evident.

8. Further support of this title will be informally involved
in the exposition of the nature of the problem, to which we
now pass. The problem is due to the method and results of
historical science in the field of religious phenomena, to the
recognition of the principles of development, and to themodern
evolutionistic metaphysics of the ‘“absolute.” The religio-
historical method employed by the science of comparative
religion puts, a priori, Christianity on a stage with other
religions and strips it of its character as unique religion. It
investigates, for example, the kinship between any given
Christian phenomenon and the parallel phenomenon in other
religions, and determines what ‘“moments” Christianity has
borrowed from other religions. Formerly, the finality of the
Christian religion was based upon its isolatedness and singu-
larity. But, from the point of view of comparative religion,
the very fact that Christianity is an historical religion
involves its relationship and interaction with other religions,
as against its supposed isolatedness; and the fact that it has
drawn thoughts and ideas and values from other religions
raises doubt as to its supposed singularity. Will the study
of the various religions yield the scientific conclusion that
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Christianity is the absolutely perfect religion, or, perhaps,
that up to the present time it is but the relatively highest
among the religions? Will historical science sustain our
traditional assurance that Christianity is not one religion
among many, but, as Harnack maintains, ¢he religion,
ultimate and incomparable? Again: development, the
working hypothesis of the science of religion, is believed to
be a valid concept when applied to humanity as a whole.
Humanity is forever progressing. In that case, is Jesus
final, or may some new Master arise in the evolutionary
development of the race who shall supersede Him, as He
superseded Moses, for example? If Christian experience
is to be referred to the historical personality of Jesus, it
would appear that the finality of Christianity is dependent
upon the finality of Jesus. But can Christianity be bound to
an historical, therefore relative, personality of the distant
past, and yet continue to be the ideal religion of our forever-
advancing humanity?' Even granting that the finality of
the Christian religion is not indissolubly connected with the
finality of its Founder,’ can it be shown—as in that case it
must needs be shown—that the adaptability of the Christian
religion, originating as it did in comparatively simple rela-
tionships, is equal to the inconceivable complexity of the
future of humanity, and that its ideality will remain ascend-
ant, no matter what the moral elevation to which the race

1%Can we say that the influence, the spirit, the principle, whatever we may call
it, which was first expressed in the life of Christ, is really universal? Can we say
that it has shown itself able to overcome or to assimilate all other influences, and
that it is certain to do so still more in the future? . . . . Has Christianity been only
one force among others, struggling with them in such a way that the result is like a
mechanical resultant which cannot specially be attributed to cither of the conflicting
elements? Or has the action of these upon it always produced a reaction, like the
reaction of a living being upon an environment suited to it, so that thenew element
was taken up into it, and made the means to the development of a higher life?"—
E. CAIrD in New World, Vol. VI (1897), p. 12.

2 There is valid objection to the word ** Founder," since sects, not religions, are
“founded.” This will be taken up in a much later connection.
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may mount? This would be tantamount to showing that
the Christian type of religion, and this alone, has inner right
in the spiritual development of the race, that this type of
religion is an inalienable constituent of human nature, or,
in Tertullian’s words, mens humana naturaliter Christiana.
But when we pass on to philosophy, we are told that the
category of development is applicable not merely to the study
of religion, not merely to human history in general, but to
Reality as a whole. Our mode-philosophy preaches to us
that there is nothing static, nothing fixed, nothing final, but
that mutation and process characterize all that is; nay, that
it belongs to the very nature of the ‘“absolute” to grow.
Can Christianity, then, be final? Thus it has come about
that our religion, with a Master and a message which claim
to be the same yesterday, today, and forever, is summoned
before the judgment seat of a progressive humanity, like all
other professed finalities, and that the human heart, with its
tumultuous experiences, is querying whether there be, amid
the flux, some Eternal Rock whereon it can find strength
and stay and rest.

From this description of our task, it appears that our
discussion belongs under the head of apologetics. 1t is the
business of apologetics, first, to vindicate the religious view
of the world and judgment of life against anti-religious con-
ceptions; secondly, to support the superior content of the
Christian religion to that of the pre-Christian and extra-Chris-
tian religions; thirdly, to adduce the reasons for believing that
Christianity is the ultimate religion. System requires that
this task should be accomplished in the order here indicated.
But I am not now concerned with systematic apologetics,
and need therefore devote but incidental treatment to the
first and second part of this program, as auxiliary to my
main purpose. My purpose is to disengage the third part
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from the others and devote to it an orderly, but not an
apologetically formal, examination from the point of view of
modern culture. Our inquiry is, as was set forth a moment
ago, whether we may regard “Christian” as the permanent
adjective by which we must define the growing ideal of
humanity; whether, as Goethe puts it in his wonderful tale,
the Fisherman’s hut can widen into the temple of the
Universe.

It is manifest that a discussion of this problem involves
a close definition of the essential spirit of Christianity. The
nature of Christianity has been revealed in two historic
forms: religion of authority, and religion of the spirit,’ or of
freedom, or of personality, or of the moral consciousness of
man. Our first duty is to trace the rise, development, and dis-
integration of Christianity as authority-religion ; our second is
to define Christianity as religion of the spirit, with a view to
determining whether the highest spirit of the modern world
can and will in the long run call itself Christian. But religion
of the spirit is opposed by Naturalism on the one hand, as
by authority-religion on the other. The treatment will
accordingly fall into two sections: the first destructive,
being a criticism of supernaturalism and naturalism; the
second constructive. To be sure, there will also be a pre-
liminary chapter upon the history of the treatment of the
subject up to the modern standpoint, reserving, however,
contemporaneous discussion for fuller examination under
our constructive endeavor.

4. Quite as controversial as the main subject itself is the
method by which the problem is attacked. Both the religio-
historical’ and the dogmatic or normative® methods have
their able representatives. Is the judgment, “Christianity

1 This was written befors Sabatier’s book with this title appeared. See my
preface.
2 E. g., Troeltsch. 3E. g, Kaftan.
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is the final religion,” a judgment of existence, or is it a
judgment of value ? Must the criterion as to which religion
is the more worthful, which has claim to unique validity, be
borrowed from one’s own judgment; that is, from a judgment
which has been Christianly formed ? If so, it is not a
scientific judgment, but an affair of faith. If the judgment
in question be religio-historical —that is, scientific—it may
indeed have universal validity, but it is not ‘‘absolute;” if
it be a value-judgment, it may be absolute for him who
enacts it indeed, but cannot on that account claim universal
validity. 'While the position of this work is that both the
methods in question are indispensable to the fulfilment
of our task—the religio-historical to determine what the
reality is in whose finality we are interested, the normative
to evaluate that reality—the ultimate decision of the matter
is an affair of faith rather than of empirical science, and is
therefore the prerogative of the normative method. But it is
just on this account that it is necessary to show that a value-
judgment may also have universal validity. Inasmuch as
this question of method, however, is an integral part of the
constructive task, the consideration of the steps by which
one may come to approve a certain religion as the best must
be postponed rather than treated at length in an introduec-
tion. But this brief reference to plan and method may
satisfy the preliminary need of the reader. He will perceive
that my question is not primarily that of the passing and
the permanent in Christianity, but, rather, whether there be
any permanent or not. Supposing the difficult task of dis-
tinguishing between form and substance, principle and phe-
nomena, spirit and manifestation, has been accomplished,
there still remains the question as to whether the finality of
the essential nature of Christianity can be maintained.

5. Among current problems in theology this is one of the
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most serious and important. Professor Kaftan says' that
Christianity stands or falls with its conviction that it has
the perfect knowledge of God, so far as that knowledge is
attainable for men who dwell upon the earth. Recently,
reviewing Harnack’s Das Wesen des Christenthums, he again
declares that no one of the great forms of Christianity which
have successively arisen in the church has ever been shaken in
its conviction of the ‘“absolute” importance and significance
of Christianity. ‘‘Each one of these forms,” he says in so
many words, “has built in one way or another on the Deity of
Christ . . . . through Him the Eternal God has become a
fact in the history of humanity.”” With this faith Chris-
tianity stands or falls, not indeed for the individual, but as
concerns its existence and duration in history. And Her-
mann agrees with Kaftan’s grave judgment. To the very
nature of Christianity, he says, belongs the conviction that it
contains the real truth for all men; as Christians we have the
conviction that the essence of religion is expressed perfectly
in Christianity, and in Christianity alone. ‘Jesus brought
into history an absolutum,” he declares. Jesus is not simply
prophet, for a prophecy can continue without the prophet.
But Jesus is redeemer, and redemption cannot exist dis-
sociated from the redeemer. Jesus stands not simply upon
the summit of humanity, but over against humanity; and,
consequently, Christianity is not the climax of religious
development, but stands over against religion, as a redeemer
over against the redeemed. So, in substance, Hermann.
And when Troeltsch, dominated in his theological thinking
by the ideas of evolution and of historical relativity, doubts
all this, Hermann, like Kaftan, replies that it is a question
of the life and death of Christianity, and that if the con-
sistent thinker (they do not think that Troeltsch is consistent)

1Dogmatik, p. 24. 2 Christliche Welt, 1902, No. 14,
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comes to occupy the position of Troeltsch, he will not stop
there, but go on to the naturalistic monism of Haeckel. These,
not to mention Fairbairn' and others, are great and represen-
tative theologians, and their words may reinforce our sense of
the seriousness of the situation. At all events, significance
must be attached to the unanimity with which apologists
assert that Christianity as a fellowship of believing Chris-
tians stands and falls with the confession of the revelation
of the living God through Jesus Christ, and thus with the
certainty of its own absoluteness and supernaturalness, much
as we may hesitate with regard to the demonstrative value
of the assertion.

6. The justification for our undertaking this debate is a
consideration to which attention must be given at some length
in these introductory remarks, inasmuch as objections will
doubtless be urged against both the substance and the stand-
point of the discussion.

a) In our time of interrogation of every belief which
solicits our adhesion, of the shaking of everything that
can be shaken in order that those things which cannot
be shaken may be seen to abide, the looming up of our
question was only a question of time. The scientific impulse
has awakened among us, as it has among every healthy
and intellectual people; and those who are called to
realize this impulse feel themselves under the conscientious
obligation, on behalf of truth and without regard to con-
ventions, fears, or prejudices, to make everything an object
of investigation which can be an object of human knowl-
edge. After its long examination of nature, science is now
ordering all history before its judgment seat. As science
requires the whole region of nature, even that concerning
which the Sacred Scriptures have expressed opinion, so does

1 Philosophy of the Christian Religion (last part).
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it enter the whole region of history, even that in which the
Christian revelation has been unfolded. Science also judges -
every form of cognition and thought; even that which was
valid at the time of the bearers of the revelation, and which
determined their own thought and discourse. And science
knows no other law than its own and no other authority than
truth. Thus it was inevitable that our question should
arise, after the whole region which we call Christianity was
inundated. The waters of criticism show no consideration
for values, but follow, like inundations, their own laws. This
inevitability of the onward march of science is itself a
vindication of the right to raise our question.

b) But it is expected as well that the discussion shall be of
real service to the modern religious interest. For one thing,
it should contribute toward the formation of a theological
conscience which will insist upon scientific honesty and
consistency in dealing anew with the most difficult and
‘“dangerous’ questions. Alms from othersciences is no honor
to theology and is no need of religion. The true theologian
will not extend pity toward Christianity with its claim to
absoluteness or finality, as one sometimes does to an old
man in his dotage. Instead of holding Christianity to be a
senile affair, dependent upon forbearance, the theologian
must approach his religion with the most scientific exaction
in virtue of his own strong confidence in its living power.
If the result of his scientific reflection should be the conviction
that no theory can retire the abstract possibility that Chris-
tianity may be surpassed somewhere, sometime, through a still
profounder disclosure of the supreme Reality, it would but
strengthen all of us in the invaluable work of rendering to
science the things that are science’s and to God the things
that are God’s. It would then appear as never before that
the Christianity with which science with its genetic method
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has to do is not the whole of Christianity, any more than
the light with which optics has to do is the whole of light.
And the confession of the theologian that he is not com-
petent with the instruments at his disposal to adduce scien-
tific proof of the finality of the Christian religion in obedi-
ence to the demands of the church, only disappoints and
even irritates the ““intellectualists” indeed, yet may very well
turn out to the furtherance of the gospel. Theological
science now recognizes the limits of its capacity, as does
every other science. We no longer believe that science,
even though it be theological, is in a position to solve the
supreme questions and riddles of human life. Into the
mystery of religion and of Christianity it is not able to
penetrate.

But, for another thing, a critical examination of our
problems may fairly be expected to render, in one particular,
a much-needed service to the ministry. After generous
allowance has been made for exceptions—and this should,
indeed, be generous—the ministry,in matters where science
has the right to adjudicate, is too sure where science doubts.
Veraciousness of character, the sense for truth, verity and
purity of personal conviction,' courage and power of dispo-
sition—these are the great desiderata of the ministry in
modern culture, and these qualities can be developed and
matured, in the case of many, by encouraging them to face,

10f the situation in England, J. Allanson Picton writes as follows: * The real
reason for moral failures in education is that we have ceased to believe in the old
creeds, and have not the moral courage to acknowledge it to ourselves. Or, if we
acknowledge it to ourselves, our case is still worse, for we maintain a lying pretense
before others, Teachers are compelled to recite formally, as though they believed
them, Bible stories and professions of faith which both intellect and conscience
reject. . . . . Preachers delude themselves and their hearers with ingenious
sophistries such as in the market would incur a charge of obtaining money under
false pretenses. And yet, amid this mephitic atmosphere of falsehood, we expect that
loyalty of soul, and truth in the inward parts, and simplicity of character shall
flourish. Surely the time has come when lies and hypocrisy should be swept ont
from the Temple of the Lord. For these choke prayer and make worship almost a
blasphemy,”
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at the cost of honest pain, the scientific doubt as to the
finality and indispensableness of our Christian faith.! Tt is
in this connection that I may anticipate the opposition to
the following critical dissolution of Christianity as an author-
ity-religion. First, in Harald Hoffding’s somewhat keen
remark:

To make religion a problem may be offensive to many. But
thought, where it is once awakened, must have the right to investi-
gate everything, and only thought itself can draw the bounds to
thought. Who else should do this? He who has espied no
problem has naturally no reason to think; but such a one has no
reason to keep others from thinking. Whoever fears the loss of
his spiritual house of refuge, let him keep away. No one wishes to
rob a poor man of his only lamb—then the poor man may not need-
lessly drive it along the crowded thoroughfare, and demand that
traffic shall stop on his account. Moreover, experience shows that
it is the rams rather than the lambs which loudly proclaim, in
season and especially out of season, that they are offended and
scandalized. Itisnot so much the really spiritually poor as it is the
obstinate and blustering ecclesiasts who raise such a clamor when
free inquiry enters upon its rights to bestir itself in the religious,
as in every other region.?

Secondly, it must be borne in mind that the retirement
in principle of Christianity as authority-religion has been
brought about by no single individual. Partly, the soil and
climate to which this type of our religion was indigenous
have changed, and it is on this account that it is ceasing to
survive there, and not because it has been logically refuted ; just
as Apollo and Minerva have perished, not through logical refu-
tation, but through the modification of the human conscious-
ness out of which these ideas sprang. Partly, again, the

14Tt is absolutely necessary that the future preacher live through in his own
experience the whole critical inquiry, historical and dogmatic, that he epitomize in
himself the crisis of the times, in order that he may mature that personal convic-
tion which will enable him to say: ‘This is mine, this have I conquered for my-
self.” Thus study has a profound ethico-religious significance.”’—A. SCEWEITZEER.

2 Religionsphilosophie, pp. 2 f.
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retirement of authority-religion has been brought about by a
process of immanent criticism carried on by our religion itself
in the course of its history. Alien criticism on the part of any
single individual could be estopped; but the religion’s own
self-criticism is structural, and therefore irresistible. With
the addition of but little of my own, I follow docilely along the
track of this criticism as it has been objectively consummated
in the course of the centuries, and attempt simply to harvest
the results. Thirdly, the retirement of Christianity as author-
ity-religion is the negative side of the work of a return to
the religion of Jesus, which was the religion of freedom, of
the spirit. The ultimate test of truth with him was neither
authority nor speculation, but experience. For him life was
the criterion of life. Nothing is farther from the truth than to
say that he grounded his glad message of the kingdom of God
on external authority. Nothing so little corresponds to his
procedure as a compulsory dogma. Jesus’ grounds of faith are
all without exception of a moral kind. He even said that a
moral word from Moses was worth more as evidential value
in his gospel than if one should rise from the dead. His
reasons are not hostile to Reason, but to the dormant will, to
the antagonisms of the flesh. With the freedom of a prophet,
and not with the servility of a Pharisee, his whole attitude
to authority lends the most reassuring support to the modern
struggle for the autonomy of the human spirit as against its
heteronomy, whether the principle of that heteronomy be
declared to be the Church or the Book. Fourthly, it is
because we have been leaning more upon the historical
guarantees of faith which authority proffers, than upon the
ever-living God, that every critical question begets disquie-
tudeand rancor in theclergy; for it is precisely such guarantees
upon which the corrosive work of criticism is felt. Moreover,
until we relinquish our authority-religion in actual practice
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there will be a continuance of this religious alarm, which is
always a characteristic mark of an age which has become
partly sensitive, partly fatigued and faith-weak. Fifthly, it
may be indicated, finally—what will be apparent later—that
Christianity as an authority-religion is based upon the old
static view of reality, a Weltanschauung which is now an
overcome standpoint; and that Christianity as primarily a
religion of freedom, of the will, of the moral consciousness,
belongs to the new view of reality as process, becoming,
development.

These considerations are enumerated to justify to the
ministry the first negative section of this book, even though
it involves a retirement of clericalism —a retirement in which
ministers themselves should rejoice.

One thing in particular should be borne in mind. The
section devoted to authority-religion is rather the history of
the logical than of the historical criticism of the subject. It
is this circumstance which must explain the absence of any
setting forth of the relative justification of the authoritative
tradition and institution of the past when viewed against the
background of the history which produced them and which
they in turn served. Historical ecriticism would be thus
appreciative. But logical criticism is concerned, not with
the historical value of the system of authority, but with its
inner consistency and with its truth from the standpoint of
the modern view of the world and judgment of life. Thus
the fulfilment of my task precludes an expression of the
veneration and valuation which I accord to the system of
religious control, with its pedagogic urgency upon historic
life. Due attention to this limitation of method in compassing
my end will save from misunderstanding and hostility.

To be sure, in all these remarks I have not pushed the
liberty to criticise authority-religion to its full extreme.
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Were I to do so, I should have to point out that the task of
science is neither to quiet nor to disquiet; nor is it its task
to serve ecclesiastical preference or complacency—the time
has gone by when science was constituted a handmaid of
the church—but to give honor to the truth. There is a
courage of truth which deserves recognition because it is
the fulfilment of a duty. Of all things, religion is not served
by unveraciousness, to which, moreover, the diplomatic veiling
of the truth belongs.

From intelligent laymen I anticipate less trouble. But
of three things they, too, should be assured. First, “I have
never desired, nor do I now desire, to disturb the contentment
or the faith of anyone. But where these are already shaken,
I desire to point out the direction in which I believe a firmer
soil is to be found.”' Secondly, there are historical situa-
tions, and the present is one of them, when an unsettled faith
is not an unmitigated evil. It belongs to that experience in
which one makes the transition from tutelage to one’s major-
ity, from passive dependence upon tradition, in which one
simply has faith in another’s faith, to the active organization
of convictions of one’s own. Faith is not simply a gift, it is
also a task. Thus, it is not simply the amount that one be-
lieves, but it is how one comes by his belief, and what one
does with 1t, that is decisive of character, even as to have
eked the merest livelihood out of inhospitable Scotch hills
may be both cause and effect of more human virility than to
have laid up much goods for many years from more produc-
tive climes. Our age is not one in which faith can bulk
large. But, as it is not the amount that one gives that
makes one a true giver, so it is not the quantity that one
believes that makes one a true believer. The main thing is
one’s interior attitude to the world and to life, and not the

1With StraUSS, The Old Faith and the New, pp. 9f.
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quantum of the credal output. Thirdly, much spiritual
distress will be averted if one will but learn to distinguish
between what is cause and what is effect in religion. Psy-
chologically considered, we have a series of subjective psy-
chic states which we call religion: feeling and need, fear and
hope, enthusiasm and resignation, joy and sorrow. There is
also a series of objective doctrinal traditions and religious
institutions which are likewise called religion, authority-
religion. Now, in which is the essence of religion—in the
subjective religiosity, or in the historical objective elements?
Psychological and historical investigation yields the conclu-
sion that it is in the former. Religion in the peculiar sense
of the word is a state of the human subject. The objective
historical doctrinal traditions and institutions are not pri-
marily cause, but effect; are never end in themselves, but
only means to the end of expressing and arousing subjec-
tive religious life in the soul. An objective historical re-
ligion lives only so long as it finds confessors. The service
to the reader of the subsequent criticism of the stability of
authority-religion will depend largely upon the attention
which he bestows upon these introductory observations.!

7. If the subsequent discussion in its negation of authority-
religion may fail, because of its destructive mission, to win
the sympathy of clericalism at the one extreme, the raethod
and conclusion of its construction in the section devoted to

1*“We live in a time of transition. There is a lack of harmony between our
faith and our knowledge and life. To bring free knowledge and the free unfolding of
life into harmony with that which is of most worth, is an inescapable task. This task
may not be accomplished in the way of speculation and of construction. A new type
of life must be formed which does not fear criticism, nor express its freedom by
mocking its fetters, but, with glad confidence, expresses its deepest experiences in
a ‘Psalm of Life.’ So long as such a type of life is not reached, many men will
suffer injury in their souls—now cleaving with diseased overtension to something
which does not harmonize with their personal life or with the requirements of
intellectual homesty; now allowing their secret anxiety to drive them to fanatical
hatred toward those who do not believe as they do; now becoming hyper-critical
and blasé; and now consumed in restless reflection. It is not said that those who
receive groatest injury also suffer greatest pain.”’ —HOFFDING, op. cit., pp. 310, 341,
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the religion of personality may very well count upon opposi-
tion from the side of naturalism at the other extreme. Nat-
uralism allows room only for demonstrable knowledge, not
for personal conviction; for existential judgments, not for
judgments of worth. To be sure, the witness of history
would probably support the opinion that in scientific candor
and thoroughness naturalism is superior to clericalism. And,
indeed, it has its elements of truth to which it owes its spread
and popularity. Briefly said, they lie in the energetic effort
to protect the right of the objective world against our petty
human overstrained subjectivity. Its recognition of the
great orders pervading the whole cosmos as well as human
existence, and its emphasis of inexorable objective fact over
against subjective desires, form the inalienable kernel of
truth of this view of the world, which must be honored,
moreover, from the Christian side also. One can even say
that its manifest endeavor after the unvarnished truth is a
genuinely Christian feature, and, as the development of
natural science proves, has flowered out directly on the soil
of Christian civilization. The error of naturalism, like that
of materialism, consists in its approach to the denial of spirit
—in the degree in which it ignores the importance which
the thinking subject with its activities necessarily has for the
apprehension of the single object as well as for the construc-
tion of the whole view of the world. And it is but of a piece
with this when naturalism denies the naturalistic underiva-
bility of personality. A consideration of this point, which
would lead us too far afield for an introduction, is a prime
matter for discussion in a later connection.

So far as our subject is concerned, naturalism is in the
right in holding that Christianity as an historical reality is,
like every other religion, an object of religio-historical in-
quiry. And it is right also in maintaining that there is no
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other method for the investigation of Christianity than the
general historico-critical method, and that no other qualities
are necessary in the investigator than those required by
religio-historical investigation in general. But naturalism
errs in refusing to recognize that the historical investigation
of Christianity, like every historical science, has its limits
precisely at the points where the divinatory creative word or
the value-judgment of the investigator becomes necessary in
order to the vivification of the material which has been aggre-
gated in an objectively critical way ; and that this is especially
true of the investigation of the history of Jesus and of the
apostolic or prophetic Christians of all times. In a word,
naturalism, clinging too closely to natural science and mathe-
matics in its study of the human, fails to do justice to the
whole of the human, and hence to the Christianly human.
Thus if clericalism be false by excess, naturalism is false by
defect; and after we have gone the full length with natural-
ism, the question must still be raised whether the last word
concerning single personalities, as concerning historic Chris-
tianity as a whole, must not be metahistorical —a word, there-
fore, which the scientific method is not competent to utter.
Furthermore, while its criticism of an external revelation as
defined by clericalism is doubtless well taken, naturalism
fails to recognize at anything like its true worth the idea of
an inner, ethico-religious revelation.

But perhaps the limits of naturalism may be best indi-
cated by taking a special case. I refer to the old question
of the sinlessness of Jesus, or, positively expressed, the
religio-ethical perfection of Jesus. The religious need is
thought to require its affirmation, since it is believed that
he could not have been mediator between God and man, had
he lacked this perfection. This leads to the familiar con-
struction that Jesus is the embodiment of the ideal of
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humanity. Now, naturalism rightly points out that the
total data of the inner and outer life of Jesus are not in our
possession, and that therefore our judgment in reference to
the matter is founded on a basis inadequate to satisfy the
demands of the scientific conscience. But it overlooks the
main point, namely, that the criterion of what is sinful and
what is sinless does not have its origin in science as con-
strued by naturalism, and cannot be employed by naturalism
without admitting a world of values of which by hypothesis
it knows nothing. Naturalism thus can neither affirm nor
deny sinlessness. But on that account it cannot consist-
ently oppose another judgment on the data which springs
from other sides of the human spirit than the merely theo-
retical. But enough has been said to indicate our purpose
to decline to accept uncritically the naturalistic conception
of development and immanence, as also its contention that
natural science is the whole of science, and that the natural-
science method can disclose the whole of reality.

To recapitulate: After a chapter containing the history
of thought on the subject, the discussion is divided into
two parts: ‘‘Authority-Religion (= Supernaturalism) and
Naturalism,” and “The Finality of Christianity and the
Idea of Development.” In the first part the rise, develop-
ment, and disintegration of Christianity as authority-religion
are traced; also, the history and critique of naturalism are
summarized. In the second part the constructive task is
attacked. To this end the respective merits of the dogmatic
and the religio-historical methods are examined. Finally,
in the light of the mystery and underivability of personality,
on the one hand, and of evolution, on the other, the problem
of the book is discussed.



CHAPTER II
HISTORICAL SURVEY

THE old form of the new controversy was called, by a
title more appropriate than any other, the perfectibility
of revealed religion. And it seems advisable to introduce
the discussion of the new controversy by an outline history
of the old.

Is revelation progressive? From the point of view of
antecedent probability opinion has divided. Since revelation
had its origin in the Most Perfect of all beings, the position
that it was perfectible was in contradiction with the concept
of revelation and amounted to a defamation of its origin.
So one party said. But since revelation was divine instrue-
tion of an imperfect, developing human being, the idea of
the perfectibility of revelation seems to be the truer one.
So the other party said. And this party could urge, as a
presumption in support of its contention, the perfectibility
of an earlier revelation by a later in the relation of the New
Testament to the Old. If the Old Testament required to
be completed by the New, is there any antecedent improba-
bility that the New Testament itself needed to be supple-
mented by new revelations still ?

Is the New Testament revelation capable of still further
perfecting? That was the old problem. In favor of the
finality of the revelation, it was urged that it was such to
the Christian consciousness; to the latter, it was the last,
highest, definitive. The thesis was also supported by an
appeal to the New Testament itself. It taught that the advent
of Christ was practically the end of the world—an end post-
poned for a little, that all peoples might know of his arrival,

23
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and be invited to faith. Before Christ all was preparatory;
he is fulfilment. Beyond what was given to humanity in
his person and doctrine, since the fulness of the Godhead
dwelt bodily in him,' nothing objectively higher could be
given—no further objective progress in revelation was pos-
sible. Inall the future there can be only subjective progress
in the appropriation of what was proffered in Christ. Those
who thus defended the finality of revelation quoted the great
words of Ephesians: “Till we all attain unto the unity of
the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a
full-grown man, unto the measure of the stature of the ful-
ness of Christ.”?

But the party of the perfectibility of the Christian
religion could quote Scripture also. It was thought that
the author of the fourth gospel somewhat transformed and
added to what was delivered by Jesus; that he drew upon the
Alexandrian philosophy for this purpose; and that he sought
to protect these additions from the reproach of falsification
by saying that Christ himself pointed to a subsequent ob-
jective development® of his teachings—not denying that
Christ would still be the principle of this development.
Jesus had been far from able to communicate all truth to
his disciples, on account of their slow power of comprehen-
sion. When he tried to tell them of deeper things, they
did not catch his meaning. He had to leave such matters
to the Paraklete,” who should be sent on his own departure,
and who would make clear to the disciples the things that
Jesus had said and they had not grasped. The Paraklete
would also set forth new truth.®

Now, it was to these Johannean passages concerning the
Paraklete that appeal was made by those who maintained

1Col. 2:9. 2Eph. 4:13. 3 John 16: 14,
4John 16:12, 5John 14:26. ¢ John 16:13; cf. note 3.
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the legitimacy and necessity of an objective perfectibility of
the religion founded by Jesus.

One first of all thinks of the Montanists in this con-
nection. They distinguished four ages of the church: the
period of natural religion or the innate idea of God; the
period of the law and the prophets, or the Childhood of the
Church; the period of the gospel, or the Youth of the
Church; and, lastly, that of Montanus, or the period of the
Paraklete, that is, the ripe Manhood of the Church. The
rule of Faith, indeed, remained unchanged and incapable of
improvement. Further developments would be mainly dis-
ciplinary, though theoretical disclosures were not excluded.
Itis from Tertullian,’ “On the Veiling of Virgins,” that we
gain most information on this point:

The rule of faith, indeed, is altogether one, alone immovable
and irreformable; the rule, to wit, of believing in one only God
omnipotent, the Creator of the Universe, and his Son Jesus
Christ. . . .. This law of faith being constant, the other succeed-
ing points of discipline and conversation admit the novelty of cor-
rection; the grace of God, to wit, operating and advancing even to
the end. For what kind of (supposition) is it, that, while the devil
is always operating and adding daily to the ingenuities of iniquity,
the work of God should either have ceased, or else have desisted
from advancing? whereas the reason why the Lord sent the Para-
klete was, that, since mediocrity was unable to take in all things
at once, discipline should, little by little, be directed and ordained,
and carried on to perfection by that Vicar of the Lord, the Holy
Spirit. . ... What then is the Paraklete’s administrative office
but this . ... the advancement toward ¢the better things”
(Eccles. 3:1)? Nothing is without stages of growth. Look how
creation advances little by little to fructification. . . .. So, too,
righteousness — for the God of Righteousness and of creation is
the same — was first in a rudimentary state, having a natural fear
of God: from that stage it advanced, through the law and the

1The Ante-Nicene Fathers,Vol.IV, pp. 27f. Tertullian, eccentric and rigtoristic,
identified himself with Montanism about 201 or 202 A. D., and became one of its most
energetic and influential advocates.
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prophets, to infancy; from that stage it passed, through the
gospel, to the fervour of Youth; now, through the Paraklete, it is
settling into maturity.

Again, in his “On the Resurrection of the Flesh,”" Ter-
tullian writes:

Almighty God, by pouring out his spirit in these last days (i.e.,
in Montanism) hath reanimated men’s faltering faith; and cleared
from all obscurity and equivocation the ancient scriptures of both

God’s testaments by the clear logic of their (sacred) words and
meanings.

He goes on to say that God has now dispersed all the per-
plexities of the past through ‘“‘the new prophecy, which de-
scended in copious streams from the Paraklete.”

This is the first instance of a theory of development which
agsumes an advance beyond the New Testament and the
Christianity of the apostles. No criticism is offered here,
but the reader is reminded that the theory jeopardizes the
“gufficiency of Scripture,” a consideration of which Tertul-
lian does not seem to have been aware. The Catholic
church rejected this attempt at a further development of
Christian revelation; but not the general theory, as her prin-
ciple of tradition, for example, shows. On the contrary, she
applied it.* Moreover, according to Catholic doctrine, the

1The Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. III, p. 594,

2 VINCENT of Lérium in his “A Commonitory,” chap. xxiii, says: ‘* But some one
will say perhaps, Shall there, then, be no progress in Christ’s church? Certainly,
all possible progress. For what being is there, so envious of men, so full of hatred
to God, who would seek to forbid it? Yet on condition that it be real progress, not
alteration of the faith., For progress requires that the subject be enlarged in itself,
alteration that it be transformed into something else. The intelligence, then, the
knowledge, the wisdom, as well of individuals as of all, as well of one man as of the
whole church, ought, in the course of ages and centuries, to increase and make much
and vigorous progress; but yet only in its own kind; that is to say, in the same doe-
trine, in the same sense, and in the same meaning.” In anapt and beautiful figure
Vincent proceeds to compare the growth of religion in the soul to the growth of the
body, which, though in process of years it is developed and attains its full size, yet
remains still the same. (The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, Vol, XI,
pp. 147 1.)



HisToRICAL SURVEY 27

Holy Spirit continues to work in the church, and to develop
doctrine and institution.

But in the later Middle Ages this Catholic development
of Christianity came more and more to be recognized as dis-
figuration; hence in a part of the Franciscan order there
grew up an Enfhusiasm similar to the old Montanism. As
compared with the profligacy and pride of the clergy, the
poverty of the mendicant orders seemed alone to be the per-
fect life. Thus once again three ages of the church were dis-
tinguished: the carnal life till Christ; the half-carnal, half-
spiritual, till the time of the mendicant orders; finally, the
purely spiritual age founded by St. Benedict and brought
to full development by Franciscans, especially Joachim,
With the full dawn of the age of the Spirit, which Joachim
expected in the year 1260, the institutions of the second
period—church, papacy, Monasticism, humanity of Christ,
sacraments—would vanish as to form and abide only as to
their innermost content. The Spirit of itself alone will
work immediately and inwardly. Instead of the outer his-
torical gospel, there will be the efernal gospel, whose
essence is precisely immediacy, freedom from all letter.
In his eloquent way, Joachim declared that, as the splendor
of the sun is to that of the stars and the moon, as the most
holy place is to the forecourt and sanctuary, as spirit to
letter, as law in the heart to that on tables of stone, so was
the new eternal gospel to that of the Old and New Testa-
ments. The latter, therefore, is annulled by the former—
the three ages are those of the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit. In the last age all figurative knowledge
ceases, and the truth of the two Testaments appears
unveiled.?

1KARL MULLER, Kirchengeschichte, Vol. I, p. 579.

2Tn this connection appeal was made to 1 Cor. 13:9 f.
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While it cannot be denied that both the Montanistic and
the Franciscan theory of development were a protest against
a false externality and static finality of religion, and an
attempt toward a return to a true internality, yet the form of
this supposed new revelation was fantastic, and the content
was of an enthusiastic, ascetic character. Moreover, what
was mainly an objectionable content was brought to light by
this supposed continuation of the Holy Spirit in ecclesias-
tical régimes, namely, illumination, independent of and
transcending the written Word of God. According to
Luther, it was this that the two extremes, orthodox Catholi-
cism and enthusiasm, had in common. The Reformers were
of the opinion that nothing was to be gained by further new
revelation. They believed that any further development of
Christianity could consist only in a return to its original
pure form in biblical Christianity—a return which, accord-
ing to extremists, amounted to a duplicated and copied apos-
tolic church.

Thus the fountain of divine revelation which flowed
steadily on in the Catholic church had been drained from
the Protestant point of view, and its living water was stand-
ing in the vessel of Sacred Scripture. Later the dogma of
ingpiration was elaborated in minute detail; the Bible eo ipso
was divinely revealed; the primitive form of the manifesta-
tion of the Christian life and doctrine was normative for all
subsequent time; modern Christians, as compared with first
Christians, were assigned second rank; and to live a Chris-
tian life was to imitate Christ much as the real copied the
world of ideas in primitive Platonism. Let the new age and
the new man be a duplicate of primitive Christianity—and
80 ecclesiastical Protestantism petrified, judaized, external-

14rt, Smalcald., VIII, 4: “Quid quod etiam Papatus simpliciter est merus
enthusiasmus, quo Papa gloritur, omnia jura esse in scrinio sui pectoris, et quidqnid
ipse in ecclesia sua sentit et jubet, id spiritum et justum esse, etiamsi supra et contra
scripturum et vocale aliquid statuat et praecipiat.”
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ized! Thus in the seventeenth century ecclesiastical Protes-
tantism vied with Roman Catholicism in identifying a
definite historical form of the manifestation of Christianity
with its abiding essence." This identification of the two, of
Christianity’s spiritual essence with a given historical mani-
festation, is none the less a perversion of the proper relation
between the two, because it was partly due to opposition to a
one-sided independentism which tended to dissolve the con-
nection between the essential and the historical.

But it was by this one-sided independentism that further
development was effected. On account of the stationariness
referred to above, demand at length arose—nor could it fail
to arise—to uncover (using again the former figure) another
living fountain, which should be all the more free and copi-
ous, albeit it was not quite pure Christianity that flowed
from it. This new fountain, in opposition to orthodoxy, was
the human spirit’s own self-reflection, self-exploration. In
many ways the stage of knowledge at which the biblical
writers lived was transcended. First, in secular matters, in
astronomical and geographical knowledge, and the like.
But, secondly—so it was set forth by Baumgarten, Semler,
and others, in Germany, and by early deists in England—
the religious views and teachings of biblical authors depend
in a measure upon the character of their secular knowledge.

1Instoad of Protestantism freely developing by means of the friction of its
various confessions, on the one hand, and its conflict with Socinianism and Armin-
ianism—i. e., initial rationalism— on the other hand, it narrowed itself all the more
into a rigid finality, and became a spiritless, formal thing, an obstinate, controver-
sial theology which failed only in speculative ability and ecclesiastical solidity of
perfect similarity to medimval scholasticism. Toward the end of the seventeenth
century Pietism (Spener) was an effort to rejuvenate religion petrified in the
strait-jacket of orthodoxy. But, founded on feeling for the most part, without solid
scientific basis, dominated by scrupulosity and illiberality in the practical life,
Pietism was not qualified to consummate the reformation.

It was not until the second half of the eighteenth century that a new period of
development was ushered in by the reawakened philological and historico-eritical
investigation —the impulse to which originated not from within, but from withont
the church, from new movements of the human spirit and new historical situations.
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Therefore, if the latter required and was capable of rectifi-
cation and perfectibility, it could not be otherwise with the
former. In order for God to have given to the authors of
the Old and New Testaments perfect religious concepts, he
would have had to transform their other ideas, the rest
of their knowledge, and thereby he would have contravened
the law of his operations, discernible everywhere, namely,
the law of successivity. These reflections were put forth
by Semler, who, consequently, found in biblical revelation
only the beginning of the true knowledge of God, capable of
progressive perfectibility, 7. e., development.

Lessing, in his Erzichung des DMenschengeschlechts,'
revived the Montanistic comparison of the various periods of
revelation with the various stages of human life:* the Old
Testament period to Childhood, the New to Youth, the age
of reason to Manhood. He defended the Old Testament
against deistioc attacks on the ground that its employment of
rewards and punishments was characterized by the pedagogic
wisdom with which a parent deals with a child. But he also
held that the Old Testament was an elementary book beyond
which the race had passed. According to Lessing, the New
Testament was only a better book of the same kind, teaching
the doctrine of immortality and future retribution, for exam-

1**Education of the Human Race.”

21t is remarkable that in Lessing’s day the theologian Teller independently
returned to the same old mode of treating the subject; for, according to Teller,
Christianity has passed through several stages: a first and necessary child-age of
unconditioned faith; a second age of rational Christianity, for which the apostles
afford the starting-point, which, however, afterward stopped half-way and misled
many to unbelief; from these two, by means of progressive illumination —for man
can never bas too much enlightenod — the third stage of full knowledge and saving
virtue was developed, a standpoint of manliness and majority which yet acknowl-
edges the merits of the two antecedent epochs. Teller was not a deist, for he did not
seek to pass back from the historical and positive to the natural, and did not seek,
in that which precedes, historical revelation and development, but he permitted
revelation to emerge through the historical process itself——and the above three
stages of revelation are the form which his idea of the perfectibility of Christianity
assumes. I may add that Teller’s attention to the general subject is attributed by
him to the scattered thoughts relating to the subject in Semler’s writings.
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ple, on which the Old Testament was silent, though the
latter revealed the unity of God. But as the Old Testament
had been outgrown, so also would the New Testament be —
not merely formally, by the transformation of revealed propo-
sitions into truths of reason, but also materially, by the dis-
covery of nobler incentives to virtue than the future rewards
offered in the New Testament. In connection with this
latter he found in the medimval idea of an eternal gospel
more than mere enthusiasm (Schwdrmerer). It will come,
it will surely come, the time of consummation, when man,
his understanding more and more convinced of an ever
better future, will yet not have to borrow from that future
the motive to conduct; when he will do the good because it
is the good, not because arbitrary rewards are promised
which shall rivet and strengthen his inconstant gaze —the
inner reward is better. It will surely come, the time of the
new, eternal gospel, which was promised us in the elemen-
tary books of the New Covenant. Perhaps certain enthusiasts
of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries had received a ray
of this new, eternal gospel, and erred only in announcing its
dawn so near. Perhaps their threefold age of the world was
not such an empty vagary, when they taught that the New
Covenant must become as antiquated as the Old had become.'

The German Krug® also wrote letters on the perfectibility
of the Christian religion. The Christian religion as con-
tained in the New Testament documents one cannot honor
absolutely, he contended, as the ne plus ultra of religious and
moral knowledge, without doing violence thereby to reason
and even to Scripture itself; but one must accord to this
religion necessity and capacity for further development.

1 Die Erziehung des Menschengeschlechts, secs. 85-88. See LESSING'S Werke, Vol
XII, pp. 368 {f.

2 Briefe 1ber die Perfectibilitdt der geoffenbarten Religion, pp. 10-83. Sce alq.o
FLATT, Ideen einer Perfectibilitit der gottlichen Offenbarung, and TIEFTRUNK, Die
Religion der Mindigen.
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And this not merely in the sense that the New Testament is
to be more perfectly appropriated subjectively, both theoreti-
cally and practically, by the individual Christian and by
Christianity in its entirety, but alsoin the sense that the sum
of religious and moral knowledge laid down in the New Tes-
tament can and must be rectified objectively by means of
further human reflection. According to Krug, there are both
historical and philosophical reasons for this: philosophical,
because an absolutely perfect revelation is not possible, and,
if possible, would not be useful. Even Deity can communi-
cate no absolutely perfect knowledge to man, because it
must else transform a finite spirit into an infinite, or vio-
lently hinder it from using communicated knowledge anew
in order to the attainment of higher insight. Therefore, the
concept of the absolute perfectibility of revealed religion
contains a contradiction in itself; a knowledge communicated
at a given point of time cannot be absolutely perfect. More-
over, that the communication of an unimprovable revelation,
its possibility assumed, would yet not conform to the end of
all religion, particularly the Christian, is easily shown. If
instruction is to bring true help, it must be given according
to the capacity of the scholar; consequently, it must pro-
gress step by step with the scholar, as his capacities and
knowledge gradually develop. Had Jesus really intended
to establish a perfect and inviolable religious norm for all
time—and here the philosophical reasons pass over into the
historical-—he would have had to set forth his teachings
differently from what he did; not merely popularly and
occasionally as he did, but also, at least to his most trusted
disciples, as a definite and unified doctrinal formula. Add
to this—so Krug continues—that the apostles increased in
knowledge after the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, and that
the Scriptures require criticism, and you have pure proof
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that Jesus did not intend to set up a final, unchangeable
religious theory—could not and would not. He was
appointed by God to give the human spirit only the first
impulse, as it were, to start it in further investigation con-
cerning religious and moral objects.

It is at this point that the German Ammon' took up the
line of development. Ammon conceived this perfectibility
of Christianity more definitely as the development of Chris-
tianity into world-religion. He deals with the transforma-
tions which it had to experience in its transition from
exclusively Jewish soil to pagan, in its contact with Greek
philosophy and German racial character, and the like. He
urges that Christianity, even in its Protestant form, is by no
means the same as the primitive Christianity of Christ. In
all these changes he found progress to greater freedom, and
he defined the task of the times in reference to Christianity
to be the exalting of the ideal in Christianity more and
more above the real and empirical, which hitherto had been
made the main thing. Not the religion, but its doctrinal
character, was changed thereby.’

With Schleiermacher reflection returns from the finality
of the religion to the perfection of its Founder, as set forth
in his discussion of the Person of Christ—the only dogma,
in fact, which Schleiermacher’s Glauberslehre (dogmatics)
contains. Aside from this dogma, there may be, indeed,
valuable philosophy in his doctrine of God and of the world,
and inestimable critical contribution in his dissolution of
ecclesiastical doctrinal formulations; but the really positive
side of his work consists in what he elaborates concerning
the Person of Christ. It would not be too much to say,
indeed, that Schleiermacher’s Christology is the last attempt,

1Die Fortbildung des Christenthums zur Weltreligion, Vol. II, Part 2, pp. 221 I,
Ammon was a critical Kantian.
2Ibid. See also preface to Vol. I, pp. viii f.
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worthy of note, to make the ecclesiastical Christ acceptable
to the spirit of the modern world. And though at this point
our historical survey threatens to encroach upon the subse-
quent main body of our work, a brief reproduction of
Schleiermacher’s thought must here be given.

Sec. 91 of his Glaubenslehre, being translated, is as
follows:

We have communion with God only in such a living communion
with the Redeemer as that wherein his free activity displays his
absolutely sinless perfection and blessedness. . . . .

And sec. 93:

Since the self-activity of the new collective life! is originally in
the Redeemer and issues from him alone, he as historical individual
must be at the same time archetypal, 7. e., the archetypal must be
completely historical in him, and every historical moment? of the
same must contain the archetypal.

As previously indicated, the writings hitherto under
review gave free expressions concerning the perfectibility of
revealed religion. But what precisely was to be understood
as included under perfectibility was left in obscurity. It
seemed to be the New Testament revelation in general. But,
as said already, we have now come to a time when thought
began to be directed to the consciousness of Christ. Is
Christ’s consciousness that beyond which it is impossible to
pass? It is in the discussion of this question that the
powerful influence of Schleiermacher came to be felt. He
urged the Urbildlichkeit, consequently the Unibertreff-
barkeit,?® of Christ. But Schleiermacher limited this Urbild-
lichkett to the religious region, to the God-consciousness of

11, e., the Christian community.

20f course, Schleiermacher uses *‘moment’ here in its philosophical significa-
tion. Perhaps I should add that the ** archetypicalness ™ (Urbildlichkeit) of Christ
in Schleiermacher’s system takes the place of ‘‘deity’ of Christ in orthodoxy, and
of Vorbild, *“type,” *“model,” *‘ example,”” in rationalism.

3 Unsurpassableness.”
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Christ, in order to head off the assumption that by means
of the Urbildlichkeit attributed to him he must have excelled
in all the knowledge and capability which have been other-
wise developed in human society. This position leaves room
for the rectification of (if need be), and the advancement
upon, Christ’s views concerning nature and history, and also
for progress in the adaptability of means in order to the
actualization of his sentiments in the world. Schleiermacher
further held—agreeing at this point with Hegel—that in
matters religious the popular form of Christ’s teachings and
life can and should be surpassed. But this is only to tran-
scend the temporal manifestation, not the essence, of his
religion. Those temporal, and therefore limited, forms were
not competent to embody the essence fully. Hence the
more these forms were shattered and better ones put in their
place, the more the essence would be exhibited in its origi-
nal purity and Urbildlichkeit.

With Urbildlichkeit Schleiermacher also affirmed the
sinlessness of Jesus; that is, he identified the personified
archetypal perfection of the historical person of Jesus with
the idea (Idee) of sinless perfection. The Person of Christ
is the actualization of the idea of human kind as such in its
pure ideality. It is in this connection that we have Schleier-
macher’s famous regress from the work of Christ to his
Person, or from the energy and constancy of God-conscious-
ness in the Christian community to the essential sinlessness

- (Unsiidlichkeit) and archetypal religious perfection of
Christ. Schleiermacher apprehends the historical person
of Jesus immediately as itself the personified idea of Chris-
tianity, and then passes from the human perfection of Jesus
to his absoluteness. One might formulate Schleiermacher’s
procedure as follows: Given Jesus as a full and real human
being—as against the church’s Christ with an abbreviated
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humanity; required to appropriate in a rational way those
characteristics from the church’s Christ which are necessary
if he is to continue to be our divine redeemer and arche-
type. This absoluteness, as set forth in Schleiermacher’s
Christology, is the last thread which fastens the modern to
the old-church apprehension. But this is not the place to
show that Schleiermacher’s “Redeemer’’ was not the “God-
man” of the church, nor was he the historical Jesus of
modern science—much as it is due to Schleiermacher that
for the nonce Christ was viewed as a man in the full sense
of the word, as modern culture demanded, and yet as divine
Redeemer, object of faith and worship for all time, as tradi-
tional piety desired. Historical ecriticism has corroded
Schleiermacher’s portrait of the Christ quite as thoroughly
as his criticism disintegrated in principle the ecclesiastical
portrait. Henceforth, critical elaboration of the historical
life of Jesus is to be the test of the dogma of the Person of
Christ. Schleiermacher’s Christ is as little a real man as is
the Christ of the church; critical examination of the gospel
brings us no nearer to Schleiermacher’s Christ than it does
to the church’s Christ.!

But instead of thus anticipating, let us turn rather to
Hegel’s conception of the absoluteness of Christianity.
Listening to many voices out of the past, and especially to
Schelling out of the present, Hegel attempted, among other
things, a speculative reproduction of the dogmas of the
church. With these, and especially with Schelling, he sought
to show how the Christian religion is related to the idea of
divine immanence in the world. The Hegelian speculation
combined two ideas which apparently exclude each other—

18till it is the imperishable merit of Schleiermacher to have made for our cen-
tury the christological problem a specifically religious problem. His exposition of
the doctrine of Christ’s Person in secs. 93 ff. of his Glaubenslehre, where he says
that “‘die stetige Kraftigkeit seines Gottesbewusstseins, welche ein eigentlichers
Sein Gottes in ihm war,” is perhaps his most abiding contribution to theology.
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“absolute” and “process.” In the history of thought it
had been the custom to conjoin “absolute” and *‘substance,”
“absolute’’ and ‘““person,” ‘“‘absolute’ and “principle;” but
modern speculation has given us “absolute process.” But
that which is in process is spirit, and the essence of the
absolute spirit is idea, thought. It is in the finite spirit
that God arrives at a consciousness of himself,' first in
unclear feeling, then in idea where the thought is still
restricted to sensible pictures and images—i. e., religion in
the form of popular metaphysics or of dogmas—finally in
thought. In philosophy and religion there is the same con-
tent: the unity of the absolute and the finite spirit. But
Christianity is the religion in which this process of unifica-
tion has attained its consummation, and is therefore the
absolute religion—especially at the stage in which it is
constructed into the absolute philosophy, which is Hegel’s.
The dogmas of the church are converted into metaphysical
concepts. Thus the Hegelian philosophy looked for the truth
of religion in logical and metaphysical categories rather
than in the facts and experiences of feeling (Schleiermacher),
and in volition (Kant). Corresponding to the centrality of
the dogma of the incarnation of the divine Logos in Chris-
tianity, we have the culmination of the self-actualization of
spirit in humanity.?

1In HEGEL'S Phenomenologie—e. g., pp. 14, 15, 24 —his point is plainly this:
The absolute is essentially resultant, is what it is, in fact, first at the end, and its
nature consists in its self-becoming. The self-consciousness of the absolute Spirit
is religion. Religion is the divine Spirit’s knowledge of itself through the medil-;-
tion of the finite spirit. Thus—so one might conclude —religion in the last analysis
is not an affair of man, but it is essentially the supreme determination of the absolnte
Idee itself, so far as it has to finitize itself in order to become knowledge of its own
self through this finitization.

2That Pfieiderer’s system deviates from, and in some ways is independent of,
Hegol's, may be seen from the following: *‘As there is no essential relation between
these metaphysical ideas and the person of Jesus, he is made arbitrarily, as anyone
else might have been, an illustration and example of absolute idea to which he
stands in no more intimate relation than the rest of the human raco; wh.ereby the
special historical importance of the originator of the Christian community, and of
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Finally Strauss appears upon the scene. Taking up
Schleiermacher’s Christology, he urges that from the stand-
point of modern science valid considerations may be adduced
against it. For one thing, it is hard to draw the line between
what does and what does not belong to religion, in the claims
of Jesus. The imperfection of his other knowledge—
knowledge physical, metaphysical, historical —his faith in
angels, demons, in a heaven above and a hell below—these
views could not be held by Jesus, so Strauss thinks, without
their exercising a corrupting influence even on what was
peculiarly religious in his experience. For another thing,
the ideality of Jesus for mankind in all time and space is
impossible on the grounds of the particularity and historical
conditionateness of Jesus as a man living in a given time
and place. Furthermore, the sinlessness of Jesus is not
only historically undemonstrable in the nature of the case,
but inconsistent with the position, indispensable to the Chris-
tian faith, that Jesus was a true and real man who passed
through a true and real human development.’ As against
Hegel, Hegelian that he was, he maintained that the distinc-
tion between an essence that would be something other than
the totality of its phenomena is illogical; and consequently
the prerogative of being ne plus ultra for all time must be
denied every historical personality without exception. *The
idea,” he says, thinking of Hegel, ‘“‘does not shake out its
full content in a single exemplar!” While Hegel in his
Phenomenologie had professed his belief in the absoluteness
of Christianity, he had also taught that the Christian spirit
is only one form of the manifestation of the absolute spirit.

the first model of its religious and moral life, is not only left without explanation,
but is lost altogether—a result which not only does violence to the religious con-
sciousness, but is unsatisfactory to historical science.””— PFLEIDERER, Introduction
to STrAUSS, Life of Jesus, p. xviii.

1See * Der Christas des Glaubens und der Jesus der Geschichte: Eine Kritik
des Schleiermacher’schen Lebens Jesn,’ in Vol. V of STRAUSS’S Gesamimelte Schriften.
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But in that case the absolute spirit could have like forms of
manifestation after Christianity as well as before it. That
such will not be the case dare not be assumed, Strauss said,
but must be proved —proved “better than Hegel has done
in his self- and system-contradictory designation of Chris-
tianity as the absolute religion.”

Logically, Strauss closes the discussion of the problem
in its old form. In 1871 he published the sad testament of
his final thought, his last book, The Old Faith and the New.
There Strauss exhibited Christianity in the form created by
traditional dogma. Confounding Christian religion and
ecclesiastical dogma—or, better, in oblivion to Christianity
as religion of the spirit, of freedom and personality, treating
the Christian religion as coincident with ecclesiastical
authority-religion—he raised the question: “Are we still
Christians ?”” and answered it in the negative.'

And, as we shall see, if Strauss was right in his idea of
Christianity, he was also right in his answer.

In recent years the problem has been revived in theologi-
cal Germany, where the writings and addresses upon the
many phases of the subject, both scientific and religious,
have been characterized by unusual intensity of feeling and
breadth of scholarship. This revival of the discussion is
due to the embarrassment into which apologetic theology
has been precipitated by the aggression of religio-historical
inquiry and the obtrusion of the religio-historical method
into its work. That inquiry has stimulated a desire on the
part of many for a new religion adapted to raze the decaying
structure of the old faith. Others think that they have
found a substitute for Christianity in Brahminism, or

1“My conviction, therefore, is, if we would not evade difficulties or put forced
constructions upon them, if we would have our yea, yea, and our nay, nay; in short,
if we would speak as honest, upright men, we must acknowledge we are no longer
Christians.”—The Old Faith and the New, p. 107.
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Buddhism, or “theosophical religion,” or similar forma-
tions.

More important still, professional teachers of the church
in Germany declare that, as the result of the religio-histori-
cal labor of our time, the claim of Christianity to be the
absolute, the true, the final religion, unsurpassable and in-
comparable, is open to grave doubt. They compare Jesus,
subsuming him under the category of ‘“religious personal-
ity,” with all other geniuses of religious history. They
apply the laws of religious development—laws discovered
elsewhere—to Christianity and to the history of the reli-
gious life mirrored in the Bible. And they conclude that all
history is flux, is movement, development, and that religious
history presents the picture of an incessant process of purifi-
cation. Hence the claim of Christianity to be the climax and
close of all is to be at least re-examined ; all the more so since
every religion claims to rest on revelation, self-communication
of Deity. Moreover, the culture of a country and age pro-
foundly affects the religious life indigenous thereto. Per-
haps, then, our modern cultural epoch also requires a new
religion, or at all events a radical reformation of Christianity.

Thus questions crowd anew upon German scholars. The
work of religious history is disquieting. A weakening fear
whether Christianity is the religion and Christ the one
Savior, beside whom there is none other, has taken posses-
sion of men’s souls.

Two ways of resolving the difficulty have suggested
themselves to the bearers of the religious interests of Ger-
many. The one is to contest the right of religious history
in theology. It is more in accord with strength of faith
and Christian self-certainty to say that Christianity is self-
dependent, and must be understood out of itself, 7. e., from
the standpoint of Christianity. What Christianity, consid-
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ered as religion, signifies to our hearts, is independent of
the religious historian, if not inaccessible to him. Not
assailing the element of truth in this consideration, others
see—and see rightly—that it yet does not follow that the
theologian concerned with putting Christianity into right
relations with the phenomena of our sciences and our civili-
zations may be indifferent to the facts of religious history
simply because they are embarrassing to his presuppositions.
It would seemto amount to a practical surrender of the
universal validity of Christianity, in the very moment of its
theoretical defense, to conceive thus that it is not possible,
with a good conscience, to hold to the superiority of the
Christian religion to all others over and against the simple
facts of religious history. It is only the unenviable pre-
rogative of the Catholic church to close its eyes in this
manner to those apologetic problems and burdens which
God in his providence has laid athwart our path.

But more heroic German scholarship has supported
another way of approaching the difficulty. May we, per-
haps, be able to forego the claim to the absoluteness of
Christianity, and thus escape the whole problem? Can we
not simply grant that Christ is one beside others, or, rather,
primus inter pares; that “Christianity is the most vigorous,
most concentrated, revelation of religious energy, among all
religious upheavals” ?' Do we thus sacrifice anything essen-
tial to Christianity, or do we not thus do justice to its
peculiarity which we cannot forego?

As a matter of fact, we come here to the kernel of the
question. Everything depends upon the meaning of the
absoluteness? or finality which we would vindicate to Chris-

1TROELTSCH, op. cit., p. 17,

2Tt was the fashion a generation or two ago among Unitarians to describo
Christianity as the ‘“‘absolute religion,” on the foundation of the ancient command-
ments interpreted in their universal sense as love to God and love to man. So
Theodore Parker, e. g., contended.
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tianity, of the necessary presupposition of the Christian faith
in Christ in this connection; depends also upon what way we
would secure to the results of religious history their rights
in the matter. So the representatives of this second stand-
point urge. In the constructive part of the present work
the influence of their great debate will be detected by the
well-informed theologian on every page, where arguments
are reproduced and weighed, and an independent position,
related now negatively, now positively, to their discussion,
is reached, but not without grateful obligation to their learn-
ing and leadership.

A brief statement of the literary output of that debate
may be of service to the reader. Professor Ernst Troeltsch,
of Heidelberg, is the central figure and has shown most
interest in the right of religio-historical work, as the title of
his book indicates: Die Absolutheit des Christenthums und
die Religionsgeschichte.! He broached the subject in his
previous writings: “Die christliche Weltanschauung und
die Gregenstromungen,” “Die Selbstandigkeit der Religion,”
and ‘‘Geschichte und Metaphysik.”* In the beginning of
his development, Troeltsch was ready to grant with a good
degree of confidence a Sonderstellung—1. e., a place by itself
and apart—to Christianity in the total phenomenon of reli-
gion; but, pressed by his opponents, especially by Professor
Julius Kaftan, of Berlin, in his articles ““Die Selbstandigkeit
des Christenthums,” and *“Erwiderung: (1) Die Methode;
(2) Der Supernaturalismus,”* he was subsequently on the
point of abandoning the concept of absoluteness as “dog-
matic.” Nevertheless, he is now inclined again to maintain,
and to seek to prove, that Christianity is the absolute religion.®

1Tabingen und Leipzig, 1902, 2Zeitschrift fiar Theologie und Kirche, 1893-94.
31Ibid., 1893-96, and 1898. 4Ibid., 1896 and 1898.

5 Theologischer Jahresbericht, Vol. XVIII, p. 510; Theologische Arbeiten des
Rheinischen wissenschaftlichen Prediger-Vereins, N. F., Vol. No. 4, p. 103.
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This fluctuation indicates the conscientiousness of the investi-
gator who is ready to revise his position ever anew. It may
also illustrate perhaps that one allows himself to be driven
too far afield from connection with the collective Christian
consciousness, when one alienates from Christianity its char-
acter as absolute religion reposing on revelation. It would
seem to be due to this feeling that other opponents have
arisen against Troeltsch; e. g., Reischle,' “Historische und
dogmatische Methode;” Traub,’ ““ Die religionsgeschichtliche
Methode und systematische Theologie,” and Wobbermin,®
“Das Verhaltnis der Theologie zur modernen Wissenschaft
und ihre Stellung im Gesamtrahmen der Wissenschaft.”*
Mention should be made of the important discussions by
Professor Harnack,® in his Die Aufgabe der theologischen
Facultaten und die allgemeine Religionsgeschichte;® Nieber-
gall, Ueber die Absolutheit des Christenthums;’ Heinrici,
Diirfen wir noch Christen bletben?® Adolf Jilicher, Moderne
Meinungsverschiedenheiten dber Methode, Aufgaben und
Ziele der Kirchengeschichte,® and Thmels, Die Selbstandig-
keit der Dogmatik gegenitber der Religionsphilosophie.
With the exception of Julicher, these, from different stand-
points, are, with varying decisiveness, opponents of Troeltsch

in the controversy.

1 Theologische Rundschaw, 1901.

2 Zeitschrift filr Theologie und Kirche, 1901, 3 Ibid.

¢ Rocently, Theologische Arbeiten der Rheinischen wissenschaftlichen Prediger-
Vereins, N. F., No. 5.

5In criticism of Harnack, J. ESTLIN CARPENTER, in Christianity and the
Religions of the World, p. 107, writes: * It is claimed for Jesus that he is nct
one master among many, but the Master; his religion is ‘the religion,’ or, as
one might say, religion itself, final and complete. If this plea be preferrcd
as a reason for neglecting the study of other great manifestations of tha
religious consciousness, because India or China can teach us nothing . ... ifit
means that we are to turn our backs on Plato and ignore Wordsworth, it must be
disowned. If it implicitly afirms that no seer to come may rise to still greater
heights of insight or character, once more it must be rejected, for one cannot
employ the achievements of the past to limit the possibilities of the future.

¢ Giessen, 1901, 7Tabingen und Leipzig, 1900 8 Leipzig, 1901.

9 Erlangen und Leipzig, 1901.
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Troeltsch’s own contention may be summarily reproduced
as follows: In chap. 1 he sets out with the question of
the origin of the theory of the absoluteness of Christianity.
Christianity has been drawn into the stream of religious
evolution by modern historical science. Therefore effort is
made to safeguard the normative validity of Christianity as
the perfect actualization of the concept of religion or as the
“absolute religion.”” Thus the evolutionistic apologetics, as
presented from different sides by Schleiermacher and Hegel,
is closely related to the orthodox-supernatural apologetics.
Chap. 2 gives a critique of this construction of Christianity
as absolute religion. The basic concept is erroneous: a
universal concept of religion is exalted to norm or ideal, and
treated at the same time as impelling power in the historical
life of the individual. This substitution has shown in its
results that it is impossible. Moreover, the proof of an
‘“absolute” realizing of the universal concept in historical
development, especially in Christianity, which manifests
itself in all its phases in historical particularity, has mis-
carried. Besides, the concept, dominating this whole
structure of thought, of a development, and of a unitary
gradual development at that, causal and teleological at once,
has proved to be equally false. But then, again, the eo
ipso correct opposition to the universal concept and its
employment as norm has only led many precipitately to
erect concrete Christianity to the dignity of a norm for all
religion. In the place of all these efforts, chap. 3 urges the
full recognition of relativism, but also of its limitation at
the same time. There is no objection to the expression—
none to saying that Christianity is a “relative phenomenon,”
that it ever sustains definite historical relations. But we do
not thus fall into boundless and aimless relativism. The
thought of relativity by no means excludes a valuation
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(Wertung) of historical phenomena. Such valuation shows,
however, that only a few great generic types of the spiritual,
especially of the religious, life come into consideration as
really worthful, or through which abiding values are won,
but also that they can be subordinated to the idea of a com-
mon normative goal, and may be considered as tendencies
converging to such goal. The idea of development can be
employed in this sense also. But in doing so one must forego
the absolute actualization of the concept. Chap. 4 shows
that, on the basis of this strictly historical mode of treatment,
a justification of Christianity as the highest religious truth,
valid for us, is possible. Comparison of various religions
indicates that Christianity is the acme of previous religious
history, at the same time being the point of convergence of
all known developmental tendencies of religion. In this way
it is made extremely improbablethat it will ever be outclassed.

Room is thus prepared for the faith, transcending science,
that we really possess in Jesus Christ communion with God,
and his salvation, and therefore are bound to him for all
time. In what sense, then, may we speak of the absoluteness
of Christianity? Chap. 5 is devoted to this question.
Naive absoluteness is peculiar to the religious life. In the
case of Jesus this naive absoluteness is nothing but the
consciousness of his mission; in the case of the Christian,
nothing but the consciousness of his uplift to fellowship
with God. The Christian religion may rightly share this
claim to absoluteness with other religions. But when one
seeks to monopolize this claim to absoluteness, in opposition
to claims of other religions, by the use of supernatural,
rational, or evolutionistic views, one finds on his hands only
an artificial product which collapses before the energy and
rigor of historical science. These scientific authentications
of an exclusive absoluteness must yield. What remains?
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On the one hand, faith which surrenders with naive absolute-
ness to the power of Jesus and lives in God through him;
on the other, scientific comparative religion, which, however,
can accord to Christianity only the first place among the
religions which have hitherto appeared upon the broad plain
of human history. So Troeltsch.

As Kaftan is the best-known opponent of Troeltsch, it
may be desirable to reproduce the main features of his
position. It is as follows: The gist of the controversy, he
says, is as to whether the method and results of the science
of religious history are compatible with the further judgment
that Christianity is the only true religion. The controversy
is not exactly new; only there is a new way of employing
religious history on the part of modern theology and phi-
losophy of religion. The old dogmatic prepossession of the
gole truth of Christianity is declared to be remedilessly
undermined thereby. Kaftan makes two concessions. (a)
The old view which knows only pagan error and idolatry
besides Christianity (and Judaism) is not compatible with
the findings of religious history, to which it is incumbent
upon us to readjust ourselves. But we have Christian prece-
dent for this. The ancient church saw in Hellenic philoso-
phy a preparation for Christianity. So, similarly, we today
may look upon the religious development of humanity from
the positive point of view of a truth in process of becoming,
and of a divine preparation. (b) It is further correct that
the proposition, Christianity is the only true religion, does
not admit of demonstration religio-historically; just as little
as, or even less than, it can be proved by mere historical
means that Christianity is the highest form of religious life.
But when it is said —Kaftan now taking the offensive—
that the religio-historical method is competent to exclude
Christianity from being specifically distinguished from all
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other religions, it must be pointed out that this is an
exaggeration. Other such exaggerated inferences have been
wont to attach themselves to the advancement of scientific
investigation. Thus, its advocates declare materialism to
be the pure and necessary result of the natural-science
method. Thus, too, there was a time when they believed
that they could transform morality into a natural science on
the basis of statistics. Common to all these contentions is
the erroneous opinion that method of itself alone can deter-
mine what is true and what is not.

There is a tendency in many religions to refer their
origin to a special revelation of deity. History makes this
evident. And it belongs to the essence of Christianity to
attach decisive importance to this circumstance in its own
case. But does historical method require us to treat this
that is common to all religion as an error to be relegated
simply to psychology for explanation? Why not conclude,
rather, that we have here an element of the religious life
which points to a corresponding truth? At all events, on
the supposition that divine reason is the pilot of history and
that religion is an integral factor of human life in history,
such a conclusion is not to be set aside as a priori impossible.

But religious history does not decide the question one
way or the other. The question must be stated differently
for those who acknowledge that Christianity is the climax
of religious development. The question is whether this
connection between Christianity and special divine revelation
is not absolutely essential, that Christianity cannot be main-
tained without this connection. And the answer is that
specific appreciation of Christ as revelation and the peculiar-
ity of the Christian religion belong together, stand and fall
together. Rob revelation of its supernatural character, and
it becomes stale, flat, and unprofitable. Christianity is the
religion of a special revelation of God—that or nothing.
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Christianity is restricted to divine revelation in Jesus Christ,
and would not and could not be without it. Therefore it is
the only true religion.

So Kaftan. And there the matter may rest until we
have seen the fortunes of supernaturalism and of rationalism
before the judgment seat of history.



PART I

AUTHORITY-RELIGION (=SUPERNATURALISM) AND
NATURALISM






CHAPTER TII
THE FORMATION OF AUTHORITY-RELIGION

1. Ix real religion the desire for blessedness is always a
desire for God who has revealed himself. Every religion
cherishes the conviction that it has arisen from revelation of
God. This revelation has been variously conceived: ethical
and non-ethical, universal and particular. As to theories,
there have been three ways of conceiving of this fundamental
religious notion, all of which are open to grave objections:
the traditionalistic, the rationalistic, the mystic; though there
is an element of truth in each of them. It is the tradition-
alistic— that is, the ecclesiastical—conception of revelation
with which we are mainly concerned in the discussion of
Christianity defined as authority-religion. According to
the traditionalistic apprehension, revelation is the tradition
through which a series of ideas, as the content of the faith
of pious men, has come down to us. More definitely, accord-
ing to this view, revelation is the Bible. In this connection,
therefore, it is my task to indicate briefly the church’s pro-
gressive reduction of revelation to the form and content of
the biblical tradition.

The universalistic side of the Pauline doctrine of revela-
tion, with which we may as well begin, was still further
developed in the old Greek church when, more and
more, educated philosophic Greeks came to accept Christi-
anity. John of Damascus,’ who in this point closed the
Greek development of dogma, held that the knowledge
of the existence of God is implanted in all men. The
revelations of God in creation, in the Mosaic law, and in Christ

1De fide orthodox., I,1: *“God did not leave us in absolute'ignoranco.“ For the
knowledge of God’s existence has been implanted by Him in all by nature.

51
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are all related to this natural idea of God only as an ascend-
ing series of more powerful means of its reinforcement.
Justin Martyr' and Clement® of Alexandria taught that God
permitted the divine Logos to descend on all men from the
beginning. The whole human race is partaker of the Logos,
so that all who live according to reason can be called Chris-
tians—with this difference, however, that while the heathen
have but scattered seeds of the Logos, the Christians
have in Jesus the whole Logos. But now that the
Christian revelation is offered to mankind, its believing
acceptance is viewed as the only means of salvation; hence a
Christian particularism for the present grows up by the side
of this universalism in reference to the past. The liberal
view of a universal activity of the divine Logos was so altered
that the Greek Fathers could refer the traces of the genuine
knowledge of God among the heathen to the Jews, from
whom they had appropriated it.> Originally the proposition
was that whoever in any age or among any people lived and
taught according to reason were Christians. Now it is
declared that whatever of good belonged to the heathen
belongs to the Christians, for they are the heirs of the Jews.!

1JusTIN, Apol., I, 46: *“ We have been taught that Christ is the first-born of
God, and we have declared that He is the Word of whom every race of men were
partakers; and those who lived reasonably are Christians, even though they have
been thought atheists; as among the Greeks, Socrates and Heraclitus,and men like
them; and among the barbarians, Abraham, and Ananias, and Azarias, etc. So that
even they who lived before Christ, and lived without reason, were wicked and hos-
tile to Christ, and slew those who lived reasonably.”

2CLEMENT, Strom.,I, 7: “ For the husbandman of the soil which is among menis
one; He who from the beginning, from the foundation of thie world, sowed nutritious
seeds; He who in each age rained down the Lord, the Word.”

3“The Jews of Alexandria looked upon their own religion as a revealed philoso-
pliy resting upon the oracles of the Old Testament, to which all the wisdom of the
Greeks was related either as borrowed or as a preparatory stage. For they either
ascribed to the Spirit of God only the sacred writings of the Jews, in which case the
Greeks must have stolen from them, or they allowed a certain activity of the divine
reason in the Greek thinkers and poets, but proclaimed at the same time the supe-
riority of the absolute revelation which has been granted to Moses.”—WERNLE,
Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. I, p. 177.

4 JusTIN, Apol., L. 44: *And so, too, Plato, when he says, *The blame is his who
chooses, and God is blameless,’ took this from the prophet Moses and uttered it.
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Time was when there was the same assumption of a
universal and original revelation on the part of the old
Latin church. To be sure, this revelation was viewed as
ordinary and natural, rather than as the gift of the Logos,
to which the extraordinary and the supernatural were later
supplied. Tertullian assumes a knowledge of God which is
independent of special revelation, and which belongs to the
divine endowment of humanity, and is common, therefore, to
all peoples. To establish the truth of Christianity, he
appeals to the witness of the soul, which is naturally
Christian. He says that all the essential principles of the
Christian faith may be developed out of this soul, provided
it has not been perverted by false philosophy.! Hence Chris-
tianity, together with the whole Old Testament revelation, is
only an institution which the gracious God has founded
simply that men may be the more easily and surely saved.’
But here we have the entering of the wedge—this supply-
ing of the extraordinary and supernatural to the ordinary and
natural, that salvation may be facilitated. First, there was
the great difficulty of attaining salvation prior to and apart
from the addition of the extraordinary divine revelation to
ordinary and natural. Then, at length, this difficulty became
an impossibility in the judgment of the Western Church,

For Moses is more ancient than all the Greek writers. And whatever both philoso-
phers and poets have said concerning the immortality of the soul, or punishments
after death, or contemplation of things heavenly, or doctrines of the like kind, they
have received such suggestions from the prophetsas have enabled them to under-
stand and interpret these things.” II 8,13: Speaking of the Greeks, ‘*each man
spoke well in proportion to the share he had of the spermatic Word, seeing what
was related toit. . ... All the writers were able to see realities darkly through the
sowing of the implanted word that was in them.” Sce BAUR, Christliche Gnosis,
pp. 526 fI.

1 TERTULLIAN, Adv. Marcion., I, 10: “The volume of Moses does not all initiate
the knowledge of the Creator . ... The greater part of the human race, although
they knew not the name of Moses, much less his writing, yet knew the God of
Moses . . . . From the beginning the knowledge of God is the dowry of the soul.
«+ .. God has for his witness this whole being of yours.”

2TERTULLIAN, Apol., 18: But, that we might attain an ampl(-x: and more
authoritative knowledze at once of Himself, and of His counsels and will, God has
added a written revelation,” etc.



64 TaE FiNaALiTY oF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

all the more so with the development of the doctrine of sin
as brought in by the fall of Adam and inherited by his
descendants.

Pelagius held, in a way, to an inner, consequently univer-
sal, revelation,' to which the special Christian revelation was
supplied as auxiliary. Against this—against posse non
peccare and liberum arbitrium—Augustine affirmed the
necessity of external revelation and of the agency of the
Holy Spirit in order to the appropriation of this revelation.
Fallen man had no revelation in his heart till one was
donated him from without, and no ability to lay hold of the
revelation, and hence the Holy Spirit must apprehend it for
him.* The church was custodian of both revelation and
Spirit. To be sure, this theory was formulated in the
interest of the absolutism. of the church. But the conse-
quent limitation of revelation in time and place is evident.
It is an absolute supernaturalism, which we have here both on
the objective and the subjective side: on the objective side,
revelation is anti-historical; on the subjective, anti-psycho-
logical. There is a botany, said to be valid in certain
countries, according to which the Great Spirit, having
created the trees of the forest, comes in the night each spring
and sticks the leaves and blossoms on the branches. So,
according to Augustine, the great human tree, blasted by
sin, grows nothing from within that is divine; revelation is
external, particularistic, miraculous; and only such revelation
saves. And this Augustinian position recurs in Scholas-
ticism. The thought of Thomas Aquinas on the subject
is complex and elaborate. He held that we knew some
things concerning God and salvation through the reason,
but even these are included in revelation, on which account

10ne of the charges against him at the Synod of Carthage was that he taught:
*Quoniam et ante adventum Domini fuerunt homines impeccabiles, i. e., sine.
peccato.”

2 De gratia Christi, 25.
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alone one may rely upon them. Other truths—e. ¢., Trinity
—transcend the range of reason and are accessible only in
the church on the ground of revelation; that is, authority.
But reason has a function in regard to the truths of revela-
tion, as revelation has a function in regard to the truths of
reason; for while revelation gives validity to the truths of
reason which the latter is not capable to accord, reason,
incompetent indeed to prove in this region, may yet refute
objections raised against the dogmas of revelation.'

The more rigidly the reformers clung to the dogma of
hereditary sin, the more importance they had to attach to
special or particular revelation as the only means of salva-
tion. According to the Formula of Concord, the human
reason since the fall was entirely blind in spiritual things;
that is, in matters relating to religion and morality. It was
unable to know anything in this region in its own strength.
Hence it was clear that the way of salvation was not to be
found without special revelation. Calvin, however, claimed
that there was a natural consciousness of God in fallen man,
but only in the form of feeling. “We lay it down as a
position not to be controverted, that the human mind, even
by natural instinct, possesses some sense of a Deity.”* Still
Calvin goes on to urge that this natural revelation does not
suffice.

But, however men were chargeable with sinfully corrupting
the seeds of divine knowledge, which, by the wonderful operation

1THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theol., p. I, Qu.,1,Art. 1: “‘Ad ea etiam, quac de.dco
ratione humana investigari possunt, necessarium fuit, hominem instrui revelatione
divina, quia veritas de Deo per rationem investigata a paucis et per lougurT\ Lempfn
et cum admisione multorum errorum homini provenirct. Necessarium igitur fun:,
praeter philosophicas disciplinas, quae per rationem investigantur, sacram doctri-
nam per revelationem haberi.” His point is further worked out in Summa cath. fid.
contra Gentiles, 1, 4. See also American Journal of Theology, October, 1900, p. 680.

2%Concerning this matter, the following is our faith, doctrine and confession;
to wit: that the understanding and reasonof man in spiritnal thingsare wholly blind,
and can understand nothing by their proper power,’” etc. See SCHAFF, Creeds of
Christendom, Vol, III, p. 107.

8 Institutes, I, 8, 1.



56 THE FiNaALITY oF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

of nature, are sown in their hearts, so that they produce no good
and fair crop, yet it is beyond doubt, that the simple testimony
magnificently borne by the creatures to the glory of God, is very
insufficient for our instruction. For as soon as a survey of the
world has just shown us a deity, neglecting the true God, we set
up in his stead the dreams and phantasms of our own brains; and
confer on them the praise of righteousness, wisdom, goodness, and
power, due to him.!

We need an assistance other and better than natural revela-
tion to direct us to the Creator of the world, he says.
Zwingli also ascribes to human reason a knowledge of God,
but only of the existence of God, not of his nature. Many
wise men have independently attained to a knowledge of the
existence of God, but a knowledge of his nature is possible
only through God’s special revelation.

The Socinians occupied a singular position. They denied
hereditary sin, which to the mind of the orthodox party made
special revelation necessary. But they also maintained rigid-
ly the necessity of special revelation, denying the possibility
of natural religion, and deriving all knowledge of God from
external revelation. This Socinian standpoint grew out of a
skeptical view of the human cognitive faculty. It is largely
true that in this system religion was only an external, and
by no means essential, addendum to morality. It holds that
the feeling of right and wrong is innate in every man, and
whoever follows this feeling is obedient to God, though he
may never know or think that there is a God.

The orthodox theologians of the seventeenth century® com-
bined and systematized with architectonic genius the previous
development of the doctrine of revelation into more accurate
and rigid definitions. They carefully distinguished between
natural revelation and revelation of God in the narrowersense,
1. e., supernatural revelation through the Bible. Thelatter was
defined as that external act of God in which he disclosed him-

1 Institutes, I, 5, 15; see also I, 5, 1, 2 E. g., Quenstedt, Hollaz, Gerhardt.
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gelf in his book for their saving instruction. And there was
salvation in no other way. Particular revelation meant the
damnation of those who did not haveit. As for the Catholic
there was no salvation outside of the church, so for Protestant
orthodoxy there was no salvation apart from the revelation of
the Book. And saving revelation and the Book were coinci-
dent. The Book is thus the basis of authority-religion. And
thus also the process by which saving revelation suffered pro-
gressive reduction to the literature of the Bible was concluded.
The Book as a whole, distinctionless, became divine author-
ity in all matters of faith and practice. And revelation is a
supernatural communication of doctrines guaranteed to be
divine by the miraculous mode of their origin.'

2. Of the proof of divine revelation little need be said at
this point. In the period and process of the formation of
authority-religion appeal was made to miracle and prophecy
as proof. And of these two, main dependence was put npon
prophecy, defined as prediction. In the early church many
were convinced of the divinity of Christ, for example, on
account of the agreement of so many ancient and particular
predictions of the Old Testament about him, as well as on
account of his own fulfilment of his own prophecies.

But in the first Christian centuries difficulty was felt with
this proof, inasmuch as both miracles and prophecies were
possible through demoniac powers. It was on this account
that more definite criteria were necessary to distinguish true
divine miracles and prophecies from the demoniacal. The
moral character of the prophets and workers of miracles,
and the beneficent design and effect of their doctrines
and deeds, were declared to constitute the touchstone
required.

But effort was made to distinguish true miracle and

1Whereas we now see that revelation is not the mechanical communication of a
message from without, but the opening of the innernature of specially plreparvd men
to receive indications of the will of God in their own moral nature and in the world.
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prophecies, not only for the demoniacally supernatural, but
also from the works of nature and natural predictions. To
be sure, only a few of the earlier ecclesiastical writers
attempted these more accurate definitions. The author of
the Clementine Homilies held only those predictions to be
divinely inspired prophecies which could not be otherwise
accounted for. Augustine held that miracle was only rela-
tive and subjective, and denied that there was any such
thing as absolute miracle. He set up as criteria of mira-
cle only (a) the unusual or the extraordinary or the excep-
tional, and (b) the astonishment or wonder of the person who
perceives the phenomenon.' It wasthe Scholastics who first
sharply defined miracles in a way that would serve authority-
religion. A phenomenon does not become a miracle, they
urged, from the circumstance that its cause is unknown to
this person or that, or that it cannot be explained by refer-
ence to some particular law of nature; but a miracle is a
phenomenon whose cause is absolutely unknown to all,
and which cannot be explained by reference to all the
forces lodged in the whole creation.? Finally, miracles and
predictions were held to be attestations of revelation not
only by the Protestant state churches, but by all the so-called
dissenting bodies as well. If anything, more emphasis is
placed upon miracles as proofs in Protestant orthodoxy than
in Catholicism.®

1AUGUSTINE, De utilitate credenti, 16, See PFLEIDERER, Grundriss der christ-
lichen Glaubens- und Sittenlehre, 3d ed., p. 100: ‘““The naive faith in the reality of
miracles, extra-biblical as well as biblical, which the church shared along with the
whole of antiquity, rested on the poetic supernaturalism of the antique view of the
world, which Augustine brought to dogmatic expression in the two-edged formula
that, since the will of God is one with the nature of things, nothing willed of God
can be against nature, and therefore miracle is merely against known nature.”

2THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theol., I, 105, 7.

3Throughout this development we see the intellectnalistic apprehension of mira-
cles. Their ethico-religious value was not seen until the function of myth, legend,
sagas, poesy in the history of religion had been recognized. The ‘“miracle’ may be
bearer of divine revelation without having anything to do with *law’ amrd its.
**yiolation.”
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3. But it is not enough that the revelation be proved; it
must be preserved. Revelation that saves was the immediate
possession of but few men, even among its contemporaries,
since it was individual divine communication in a given time
and space. For the after-world it would be entirely lost, if
some institution was not hit upon to hand it down. God’s
revelation was in documents of a dead past. The church
canonized and interpreted them; and it did both, if in
appearance historically, yet in fact dogmatically, according
to the stafus quo of doctrine and practice in the early non-
heretical churches, the most important of which were founded
by the apostles themselves. But original revelation was
also preserved and perpetuated through extra-canonical tra-
dition. This unwritten tradition was a source of redemptive
truths for the Catholic church. These traditions came to be
divided into three classes: divine, ecclesiastical, apostolic.
Divine traditions were such doctrines and practices as were
communicated by Christ and his apostles, but were not to be
found in the Scriptures. Apostolic traditions are such defi-
nitions as were made by the apostles with the co-operation
of the Holy Spirit, but are not contained in the epistles.
Ecclesiastical traditions are such customs as have little by
little come to have the power of law in the church. This
last covered the abuses against which Protestantism rebelled,
and which formed the outer occasion for the ultimate Protes-
tant delimitation of the saving revelation to canon of Scrip-
ture alone.

The canon of Scripture was Word of God. Hence divine
dignity belonged to it. Consequently, in relation to eccle-
siastical development in history on the one hand, and to
human thought and speculation on the other, it had norma-
tive and judicial power. The Scripture was “ Word of
God”—that is, revelation—in such a way that the two are
interchangeable, identical. Consequently a thing could no
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more be Word of God if it did not belong to the Sacred
Scriptures than something could belong to the Scriptures
which was not Word of God. By virtue of the latter, the
Scriptures must be pure and free from all mere human
constituents ; by virtue of the former, “integrity” belongs
to the Scriptures ; 7. e., nothing that has ever belonged to
the Word of God has been lost in history. Nor is there
need of any other Word of God outside of the Bible.
Hence the Bible must be “sufficient,” and universally
intelligible in all matters pertaining to salvation—u. e.,
“perspicuity ” was affirmed.’

4. From the foregoing it appears that ecclesiastical
tradition and the Sacred Scriptures are the channels through
which the divine revelation of redemption, communicated to
certain individuals in ancient times, flowed to later genera-
tions. As a consequence, two questions arose: Were those
channels so solid and tight that nothing of their content
could go to waste in the passage? and, Were they so pure
that nothing alien to the content could mingle with it?
This would be too much to expect, were they mere human
agencies to which the divine content was intrusted. The
need here may be illustrated from the modern effort to
recover the empirical Jesus of history. Through textual
criticism a pure text is sought from among manifold variants.
From among the gospels one, say Mark, is assigned priority
and primacy. We then pass from the gospel back to its
documentary sources, from these to the traditions on which
they rest, and finally from tradition to the facts. But the
integrity and purity of the revelation are jeopardized from
the very beginning. For even an eye- and ear-witness of

11t may be added that Protestants denied and Catholics affirmed the canonical
dignity of the Apocrypha; that Protestants placed equal value on the Old and the
New Testaments ; that the Socinians held that the Old Testament could be dispensed
with and put a graded valuation upon its different parts, willing to accord to the
0Old Testament an historical rather than a dogmatic value.
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the words and deeds of Jesus would, if left to his own
intellectual power, fail to catch all in that initial apprehen-
sion, and of that which he did apprehend much would
appear in a subjective light, and all would be modified in
the very apprehension by what the mind supplies in the
activity of appropriation. Then in the course of time
something would be obliterated from the memory of this
witness, and much would suffer transformation again accord-
ing to his own spiritual bent or his theoretical point of view.
And upon occasion of oral and written reproduction, imper-
fection and peculiarities of exposition would lead to further
corruption of the content. Thus, supposing that the eye-
and ear-witness was not a writer, but that the tradition was
orally propagated for a generation or two, all these additions
and subtractions and changes and transformations would
increase more and more. Therefore, if the content of this
revelation—without which, by hypothesis, no man could be
saved —was to be passed on by Scripture and tradition undi-
minished and uncorrupted to the after-world, it was necessary
for God to do something more than merely to give this con-
tent to humanity and then leave it to make its own way
through history. He must care for its encasement in a form.
He must give ideas and words. He must in very fact speak
through the prophets and in Christ. He must write through
evangelists, and he must make decisions through bishops and
popes. In short, he must supply to revelation the infalli-
bility of the church and the inspiration of the Scriptures.
According to Catholic teaching, the church cannot err in
her exposition of the doctrines of faith and practice, since
she is guided by the Holy Spirit.! And it is not merely in
absolutely essential matters that she cannot err, but also in
other things which she prescribes to be believed and done,

1Catech. Rom.,1,10,18: “ecclesia errare non potest in fidei ac morum disciplina
tradenda, cum a spiritus aneto gubernetur.”
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whether they be contained in the Scriptures or not.! If one
asks where this infallible church is to be sought, the answer
was: In the totality of believers and bishops. Yet their
universal agreement is but an ideal. In reality the answer
comes to be: A majority of believers and bishops, especially
when the latter are convened in synods in order to oppose
the corruption of the faith on the part of heretical minor-
ities. Councils, especially ecumenical, have always arro-
gated to themselves the guidance of the Holy Spirit; and in
modern times their infallibility, which Athanasius and
Augustine did not acknowledge, has become the prevalent
view in the church. But the contingency of this note
showed itself, for example, in the Arian controversy. In
many synods as large as those which were later esteemed
orthodox, and not less legal, the Arian party conquered,
and yet the decisions of such synods were not acknowledged
subsequently by the church. XFurthermore, when later all
ecclesiastical . power came to be more and more concentrated
in the Roman bishop, as the development went on, the
popes fell into contradiction, partly with themselves, partly
with the great Reformation synods of the fifteenth century.
Luther and other reformers appealed to this fact of history
in order to prove the unfitness of the bishops in matters of
ecclesiastical doctrinal authority, even apart from the proof
drawn from the content of synodal and papal decisions. All
the more was the infallibility of the Scriptures insisted upon,
of which Catholic ecclesiastical infallibility was but a con-
tinuation. Finally, as the way out of this whole difficulty,
disclosed by a study of the history of councils, bishops, and

1 BELLARMIN, De eccl. milit., 14: * Nostra sententia est, ecelesiam absolute non
posse errare nec im rebus absolute necessariis, nec in aliis quae credenda vel
facienda nobis proponit, sine habeantur expresse in scriptura, sine non .., . et
cum dicimus, ecclesiam non posse errare, id intelligimus tam de universitate
fidelium, quam episcoporum, ita ut sensus sit ejus propositionis: ecclesia non potest
errare, i. e. id quod tenent omnes fideles tanquam de fide, et similiter id quod docent
omnes episcopi tanquam ad fidem pertinens, necessario est verum et de fide.”’
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popes, the infallibility of the pope alone was declared. It
was easier for him to be unanimous with himself.!

Turn now to the formation of the doctrine of the inspira-
tion of the Scriptures. While the theory was excogitated on
Protestant soil, the idea, common indeed to all ancient
peoples, is pagan in origin. Everywhere its purpose has
consistently been to exclude the activity of the human in
order to insure the immediate divinity of the oracle. Even
according to the Scriptures, it is God who spoke by the
mouth of the prophets.” The words of holy men did not
issue from their own will, but from the impulse of God’s
spirit.> Therefore the Scriptures are inspired by God, and
of course verbally.* The disciples on trial were not to think
what they should say; it would be given them.” Similarly,
the ancient church assumed that the Old Testament was in-
spired, and when a New Testament arose, it was thought to
be inspired also by the Spirit or the Logos. This inspira-
tion belonged even to the historical books of the Bible. Even
in very ancient times, however, some difficulty was felt as to
the historical writers in the Bible—the lack of the Holy
Spirit working through them, Luke’s explicit self-depend-
ence, troubled the Fathers. Moreover, some of the Fathers
inconsistently distinguished different degrees of inspiration
in the Scriptures. For example, Origen, under Greek influ-
ence, conceived that the biblical writers wrote according to
their own power of comprehension and memory, and turned

1A recent sidelight upon the pope's own feeling as regards his infallibility may
be found in an article by a distinguished Roman Catholic scholar and elerie, in the
Independent of January 28, 1904, p. 198. In explaining the late pope's refusal to
condemn Loisy’s book, he says: “Perhaps the dead pontiff remembered how he had
been fooled into signing the document which declared the three witnesses of F.irst
John authentic, It is an open secret that when that decrce came out Cardinal
Vaughan hurried off to Rome and saw the pope. On learning how t_ha scholarly
world, as well as the early Fathers, rejected the text as spurious, Leo XIII declared
that Mazella, the Jesuit cardinal, had deceived him by saying the displlztnd ‘tnxt was
inthe Fathers. Leo XI1I would not have his fingers burned a second time.’

2Acts1:16; 4:24; ¢f. Matt. 1:22; 2:15. 32 Peter 1:21.
42 Tim. 3:16. 5 Matt. 10:19, 20,
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away from the letter and single word, to which the truth
was not bound, to the universal truth of their writings.
Moreover, in the Middle Ages we find, along with traditional
strict views, very free judgment concerning inspiration. The
Renaissance, too, brought more liberal views of the Scriptures,
as of other literary survivals of antiquity. And Luther, as
is well known, found much that was unprofitable, human,
and transitory in the Old Testament, and he declared that
the New Testament was of very unequal value. As for the
latter, he said that the epistle of James was an epistle of
straw, irreconcilable with Paul, and he had little use for the
Revelation and Hebrews; while in his controversy with
Zwingli he rigidly adhered to the letter, ‘‘Hoc est corpus
meum.” So we see at once literal inspiration and most
liberal looseness in Luther’s idea of inspiration. Zwingli
tended to the position of the equal binding authority of all
parts of Scripture. Calvin would treat the whole Bible as
if God spoke immediately from heaven.'

But the historical situation of Protestantism came to be
a difficult one. The authority of the church had been
renounced, and if the human spirit needed an external author-
ity, as came to be supposed, only the Bible remained. But
the Bible was no absolute authority, such as their Catholic
opponents enjoyed, if a single word could be doubted. To
discriminate between the Old Testament and the New Testa-
ment, as Luther did, and to grade the New Testament—to
distinguish between human and divine elements, between
what was binding and what was not—is to introduce the
disturbing factor of subjectivity, and is tantamount to admit-
ting that the Bible is not an external regulative power of an
absolute kind. No limits can be set to the critical under-
standing in that process of valuation. And it was the rec-
ognition of these facts that consistently led from Luther of

1 Institutes, I, 7, 1.
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the sixteenth to Quenstedt and others of the seventeenth
century.

It was different with the Catholics. They accorded
regulative authority to tradition and church along with the
Scriptures; hence they could neglect things that were in the
Scriptures. Indeed, not the Scriptures, but the church,
enjoyed primacy. The Protestants, however, would build
all on the Scriptures, while it might be to the interest of
the Catholics to emphasize the mixed character of the
Scriptures.

As indicated above, no real theory of inspiration was
elaborated till Protestant orthodoxy. Still it may be well
to repeat that the historical basis of the theory is the bibli-
cal view of the prophetic inspiredness. As in heathen man-
tic art, so in Hebrew prophecy, the receiver of the revelation
is passive. The New Testament idea is not different. Every-
thing which is written is inspired of God, and is profitable.?
The biblical idea of the inspiration of the biblical books was
transferred by the rising church from the Old Testament to
the New Testament not later than the end of the second cen-
tury. All the time the presupposition is the formal divine
authority of ““Word of Bible,” but without having developed
a formal inspiration theory. Even the period of the
Reformation knew none. It simply uncritically presupposed
the divine origin of the Scriptures and the infallible authority
of their doctrines. It was a long time after the consumma-
tion of the identification of “Word of Bible’’ and ‘“Word of
God” before the rise of a formal theory concerning the ori-
gin of the biblical books, and still longer before this theory

1BELLARMIN, De verbo div., I, 15: “Aliter Deus adfuit prophetis, aliter histo-
ricis. Illis revelavit futura et simuladstitit, ne aliquid falsi admiscerent inscribendo;
hisnon semperrevelavit ea, quae scripturierant, sed excitavitduntaxat, ut scriberent
ea, quae vel viderant, vel audierant, quorum recordabantur, et simul adstitit, ne quid
falsi scriberent, quae assistentia non excludebat laborem.”

2The whole so-called * pneumatic® interpretation of Scripture, which har-
monizes the contradiction between the biblical letter treated asdivine authority and
the new religious consciousness, is connected indissolubly with this idea.
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attained its dogmatic conclusion. But this identification of
“Word of God” and Sacred Scripture led necessarily to the
formation of the orthodox inspiration theory, according to
which the antique and biblical ideas of divine inbreathing
were accentuated. In particular, the inspiration of persons
was supplanted by inspiration of books, which, in origin, con-
tent, and form, were referred to the absolutely supernatural
activity of the Holy Spirit, in a way that excluded all human
participation of the biblical authors apart from the mere
mechanical business of writing. The theory in its details is
as follows: (a) That the sacred writers were moved to write
at all was due to the divine impulse and command, <. e., 7m-
pulsus ad scribendum; (b) in the next place, what they
should write was given them by the Holy Spirit, 7. e., sug-
gestio rerum; (c) in addition, the form and manner of the
writing were from the Spirit, . e., suggestio verborum. The
immediate divine inspiration of matter and words—without
distinguishing between dogmatic and historical, moral and
geographical, and without caring whether the writers under-
stood what they wrote or not—this came to be the orthodox
church doctrine. Inm oral proclamation the human instru-
ments furnished only the tongue, in the written only the
pen; therefore God alone is the author of the Book.! To be
sure, difficulties suggested themselves. One such was due
to the unity of authorship and diversity of style and exposi-
tion. But this difficulty was resolved by the supposition
that the Holy Spirit accommodated himself to the stage of
culture and to the individuality of each writer; that is, the

!Such a theory was indispensable to the Protestant opposition to the Roman
Catholic church, If word of Seripture and teaching of church are set over against
each other as word of God and word of man, then all active human participation in
the origin of Scripture must be absolutely excluded. If the Scripture is in any least
possible particular word of man, it is no longer absolute authority., Therefore, the
orthodox doctrine of inspiration answered a question of life and death for ortho-
doxy, and answered it in the only way it could be answered in order to keep intact
the thesis of the absolute authority of the Bible. Subsequent gradual departure
from the theory has carried with it at the same time the gradual dissolution of
orthodoxy. The original orthodoxy is the only consistent orthodoxy.
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Holy Spirit let each writer choose such words as the writer
would have chosen had he been left to himself. But this
was to get out of one difficulty only to fall into another,
inasmuch as the inspiration of the words was endangered by
such a supposition. In view of this difficulty, it was at
length-admitted that inspiration of words was subordinate to
that of idea. Still another dangerous point was connected
with blemishes of style, not in keeping with the divine
dignity, since the Old Testament was not written in pure
Hebrew, nor the New in pure Greek. The older dogma-
ticians tried to avert the danger by the most artificial dis-
tinctions and the most violent makeshifts.

But one could not stop with inspiration of words as such;
for words, since they are composed of letters, could not be
inspired if letters were not. Hence the discovery that the
Hebrew vowel-points were not as old as the consonants of
the text was another great embarrassment. Learned con-
tradiction was undertaken, the nerve of the proof being an
argumentum e silentio. Moreover, the equal age of vocals
and consonants was accepted in the Helvetian Formula,
Canon 2. But this was only the beginning of the danger
which threatened the ecclesiastical theory of inspiration from
the side of textual criticism. For, supposing the text had
been divinely given verbally, even literally, to the writers,
what guarantees that the text was thereafter accurately copied ?
Critical labors brought to light thousands of dissimilarities
and variations in the different codices. Thus the work of
the Holy Spirit in inspiring the Scriptures was exposed to
frustration through the factors of human weakness and care-
lessness. The fallible human spirit, to whom one sought to
give an infallible guide in the Scriptures, was thus set up as
judge again concerning that Secripture in listing the divers
readings. Nothing remained for the church but to choose
one of the horns of a dilemma: either to hold on to the
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textus receptus as divinely inspired, and to declare that the
miracle of inspiration was repeated through a series of tran-
scripts during the Christian centuries; or to accept the results
of criticism, and, in that case, the consequences which flow
from criticism. But the church declined to choose. The
way out at first was rather to deny the fact in question. The
Reformed church did this in the Helvetian Formula.

Then there also arose the question of lost books to be
considered, and the policy was to affirm that many of them
were in fact in the canon as constituents of other books; or
to declare that, if they were lost, they were not sacred books,
or at least they were not sacred for all time; or to declare
that, if they were sacred, they were not canonical; e. g., Paul’s
letter to Laodicea.

So much as regards subtractions from the canonical
books. But what if there be additions, 7. e., books not
genuine? Conditions were not yet ripe for our later prob-
lem of the authenticity of biblical books. The question was
not, Are the Scriptures authentic? but, Are they inspired?
What does it matter as to the human writer on the hypothesis
of their divine authorship? Early Protestant theologians had
no need to set out, as in more modern times, from the veracity
of the authors or the genuineness of the writing, in order to
prove the divinity of the Scriptures. Such considerations,
together with others, such as the excellence of content, the
sublimity of expression, even miracles and prophecies, estab-
lished according to them a mere human faith, a moral proba-
bility which, however great, could never become absolute
certainty, 1. e., divine faith. Calvin, in particular, warned
the church against building faith in'the divine word upon
the sand of human reasons and conclusions.

It is true that if we were inclined to argue the point, many

things might be adduced which certainly evince, if there be any
God inheaven, that he is the Author of the Law, and the Prophets,
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and the Gospel. Yet it is acting a preposterous part to endeavor
to produce sound faith in the Scriptures by disputations.!
According to Catholics, the rock upon which faith in the
Scriptures should be built was the church, the last court of
appeal. But the fundamental presupposition of Catholicism
—namely, the divinity of the church—was rejected by
Protestants. On the other hand, according to the correct
insight of those old theologians, Calvin especially, rational
proofs drawn from miracles, fulfilment of prophecy, excellence
of doctrine, still more so from antiquity and genuineness of
the writings, yielded only probability. Besides, such mode
of proof was but to make—contrary to the formal principle
of Protestantism—the human reason the last court of appeal
concerning the Scriptures.

But if neither church nor reason suflices, whereon shall
we build our faith in the Scriptures? As if, so the answer
ran, any far-fetched proofs, either from the church or the
reason, were needed!

This is just as if one should inquire, How shall we learn to

distinguish light from darkness, white from black, sweet from
bitter? For the Scripture exhibits as clear evidence of its truth,
as white and black things do of their color, or sweet and bitter
things of their taste.’
But what is this but («) to set up a highly subjective crite-
rion, and (b) to leave the ultimate decision to fallible man,
to whose nature just this feeling belongs? Neither the one
nor the other, Calvin replies.

Religion appearing, to profane men, to consist wholly in
opinion, in order that they may not believe anything on foolish or
slight grounds, they wish and expect it to be proved by rational
arguments, that Moses and the prophets spake by divine inspira-
tion. But I reply that the testimony of the Spirit is superior to

all reason. For, as God alone is a sufficient witness of himself in
his own word, so also the word will never gain credit in the hearts

1 Institutes, I, 7, 4. 2Ibid., 1, 7, 2.



70 TuE FiNnaLiTYy oF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

of man, till it be confirmed by the internal testimony of the
SplrIltt .is necessary, therefore, that the same Spirit, who spake by
the mouths of the prophets, should penetrate into our hearts, to
convince us that they faithfully delivered the oracles which were
divinely entrusted to them.!

So, then, this feeling that the divine word is true is
nothing human, but is itself divine. It is not our spirit that
assures us of the truth of the Scriptures, but that same divine
Spirit by which the Scriptures were inspired. If the divine
Spirit speaks in our hearts, then we no longer believe on the
foreign authority of the church, nor on the authority of our
own understanding or feeling, both of which are untrust-
worthy, but on the authority of the “internal testimony of
the Holy Spirit,” to which we subject our judgment. Still,
in those hours when the divine witness is weak within us,
proofs of probability may serve as reinforcement.

Here, then, the orthodox system seems to have found a
rock on which it could firmly rest, independent equally of
fallible church and fallible reason. But it is precisely at
this point that the feet begin to slip and the position is lost,
never to be recovered again. For, on the one hand, the
Pretists and Quakers—e. g., Barclay—pointed out that if it
is an inner revelation of the divine Spirit whereby the Scrip-
ture is first known as divine, then ¢ is not the Scripture,
but just that inner working of the divine Spirit, which is the
last court of appeal. On the other hand, the rationalists,
more dangerously, showed how the orthodoxsystem transcends
itself at this point; for if it is the inwardly felt witness of
the Spirit which makes me certain of the divinity of the
Bible, then it requires but little reflection to give rise to a
further question: Who guarantees to me that this feeling
in me, which yet is, by hypothesis, not of me, originates
from the working of the divine Spirit? Between the Bible

Unstitutes, I, 7, 4.
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and the human spirit is introduced this fertium quid, the
divine Spirit, witnessing in the latter of the former. But
who witnesses to the divinity of this witness? Either, only
itself again, but that is to say, no one; or, something, be it
feeling, be it thought, in the human spirit, thus according
primacy to the latter.

5. Supposing that the divine revelation, from its home in
the distant past, has been conveyed to us in its perfection and
purity, by means of Sacred Scripture, still it must be further
brought nto us, if it is to save us. Now, it is by means of
interpretation that we appropriate its contents. Interpre-
tation, as seen from its history, is of two kinds: ecclesiastical
and scientific. The latter inquires as to the character of the
writing to be interpreted ; the former knows this beforehand,
knows that it is a sacred divine writing, and on this account
knows also that it will find nothing in it as a whole that is
not true and worthy of God the author. The latter judges
of an author after it has interpreted him; the former, before,
assuming that the worth of the book has been predetermined.
According to ecclesiastical interpretation, which clings to the
idea of the divine worthiness of all that is canonical, true
understanding of a passage is not attained so long as an edify-
ing content is not reached.

But what if, as a matter of fact, there is no such edifying
content, but just the opposite? In all such cases, histori-
cally, two possibilities were at the option of the interpreter:
if he occupied the author’s standpoint in religion and moral-
ity, in spirituality and culture, in stage and tendency, then
all was found to be edifying and worthy of God as it stood;
but if the interpreter was on a higher moral plane, or was
different in culture from the author, then he was offended at
the unedifying passage, and the offense was removed by what
a man of science would adjudge to be violent interpretations.
It was the allegorical method which was thus made to cover
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a multitude of sins—the pneumatic method of interpretation
is but a slight modification of the same thing. From this
view-point one did not deny that now and then the wording
of a passage led to something unimportant, unedifying, or
even unworthy of God the author; but such could not possibly
be the mind of the Spirit. Hence the wording was only
somehow an index pointing to a deeper meaning in the back-
ground. Moreover, it is plainly to be seen that by this
method all the extra-scriptural doctrines and customs of
the church could be easily imported into the Scripture, there-
by securing divine authority for these later constituents of
authority-religion. But if subsequent development could be
thus biblicized, the Bible could also be so interpreted as to
say nothing irrational in the opinion of those of other times
and nations. The method, however, was not without its
dangers to an authority-religion. Since the method is
morally and scientifically groundless, it is also utterly law-
less and subjective. In the course of history, diverse and
even contradictory interpretations of Scripture were not
only possible, but actual. One’s own good pleasure in
matters of faith could easily become the norm. Then one of
the evils would return from which, by hypothesis, revelation
was to rescue man, namely, trusting to his own understand-
ing in spite of its folly and its sin. Hence the church must
intervene. She must elaborate a criterion for interpretation.
For the Romanist, the line of Scripture interpretation must
be drawn according to the standard of Catholic faith and
ecclesiastical tradition. The synod of the Council of Trent
made it ecclesiastical law that no one was to trust his own
sagacity in matters of faith and practice, but everyone must
submit to ecclesiastical interpretation, since it belongs to the
church alone to decide upon the true meaning.! The Bible,
according to Bellarmin,” must be interpreted by the same

1Council of Trent, Sess. IV. 2 De verbo Dei, 3: 3.
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spirit which indited it; but where was that Spirit to be found
save in the official representatives, the assembly of bishops
in unity with Christ of the Catholic church ?!

The Reformers’ rejected allegorical interpretation, but the
Protestant confessions returned toit, in a measure. Socinians
and Arminians, consistent with their Pelagian proclivities,
would acknowledge nothing anti-rational as result of inter-
pretation. For example, if dogmas like the incarnation and
substitutionary atonement seem to be in the Secriptures, it is
better to treat the passagesin which they are found as figures
of speech, and so be able to give them a different interpreta-
tion. But the Arminians asked: In cases where the meaning
of Scripture is doubtful and opposite views are possible, how
could one come to a decision except by preferring that mean-
ing which contained no contradiction to sound reason? This
principle spread all the more as scientific culture and the so-
called vulgar Aufkldrung increased. The principle, if not
expressed, was implied and used by both supernaturalists
and rationalists; for at this time the difference between the
two was only one of degree; 7. e., the degree of subjectivity
in the interpretation of the Scriptures. At this time two

1There is a movement—certainly in France and Germany—within Catholicism
to effect a reconciliation between the church and the scientific views of the present.
But the gulf between the spirit of modern science and the spirit of Catholicism is
greater than these liberals would think. Between the principle of free investigation
—indispensable to science, even to biblical science—and the principle of an absolute
doctrinal authority—indispensable to Catholicism, even to liberal Catholicism—
yawns an unbridgeable gulf. For him who acknowledges an absolute doctrinal
authority there is no region in which, directly or indirectly, the effects of canonical
decisions do not make their official and meddlesome incursions. But since Protes-
tant orthodoxy likewise recognizes an infallible authority, what istrue of Catholicism
in this particular is true of it—the principle is the same—and all efforts to conceal
or “sugar-coat’ that principle do not mitigate or excuse its moral and scientific
offensiveness. No evasion is possible: either free investigation or infallible doc-
trinal authority; the opposition in principle is an exclusive opposition. Moreover,
by virtue of their principle itself, Catholic and Protestant orthodoxy cannot change.
They can only triumph or—go down.

2 Rejecting authority of church and of reason, the Protestants began to say that
the Scriptures are self-interpreting. But this is only a figure of speech. On the one
band, the Scriptures can be only object of interpretation; on the other, possibly
criterion; but the interpreter is thehuman mind.
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scholars, Ernesti and Semler, did much to advance hermeneu-
tics, and yet they found it expedient to seek some connecting
link between the real meaning of biblical writers and the
meaning that interpreters in ecclesiastical interests had
found in them. It amounted to a return of the allegorical
method in the following form: the sacred writer, or the person
whose words he reports, said something, but he should have
said something else; moreover, he would have said some-
thing else had the people of that early day been as
enlightened as modern interpreters. But since he did not, he
had to adapt himself to the prepossessions of his contempo-
raries. As in Origen’s day it was allegory, so now it is
accommodation which transforms biblical ideas into the pure
gold of rational religious concepts. God gave pure truth to
the writers; they knew it to be such, but they veiled or
modified it —adapted it in some way to fit the condition and
culture of the constituency. At this point great Spinoza
comes into the development.! Much of the Bible, he says,
has as little authority for us as it had for Jesus and his
apostles. In his rationalistic way he excluded all thought
of demons and angels as unreal. Moreover, precisely the
teaching ignored or excluded by the hypothesis of accommo-
dation had been set forth in the most detailed and serious
manner, and most frequently, by Jesus and the apostles, and
hence they must have acted against their own ends to have used
such a method.” He also called attention to the unethical
element in the principle of accommodation. Besides, how
was one to know where there was accommodation and where
there was not? There was no way but to assume it. But
what basis was there for the assumption, since all men pay
tribute to their times, that is, are historically conditioned ?

And now a great change comes over the theory of
18ee his theologico-political tractate, chap. 3.

1E. g., Matt. 13:39; chaps. 24, 25; Luke 10:18; Rom. 3:25;1 Cor., chap. 15; 1 Thess.
4:13 ff.
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accommodation in view of these considerations. Con-
scious accommodation was transformed into unconscious
accommodation. Instead of the writers’' adaptation to their
times, they shared in the ideas of their time.! The upshot
was two parties. One said: “This I cannot believe; there-
fore the biblical writer did not say it; hence the interpreta-
tion is not binding upon the interpreter, either religiously, or
dogmatically, or ecclesiastically.” Another—e. g., Spinoza
—said that it was perverse to presuppose the absolute divinity
of the Scriptures as a principle of interpretion; that it was
one thing to investigate the minds of the prophets, another
to investigate the mind of God. But since that old day,
the theologian adds: Historical interpretation, the alone
scientific, can yield only historical results; but since, for
gcience, the historical is the relative, the outcome for author-
ity-religion is manifest. The absolute biblical revelation is
relativized by interpretation. The alternative is to return
to an infallible book, infallibly interpreted, and infallibly
appropriated.”

1See SCHLEIERMACHER, Glaubenslehre, Vol. I, pp. 224, 225,

2In recent times there is a final form of the theory of accommodation, called
neither conscious nor unconscious, but the exercise of the pedagogic sense. What,
for example, seems exaggeration in the Scriptures is there for pedagogic purposes’
It must be pointed out, however, that we have here the same old presupposition
of an infallible book, and that we must approach it with that prepossession and
appropriate hypothesis.



CHAPTER 1V
DISSOLUTION OF AUTHORITY-RELIGION

1. THE consistent conception of the supernatural divinity
of the Sacred Scriptures, from the point of view of authority-
religion, was presented in the last chapter. The canonical
books of the Scriptures, identical with the concept “Word
of God,” were immediately referred to the sole activity of
the Holy Spirit as their real author, whom the human writers
of the separate writings served as passive instruments, so
that the fides humana, based on their own human relation
to the content of their writings, is of but small importance
compared with the fides divina, based on the festimonium
spiritus sancti. As already indicated, this ecclesiastical
doctrine of inspiration was gradually developed indeed, but
with inner consequentialness and necessity. As soon as the
Scriptures were declared to be the sole sure source of infor-
mation concerning the saving revelation of God, and there-
by the sole authority for the knowledge which faith possesses,
it was but a simple consequence of the Protestant principle
that, by means of the most rigid doctrine of inspiration which
the mechanical view of the world of the seventeenth century
could render congenial, Scripture and Word of God should
be immediately and completely identified. The conclusion
which this necessitates is simple enough. No human author-
ity claiming unconditional validity to come in between man
and God—this is the Protestant principle. The Sacred
Scripture is the sole source of the knowledge of salvation—
this was the historically necessary concrete apprehension of
the elder Protestant formal principle. Therefore the Scrip-
tures must be conceived as immediately divine, God as their

sole author, and any actually human mediation of their con-
76
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struction must be excluded. So long as the two premises
exist, the rigid doctrine of inspiration is the only correct
conclusion. For the rest, as estimated above, Protestant
dogmatics—in opposition to the Catholic afirmation that the
Scriptures were authenticated by the church, therefore de-
pendent on the recognition of the latter—appealed to the
inner witness of the Holy Spirit as immediate divine authen-
tication, in the hearts of believers, of the supernatural divin-
ity of the Sacred Scriptures. Here, then, is the point at
which criticism must set in.

The question could not fail to arise: How is that inner
witness to be recognized as divine and infallible? This con-
viction that the Spirit witnesses to the immediate divinity of
the Bible as a whole, how can one know that it is a conviction
produced by the divine Spirit, and not rather by one’s own
opinion or imagination—Dby what infallible mark or rule can
this be settled? This is the shape the question took for the
Arminians. Biblical proof-texts, quite apart from the ques-
tion whether they are correctly interpreted or not, can prove
nothing here, where the question is as to the supernatural
divinity of the Scriptures, and therefore of the proof-texts
themselves. It would be a manifest circle to hold, on the
authority of the Bible, that a certain inner excitation is the
work of the Spirit, and then to hold that the Bible is divine
on the authority of that inner excitation. Besides, the Jews
and Mohammedans have the same abstract right to appeal to
the inner witness of the Spirit which declares to them that
some of these books are not divine. The same inner witness
to his Bible which the Christian thinks he perceives, speaks
in the Turk as affirming and approving his Koran—a proof
that it is only the common prepossession which everyone has
imbibed from his childhood for the sacred books of his reli-
gion. So English Deists urged. Reimarus said:

Let us suppose that a purely rational, suppositionless man has
never heard of the Bible, Koran, or sacred books. Now put the



78 TaE FINaLITY OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

Bible into his hands, and, instead of detecting an inner witness to
its absolute divinity, he would recognize specifically different ele-
ments in it, parts of which were extremely human.'

If the opinion that this voice of God speaks in the heart
of the Bible-reader arises from defective knowledge® of the
human spirit and its emotions, the supposed detection of
such a voice must be abandoned entirely with increasing
psychological investigation. The theologian Michaelis wrote:

I must honestly say that, firmly as I am convinced of the truths
of revelation, I have never in my life detected such a witness of the
Holy Spirit. And so what one formerly called the supernatural
witness of the Holy Spirit came to be apprehended by the modern,
even supernaturalistic, theologian as the spiritual, that is, the
ethico-religious, energizing of one’s nature, which the Christian
feels in the use of the Scriptures. But thus conceived this tes-
timony proves, not the divine dignity, but the high human worth
of the Scriptures.?

In sum: Authority-religion affirms the inerrancy of the
Sacred Scriptures on the assumption that their origin is due
to inspiration. But its doctrine of inspiration rests ultimately
upon the festimonium spirttus sancti internum. It is in
regard to this basis that the critical questions first arise: Is
the entire Bible embraced in this inner witness of the Holy
Spirit? Does such testimony relate to the assumed mode
of the origin of the Sacred Scriptures? Does this doctrine

1 Fragmenta, p. 39.

2 Ancient psychology survived still, according to which manifestations of the
mysterious inner life of the soul, mental processes, were the manifestations of some
external agent. In ancient times ‘‘it was not we ourselves, but a demon, an angel,
or a spirit that was the efficient cause; sometimes this agent is conceived of as in-
timately connected with our soul, but at others heis an entirely extraneous being.
Here we have the origin of the conception, not only of demoniacal possession, but of
that of the Holy Spirit.”"—WERNLE, Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. I, p. 6.

3 Dogmatik, p. 92. While the above considerations are decisive against the
theory in question, they must net be misunderstood and misapplied. That many
single uilterances and whole connections of thought of the Sacred Scripture are
immediately affecting and convincing for a pious heart and moral conscience—this
is the testimony of all Christians. Bnt this must not be confounded with the argu-
ment criticised above, which is that the Holy Spirit bears immediate testimony to
the supernatural divinity of the book as a whole.
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accord with the actual character of these Scriptures, and
with the express declarations of their human authors ? From
interrogation of the Christian consciousness in regard to
this matter, as well as from an examination of the historic
and literary facts, it becomes clear that an affirmative answer
cannot be given to these questions.

Is faith in the divinity of the Bible, then, to be given
up? By no means, cry the Socinians and Arminians.
Apart from the outer witness of the church and the inner
witness of the Spirit, and more surely than by both, the
supernatural divinity of the biblical books is to be proved
by their genuineness, and the truth of their doctrines is to
be proved by the accuracy of biblical history; in a word, the
fides divina is to be proved by the fides humana. If, as
the evangelists narrate, Christ did so many deeds which
transcend the limits of nature and human nature, and if he
rose from the dead, then it follows that everything that he
taught must be true and divine; for God would not have
given him this power had he taught untruth. The divine
purpose of the miracles was to confirm all that Jesus taught.
What is thus true of Jesus was true of the apostles as well,
and on this account their teaching must likewise be authority
for us. But now the accuracy of the biblical narratives,
especially of the evangelical narratives, is capable of thorough
proof. The evangelists, for example, could and would tell
the truth. They could, for they were eye- and ear-witnesses
of the events which they narrate; or else were companions
of those that were; or else, like Paul, had direct revelation
which took the place of personal intercourse with Jesus.
Therefore, if their writings are not accurate and trustworthy,
no writings of antiquity can be thought of as true. But
they would tell the truth, and only the truth. For one thing,
the religion they propagated forbade lying. For another
thing, what motive could they have had for lying? And, still
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further, their religion was offensive to the people they sought
to win; this would not have been the case had they lied, for
in that case they would have made the religion attractive.
And, besides all this, even if they had set out to lie, they
could not have invented such stories as the miraculous birth,
the resurrection, and the healing with a word.! In a word,
the contention with which we have now to do in this form of
the argument is that the evidence proves historicity, and
that historicity proves the supernatural divinity of the Book.

Here, then, is the new ground upon which was built the
supernatural divinity of the book-religion. But, strange to
say, the very first authors of this method of proof were not
quite sure that the new ground was firm. Faustus Socinus
put the main stress on the resurrection of Jesus, yet he him-
self raises the question whether the resurrection stories might
not be accounted for from internal causes. Again, while he
finds Mark entirely trustworthy—since Mark was a com-
panion of Peter—still he says he is glad Mark does not
give any doctrines of importance which do not belong to
Matthew and John. And while Episcopius doubts the
genuineness of no single book of the New Testament, he yet
finds it worth while to assume that only one is genuine. He
proposes to found dogmatic faith on historical faith, and yet
knows that only probability belongs to the latter.

It is in this connection that, much later, Lessing’s inci-
sive argumentation powerfully influenced the development.
Lessing distinguished between historical belief and religious
faith, an epoch-making distinction. The reports which we
have of ancient predictions and miracles can at best be no
more reliable than it is possible for historical truths to be; and
if historical truths cannot be'demonstrated, neither must
they be believed in as firmly as demonstrated truths, But
if they are only so reliable, why does one make them

1Thus Socinus and Limborch,
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infinitely more reliable in using them ? Because, he answers,
one builds on them quite other and more things than one
is warranted in building on truths which are only historically
proved. If no historical truth can be demonstrated,
then nothing can be demonstrated through historical
truths. That is (Lessing’s famous saying): ‘“Accidental
truths of history can never become proof of necessary
truths of reason.” Lessing does not deny that prophecies
were fulfilled in Christ, that Christ did miracles; he denied
that miracles could be proved, since their truth had ceased
to be proved by present miracles; he denied that they could
and should obligate him to the least faith in Christ’s teach-
ings, since they are nothing but reports of miracles. He
accepted these teachings on other grounds. Moreover, what
is it to hold an historical proposition for true; to believe an
historical truth ? Is it in any least particle anything other
than to allow this proposition, this truth, validity; to have
nothing to urge against it ? Is it to build another historical
truth thereon, to deduce another historical truth therefrom ?
Suppose—so Lessing continues—I have nothing to urge
historically against the proposition that Christ raised the
dead; must I on that account hold that God had a Son,
consubstantial with himself? What is the connection
between my inability to urge anything worth while against
the witness to the former and my obligation to believe some-
thing against which my reason rebels? Because I have
nothing to urge historically against Christ’s own resurrec-
tion, must I therefore hold that just this risen Christ was the
Son of God ? One must not leap from historical truths into
an entirely different class of truths. But it may be said
that Christ, who raised the dead and was himself raised,
himself declared that God has a Son of the same essence,
and that he is that Son. Good; but that Christ said this is,
alas, no more than historically certain. But do you pursue
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me further and say: “Oh, but this is more than historically
certain, for inspired historians who cannot err vouch for it.”
Alas, alas, it is only historically certain that these historians
were inspired and could not err! “This, this, is the nasty
broad ditch over which I cannot bound, often and earnestly
as I have made the leap. If anyone can help me, let him
do it, I beseech him.”!

Lessing’s contention, to recapitulate, is then that, grant-
ing the historical character of the biblical books, they could
never give more than extreme probability, but that religious
faith requires certainty. He recognizes—and it is of abid-
ing and momentous importance—the heterogeneity of his-
toric belief and religious faith. ‘When will one cease to
hang nothing less than all eternity on a spider’s thread?”
he cries. Because no trustworthy witness can be produced
against a miracle, to require a change in all our metaphysical
and moral concepts, and in fundamental ideas of the nature of
deity—this, according to Lessing, is a MerdBaots els dAlo
évos, or else he does not know what Aristotle meant by these
words.

In view of these considerations, the orthodox concept of
inspiration and its application to biblical writings were
variously limited, though such limitation met at first with
passionate opposition. Verbal inspiration was first attacked,
and inspiration conceded only to the content of Sacred
Scripture. But such capitulation once begun must go on to
the end; so further distinctions were made as to prophecy,
history, and doctrine. The biblical authors received prophecy
originally from revelation indeed, but wrote it down from
memory, caring only for content, not for words. As to
writing history, there was no need of inspiration, since
memory and laborious investigation would suffice; besides,

1 LessiNG, Ueber den Beweis des Geistes und der Kraft, of which the above is a
reproduction.
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inspiration cannot be affirmed without contradicting some of
the biblical writers themselves, such as Luke. In the matter
of doctrine, Spinoza was followed, who held that the doctrines
were composed by means of the “natural light”’ in co-opera-
tion with the divine Spirit. Others fell upon other make-
shifts, such as distinguishing different degrees of inspiration:
the will to write; the content to be set forth; the words; the
arrangement of the material and the words. It was thus
that what was called the new supernaturalism was ushered
in. “The divine impulse to write” was presupposed only
in cases where the author felt he had a divine command. In
all other cases a natural co-operation of outward occasion
with inner psychological causes was assumed. “The sug-
gestion of subject-matter” became direction; 7. e., the posi-
tive task of inspiring the ideas became the negative task of
detention from errors. ‘‘Suggestion of words” came to be
the inspiration, not of words, but of the arrangement of
materials. Later this inspiration was reduced to protection
from error and impropriety, leaving the biblical author his
peculiarities, and therewith his individual defects of exposi-
tion, and not keeping him from mixing into his narrative
such things as do not belong to religion.

But in the process of the evolution of this doctrine the
new supernaturalism was but a station on the way to the
entire elimination of the supernatural, in the orthodox
sense of that word. For at length the biblical writers in
their authorship were put upon a par with others: their
“impulse”’ came from the inner mood and the outer occasion;
their thoughts, not unmixed with error, came from the treas-
ure of their minds and hearts; their words came from their
culture and their customs. To be sure, this did not mean
that the derivation of the Scriptures from God as primary
author was given up; but they came from him, however, only
in the sense that all other good comes from him. It was in
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and through the dispensation of his providence that the
biblical authors were enabled and occasioned to the compo-
sition of their writings.

At this point it is manifest that the wall of partition is
broken down between “inspired” and uninspired writings.
All that remained to be said was that the peculiar nature of
Christianity comes to its best expression in the beginning,’
on the general presupposition that the original meaning of
an historical phenomenon is contained most powerfully and
most purely in its beginning. At all events, such a presup-
position is supposed to have unconditioned validity as regards
prophetico-ethical religions, which receive their whole life
from the personalities founding them. From this point of
view, the primitive period is the ‘‘classic” period, and the
primitive literature is ‘‘classic” and normative literature.

This now was an epoch-making new derivation of the
normative dignity of the Scriptures. But it did not last.
Hegel shook confidence in it with his proposition: ¢“Nothing,
religion as little as science, is full-grown at its beginning;
not the first, but the last expression of a principle, upon the
hypothesis of progress and evolution, is the best expression;
consequently not the first but the last literary expression is
to be accorded normative value.” Schleiermacher answered
this; Strauss answered Schleiermacher; and indeed there we
are today still. Hegelian philosophy was rife at the time;
its contention was that reality is process, “becoming,” and
progress. Thus not the first but the last could be final.?
Hegel said that the New Testament books are not the prin-
ciple or idea of Christianity itself, but the earliest expression
of that principle, documents of the first imperfect attempt to
represent the principle to the imagination and the life; and
if it be said that there is no admixture of later errors in

1SCHLEIERMACHER, Glaubenslehre, Vol. II. pp. 129 ff., 357 ff.

2HEGEL, Phenomenologie des Geisles, p. 10.
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the exposition, he would reply that still for all that these
documents taste of the soil of their origin, Judaism, and
hence are corrupted from the outset. Would you make such
books norm of all that is Christian? Would you make the
most primitive the most normative? It would be, he replies,
as if you sought the ideal of the man in the child, or the
ideal of art in primitive attempts!

We have here now an antinomy that is sharp enough.
On the one side, Schleiermacher exhibits the beginnings of
an historical phenomenon as the most perfect exposition of
its principle; on the other side, Hegel as the most imperfect,
that is, incomplete. Schleiermacher courageously admits
the latter, yet seeks to prove the former. In other words, he
acknowledges the universal validity of the law that in the
evolutionary series the later is more perfect than the earlier;
yet in reference to Christianity he exalts the first literary
exposition as norm for all future developments. And his
solution of the antinomy is as follows: If you take the total
primitive manifestation and compare it with the total later
manifestation in any cross-section of either of these, the
later will be seen to be more perfect than the earlier; but the
total sum of the manifestation in either case is not inspired,
and therefore not normal;only a part is inspired and normal,
and this part, which is the first part, is unsurpassable and
incomparable. Put together the total mass of the primitive
production, and it will be seen that the later production is
purer than this. But it does not follow that one cannot dis-
till and isolate out of the total primitive manifestation what
is definitively superior, namely, the preaching and writing of
the immediate disciples of Christ, in the case of whom the
danger of an ignorant corrupting influence of their earlier
Jewish forms of life upon the thought of what was Christian,
was warded off in the degree that they stood close to Christ
and cherished the purifying memory of the whole Christ.
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Thus they would express better and more fully the words
and thoughts of Christ.

Hegel opposed Schleiermacher, bringing out the objection
that he does no justice to one side of the antinomy, which he
admits to be true. Instead of its being the immediate, it is
the mediated, influence of Christ which communicates to the
New Testament writings this supposed normative validity for
all times. But in this way the Founder of Christianity is
antecedently and uncritically excepted from the previously
admitted law of the relative imperfection or incompleteness
of all beginnings. And it may be added that in subsequent
times the historical conditionateness of Jesus, and the con-
sequent relativity of his teachings and of the documents
reflecting that teaching, have begun to receive candid
consideration.

Strauss said that Hegel and Schleiermacher had made
nothing out of this matter, and that he could get at it in a
different way. The error is in equating the Christian spirit
with the absolute spirit, on the old orthodox ground; but we
have left that territory now. We are on the soil of modern
philosophy of religion. Here it appears that the Christian
spirit is only one of the manifold forms of the absolute
spirit. Mohammedanism, for example, is another. But in
this case the explication of the absolute spirit yields a norm
for this religion somewhere just as certainly as is the case
with the Christian religion. Hence, there are norms and
norms; on which account it would seem as if it were not.
worth while to quarrel over the question. Furthermore, if
the Christian spirit is only one of the manifold forms of the
absolute spirit, then the latter can assume other forms of
manifestation after Christianity has passed away, as it did
before Christianity came into existence; and that Christianity
will not pass away, as Schleiermacher naively assumes in
-his Glaubenslehre, is a thing not to be presupposed, but.
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proved. But if it is ever proved, it must be proved more
satisfactorily than Hegel has done in his treatment of
Christianity as the absolute religion, thereby arriving at
conclusions which negate his presuppositions!

I am aware that the conclusion of the above paragraph
transcends the process of dissolution of the dogma of inspira-
tion, but it is introduced to indicate the situation which
ensued upon its dissolution, as well as the new problem which
follows upon the decay of the belief in infallibility which
reposed upon biblical inspiration. As I leave the subject, T
may gather up the results of the immanent eriticism of the
inspiration dogma in the following comprehensive statement:
Verbal inspiration was first limited to sayings introduced.
as “Word of God;”’ then completely given up; inspiration
was next conceived as a positive divine guidance in the
writing-down of what was supernaturally revealed; then it
was changed to a mere negative protection from error; then,
next, the inerrancy of the Scripture itself was surrendered bit
by bit—limited at first to the redemptively necessary doc-
trines, then to their essentially religious content; finally, the
personal inerrancy of the biblical authors was reduced to the
inerrancy of Jesus, and that of the latter, again, limited to
the region of religious truth. Such, in brief, is the inner
history of the dogma of inspiration. “Inspiration” of the
Book is untrue historically and impossible psychologically.!

2. It is customary in ecclesiastical Protestant circles to
use the phrase “Word of God” to signify revelation of God.

1Woe still have phrases like *‘the divine-human character’’ of the Book, “‘plenary
inspiration;” but their vagueness, their diplomatic ambiguity, has become apparent,
and they are shorn of strength. In the nature of the case, these efforts to patch up
must fail. For if the Book is in very fact one book, and God in very fact its sole
author to the exclusion of human coactivity, then it is in very fact authoritative in
every word and absolutely binding. AsI have said, the orthodox theory alone consist-
ently supports this position. But if man is claimed to be active and not passive in
the production of the Book, as any modification of the theory secks to hold, then that
activity is after all illusion, and God the sole author; or else it is reality, iu which
case the divinity and absoluteness of the Book are gone. So I say all “doctoring of
the theory is by so much a destruction of the theory. Sit ut est aut non sit.
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The canon of Scripture is called “Word of God,” and hence
“gaered.” For Catholics, “tradition,” written and oral, is
likewise valued as “Word of God.” Without going into
details, it may be roughly said that, while this tradition was
for Catholics to be strictly obeyed in all matters of faith,
custom, and ecclesiastical life in general, its authority was
repudiated by Protestants, and only biblical tradition was
“Word of God.” It became a polemical necessity for Prot-
estants to maintain that there was no ‘““Word of God” out-
side of the Bible, and nothing but “Word of God” in the
Bible; that is, “Word of God” and Bible are coextensive.
But in view of the development sketched briefly above, it is
clear that the concept “Word of God” little by little came to
be volatilized as to content until only a vague and figurative
sense was left to it.

Are canon and “Word of God” coincident, as authority-
religion holds? It is the verdict of a long history which we
now seck to outline. Thought upon the subject was first
dogmatico-theological, afterward historico-critical.

To the former process of thought it became evident that
the designation “Word of God” is not in its full scope
applicable to the canon. For one thing, whole books, for
another, single constituents of books, show a character that
was held to be out of harmony with that designation. Long
ago opponents of Christianity, like Celsus, Porphyry, Julian,
urged that the Old Testament did not sustain this high rank
in all its parts. And even among the friends of Christianity
scruples arose very early concerning the creation stories, the
anthropopathic ideas of deity, the revolting narratives of Lot,
Judah, and the like. Marcion in particular found it quite
impossible for him to believe that the Old Testament God
was the same as that of the New Testament. In evidence of
which he had much to say of the anthropomorphisms, the
anthropopathy, the movement from place to place, the igno-
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rance, the repentance, the rage, the envy and jealousy, the
violation of his own law, of the Old Testament God. He
insisted that the element of particularism in the Messiah
even of the prophets showed that being to be different from
the Christ of the gospels, the Prince of Peace, who would
lead all mankind, not to earthly good fortune, as Old Testa-
ment hope expected, but to eternal blessedness. Accordingly,
Marcion conceived the Old Testament, not as “Word of God,”
but even as the revelation of a Demiurge.

This polemic against the Old Testament—in which, later,
others participated from time to time'—found most influential
opponents.” But even the opposition admitted that the Old
Testament sacrificial system was not only done away with, but
was really never founded by God at all, having had an undivine
origin. It also admitted that some of the earthly promises
of the Old Testament, especially the favor in which cruel
warriors were held by God, and such things, were all
incompatible with the idea of the true God. Furthermore,
those defenders of the Old Testament resorted to the allegori-
cal method of interpretation—which, like charity, has ever
been made to cover a multitude of sins—which enabled them
to put even an opposite content in things, so that what was
not worthy of God could thus be made so in their opinion.
Sometimes it was seen that two opposite kinds of passages
could not possibly proceed from the same divine author; in
which case the difficulty was surmounted by deciding that the
passage worthy of God was, of course, the one that was
divine. But what does this signify? Evidently that in
order to save the divine “authenticity” of the Old Testament
they sacrificed its “‘integrity.”

It must be granted that much in those old pagan hereti-
cal reproaches rested on misunderstanding, and also that

1E. g., Apelles and certain Gnostic sects.

2E. g., the Clementine Homilies.
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much of what the orthodox teachers said in reply was
pertinent.’

And yet it must be granted as well that the orthodox
teachers were not in a position to do away with all the
offense. Their opponents felt that there was force in their
observation that the frank narrative of even the weaknesses
and errors of their great men testified to the honesty of Old
Testament writers, and made them even more trustworthy.
But when they went on to say that actions of that kind were
nowhere praised if not blamed, the opponents answered that,
for one thing, one could not quite expect the latter; for
another, that the manner, e. g., in which the stratagem of
Rebecca and Jacob was delineated, indicated a tacit approval
of that performance. Besides, the main question was whether
God, if he inspired a canon for the religious instruction of
humanity, would have chosen such stories as that, e. g., of
Lot and his daughters. It was declared that the way Origen
excused such stories was morally very weak, and that always
the last resort for him and his kind was to hasten over the
literal meaning as quickly as possible to a spiritual meaning,
or a figurative one at least, and, in addition, that the divine
condescension was made to excuse all the anthropomorphisms
and anthropopathies. It was believed also that the church
fathers’ insistence upon the historical meaning of many
narratives as divine—narratives which Origen volatilized
allegorically—showed simply a lower stage of culture, partly
philosophical, partly moral, and a greater dominion of the bib-
lical letter over them. The teachers of the Antiochian school

11t must be borne in mind that our present question is as to whether the canon
is “Word of God” in the strict and only sense of the supernaturalism of authority-
religion. Therefore appreciative reference—which would be a delight to make, in
another connection—to the comparative excellence of the features under review in
their contemporaneous setting, to their permanent pedagogic value for religious and
moral education, constitutes no rebuttal of the thesis that such writings are not
immediately ‘““Word of God.” Even if historical sense and appreciation had been
developed in that early church, still the ethico-logical and dogmatico-theological
strictures sketched above would have been legitimate and decisive against the
divinity of the canon as such.
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who turned from allegorical to grammatical exegesis doubted
the canonicity and holiness of somo biblical books; e. g.,
Theodore of Mopsuestia rejected the Song of Solomon.

Much less in modern times, with the birth of the histori-
cal spirit, improved exegesis, and purified religious and
moral conceptions, could the whole scope of the Bible be
held to be “Word of God” in the strict orthodox sense of
the phrase.

Without further discussion of the reason why, one may
begin with mentioning the heroic stroke of criticism with
which the Protestants banished the so-called apocryphal
books from the canon. But Spinoza shook his head over
the Protestant choice which excluded the book of Wisdom
and Tobias, and yet kept the book of Chronicles as Word of
God.! He held that a writing was Word of God only so
far as it contained fundamental truths of religion, or the
universally valid law of love to God and love to man.” There-
fore equal value was not to be attributed to books and parts
of books.?

But it was the Protestant distinction between canonical
and apocryphal writings, and the free subjective judgment
of Luther concerning several of the canonical books even—
it was this to which those infra-ecclesiastical theologians
appealed who thought that they were obliged by the facts to
deny the dignity of “Word of God” to many parts of the
Bible. To say that word of canon is “Word of God”
seemed to Luther to be a return to Catholicism, since it was
on the external authority of the Catholic church that the

1From SCHAARSCHEMIDT'S German translation at hand I quote: *‘Ich wundere
mich sogar, weshalbsie unter die heiligen Bucher aufgenommen worden sind, obgleich
man das Buch der Weisheit, den Tobias und die anderen Apocryphen von dem der
heiligen Schriften ausschloss’ (Theol. Polit. Tract., chap. x, p. 136).

2Ibid., chap. xii.

3Ibid., chap. v., pp. £6,87. The English deists, at times mockingly, the Germaus
Fdelmann and Reimarus, always seriously, agreed on this point in the main with
Celsus and Julian.
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statement was made. But, positively, we can include in
the canon all that sets forth Christ, and “it is only myself
that can decide as to the latter.”’ Thus Luther makes
his free subjective judgment regulative in delimiting and
employing the canon. To be sure, his is a dogmatic rather
than an historical criticism. He would limit “Word
of God” to cardinal religious matters. In this last pur-
pose Arminians and Socinians shared.” Still later, George
Calixtus, more definitely, but yet more mildly, restricted
the divine in the Bible to that which was essentially
redemptive, not denying a negative protection from error
for the rest. Beneath the surface there is something
that might without much extravagance be called epoch-
making in all this, viz., the appreciation of the Bible, not
from the mode of its origin, but from the end that it serves
—*“not by its roots, but by its fruits.”” The criterion of miracu-
lous supernaturalism according to authority-religion yields
to the criterion of serviceability. Subsequently, Semler
supported the position that the criterion imputed to be
“Word of God” can be no other than the purpose or end to
be attained. That end, he said, was the instruction of
entire humanity in an easier and surer way in all religious

11t is only with caution and reservation that Protestantism canbe designated as
regress to the Scriptures. True, Luther did go back to the Scriptures, but
to do this was of itself not unjustified in the Catholic system. The Scriptures
also were ever acknowledged as authority in the Roman church. The new thing -
with Luther was his special understanding of the Scriptures, which was due to
the special way in which he put the problem. The peculiar thing was that he
did not allow himself to be bound down to the ecclesiastical interpretation, that
he employed the Scriptures as critical principle according to which church
doctrine was to be evaluated. To distinguish fundamentally between Scrip-
ture and church doctrine was new. New also and especially —qualified, indeed, by
what was said a few pages back —was his unwillingness to exempt the canon from
criticism. His criticism was much less historical than pragmatic, and he accorded
worth only to Scriptures which * Christum trieb,” i. e., which treated in a way that
he held to be correct, that which he viewed as the center of Christianity. It cannot
be denied that the principle of the redemptive certainty of the individual enjoyed
primacy with Luther, and that the Scriptures were criticised from the point of view
of this experience—graded according as they reflected or ministered to this expe-
rience. Canonicalness was accidental, to his way of looking at the matter.

1Faustus Soc., De auctorite S. Scripturae, chaps. i, iv, Episcop. Inst., IV, 1.
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and moral truth. A writing that has nothing thus service-
able in it cannot be Word of God. But Semler could see -
nothing thus serviceable in Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Samuel,
Kings, Esther, Song of Solomon, the Revelations, and many
parts of other biblical books. History, now of family, now of
nation, was without universal interest. Ideas obtained in
them that were partly mythical, partly defective and long
gone by —ideas also contrary to the idea af God, and dispo-
sitions out of harmony with the spirit of Christ. All books
and parts of books of this nature Semler did not reckon as
“Word of God,” and hence he gave the latter a narrower
scope than the Bible.! It may be added that the modern
man, not indeed following Semler in much of his unsympa-
thetic rationalism, yet supports him in this conclusion.

The exigencies of the times extorted this concession.
The shell was sacrificed to save the kernel. It was in this
spirit and with these apologetic tactics that Lessing met the
‘Wolfenbiitler’s attack upon the Bible and Christianity. The
Bible is not religion; it only contains religion. Against
Gotze’s contention that much in the Bible that did not
belong to the essence of religion was yet there for the pur-
pose of elucidation and confirmation of the main matter,
Lessing insisted that such material could not be used for
that purpose, not even with reference to the least proposition
of religion.” In particular, modern philosophy, as once the
ancient Gnosis, sought to divorce the New Testament from
the Old,® to oppose Christianity to Judaism, the former being
universal world-religion, the latter particular tribal religion;
the former a moral religion, the latter a statutory religion’

1SEMLER, Von freier Untersuchung des Kanon, Vol. I, pp. 1, 8, 24 ff., 60, 75 1f.,268;
Vol. II, pp. 598 £.; ¢f. TINDAL, Christianity as Old as Crealion, chap. xiii,

2%In dem Fragmenten,”” Werke, Vol. VI, p. 275; and “Axiomata,” ibid., pp. 519 ff.

3 SPINOZA, Tractate, chap. xii.

4Ibid., chap. v; KANT, Religion innerhald der Grenzen der reinen Vernunft,
chap. iii.
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—till Schleiermacher,' like the elder Socinians, treated the
Old Testament as of no dogmatic value.

Such is the result to which dogmatic or, better, religio-
teleological criticism came. Since Schleiermacher transition
has been made from dogmatic to historical criticism. The
latter has abated somewhat the harshness of the dogmatic
_judgment, but has reached a similar position as regards the
immediate identification of canon and “Word of God,” as
held by the religion of authority. Spinoza, who after all is
the father of modern speculation, is also the father of biblical
criticism. He found it advisable to limit his investigation
and doubt to Old Testament books. His merit lies, not in
the finality of his findings—for almost none of them was final
—Dbut in his method, and in the necessity which he imposed
upon the modern world of critically investigating each
book anew. He pointed out the marks of the later origin of
the Pentateuch and of the historical books. He detected
the contradictions, aberrations, gaps, of these writings. He
considered the prophetic books as ‘““incomplete and unordered
collections of older fragments.” Subsequently the English
and French freethinkers took their cue from him. His
proof of the later origin of the Old Testament books became
the basis of Richard Simon’s hypothesis in Germany, that
the Old Testament historical books were later extracts from
Israelitish annals compiled by official chroniclers. From the
middle of the eighteenth century investigations by Astruc,
Ilgen, Vater, and De Wette followed concerning the composi-
tion of the Pentateuch. Soon Eichhorn and Gesenius urged
the later origin of the second half of Isaiah, and Bertholdt the
ungenuineness of Daniel. Thus early were the main books
of the Old Testament as integral parts of authority-religion
assailed as such by historical criticism.

But successors of Spinoza did not limit biblical criticism

1Glaubenslehre, § 131,
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to the Old Testament. The peculiar relation of the first three
gospels to one another and to the fourth invited criticism
to the gospels. In reference to the first three, Kichhorn’s
hypothesis of an Urevangelium, Gieseler’s of a common
oral source, Schleiermacher’s of several written sources
—these, with their permutations, limitations, and combina-
tions, shattered faith in the orthodox conception, partly of the
genuineness, partly also of the trustworthiness, of the syn-
optics. In addition, the outer evidence for their genuineness
was thought to be anything but satisfactory. At this time
Bretschneider inexcusably began to accuse the author of the
fourth gospel of intentional falsifying. But he found little
favor—traceable to the pectoral theology of a dawning mys-
tical period. Both the theology and the Zeifgeist were at
war with rationalism. It was natural at such a time that
John should be the favorite of the rising generation of theo-
logians, and such was the case. At that time the criticism
had no favor which, as at present, subordinates the high-
priestly prayer of the fourth gospel to the Sermon on the
Mount of Matthew, or the Son of God of the fourth to the
Son of man of the synoptics. John at that time was even
considered the only reliable historian. In a word, for sub-
jective reasoms, they cared little for the synoptics. But in
the last decade of the eighteenth century one illusion after
another began to vanish. It is true that the Romanticism
of the first decade of the nineteenth century continued to
dim the historical eyesight, but it is also true that it tried to
bring in a reconciliation between the old and the new points
of view. John began to take his true place; the synoptics
were more highly honored; while some Pauline letters were
doubted, the most important of them were sustained, and
these were made the kernel of the New Testament canon.
But my task does not require me to write the history of
biblical criticism, whose tone and temper have happily grown
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less carping and more sympathetic, but whose hypothesis of
the real and full human origin of the books of the Bible—
the indispensable scientific presupposition of criticism exclu-
sive of all miraculous supernaturalism to which authority-
religion refers the origin of the books—is identically the
same today that it was a century ago.  But the thing for
which I care in this connection is the inevitable result of the
development to the point reached above, viz., that the fides
divina in the Secriptures of modern supernaturalism has
come thus to be founded upon the fides humana in the
Sacred Scriptures. The elder dogmatician could afford to
be indifferent to the question as to the human author of a
biblical book, for the reason that he based his faith on the
divine author of the book alone, whose “inspiration,” neces-
sary to the eyewitness indeed, was yet sufficient for the
amanuensis, however remote in time and space from the facts
to be recorded. But the ‘new theology” of a century ago
was not so sure that such a late compiler of tradition could
tell the truth. Even the supernaturalist dogmatician of the
day stood on the platform of the canon, as a man prepared
to make a discreet leap, comforting himself against the
doubts concerning any single biblical book with the thought
that, should he have to let go of it, others remained still, and
tapping the vicious circle in this comfort with the precarious
supposition that the series of critical assaults will surely never
be directed against all the books.

But not only was the thesis that the whole Bible is
“Word of God” contested, but also that, as a whole, it had
the value of Word of God,' and in connection with this latter,

1Roughly and popularly formulated, the following positions have been succes-
sively held and, save the fifth, abandoned: (1) The Bible is in very fact Word of God.
(2) The Bible is words of certain men divinely delegated to speak Word of God, these
men being Moses, Paul, John, et id omne genus. (3) These men are not—certainly
not demonstrably—authors of all the books valued as Word of God. Besides, there
is that in their writings of such a character, morally and religiously, as to be out of
harmony with the Christian idea of God. (4) At all events, asan a priori proposition,
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its perspicuitas and sufficientia. Reference must now be
made to the critical thought—quite as much religio-teleo-
logical as empirico-historical—on this last point.

According to Tindal,' in Aristotle’s Ethics, in Cicero’s
book on duties, in Grotius’s moral writings, the doctrine of
human duties is set forth definitely and in detail, also in
proper system and order; but in the Sacred Scriptures the
same subject is treated indefinitely, often figuratively and
hyperbolically, so that if we were to interpret the Seriptures
purely by themselves, they would lead us into dangerous
errors. It is the limitation of this influence from truths
stated elsewhere that saves us from a medival type of life
today. But all this is reason why the canon can yield no
sure and adequate authority in matters of practice today.
Not seldom one passage not only limits another, but contra-
dicts it. Moreover, there is no sect, no religious opinion in
Christianity, however absurd it may be, but can heap Secrip-
ture upon Scripture for its support. But taking even those
passages which may supposedly have been clear enough for
the original reader, we find many such hard, if not impossible,
for us to understand, owing to diversity of experience, psy-
chological and social. Think how much historical anti-
quarianism, how much Greek and Hebrew language, we need
in order to understand prophets and apostles, and without
which no one can be convinced independently and fundamen-
tally that the Scriptures really teach this rather than that.
And thus the people, in a matter on which their eternal salva-
tion is said to depend, are left without an autonomous judg-
ment of their own. Unfortunately, the key which Scripture
itself affords is itself a dubious one, logic, philology, grammar,

we may declare that what Jesus said is fit to be valued as Word of God—and the
evangelists have accurately given us what he said. (5) The authors of the gospels
are not certainly known to be eyewitnesses, wrote for dogmatico-practical el?ds and
not historico-critically, so that no scholar today is willing to make affidavit as to
what precisely Jesus did or did not say, save possibly in a few instances.

1 Christianity as Old as Creation, chap. xiii.
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rhetorie, etc., being needed to interpret the Bible. Thus a
papacy —and a worse one than the Catholic, because depend-
ent on many men who are divided among themselves—
returns in the Protestant churches.

In consideration of these inescapable problems, men
looked about for some firmer ground to stand on. Lessing
now added to his other proposition, that the Bible is not
religion, the proposition that the letter is not the spirit. He
did not deny that the spirit was contained in certain parts
of the Bible, but denied that it was bound thereto. He
truly urged that this same spirit, the Christian religion, was
before the Bible, before evangelists and apostles wrote.
Considerable time elapsed before the first of them wrote,
and before the canon was formed. However much may
depend on these writings, therefore, the whole truth of reli-
gion cannot possibly depend upon them. If the religion
triumphs for so long a space of time without the canon, it
must be possible for the canon to be lost even, and the reli-
gion which it teaches to survive without it. Luther, he
cried, freed us from the yoke of tradition; who shall free us
from the intolerable yoke of the letter ?

The mystical utterances of the Quakers— Barclay' in
particular—were to the same effect. The Sacred Scriptures
were not an external communication, but issued from an
inner revelation in the hearts and consciences of great men
of history. But just on that account the Scriptures are not
the source of that revelation, but only something derivative
from that source. And since what is to be principle and
rule must be something supreme and original, they cannot
be the ultimate source of knowledge and criterion of Chris-
tian faith and life, but this honor can be accorded only to
that inner revelation of the Spirit from which the books
issued, and which abides with all who are spiritual. The

1BARCLAY, 4pol. Thes., IT1.
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same thought is expressed by Spinoza as he treats of the
relation between ‘“the written and the unwritten word.”
The former is fragmentary, abbreviated, unequal, and full of
gaps; the latter is not. He urges, however, that what is
thus true of the canon is not on that account true of the
Word of God, which is universal and which “cannot be
erroneously copied.”” ““The true Word of God is not written
with ink; it is the handwriting of God in human hearts and
human history.” It does not follow that if ever we should
be without the Bible, we should therefore be without the Word
of God. The rabbis and church fathers who determined
the canon rejected some books and retained others, and hence
must have tested the documents by the idea, Word of God;
but this implies that they antecedently knew what Word of
God was, and therefore knew this independently of the
Scriptures which they were canonizing.!

In earlier times God communed with man, a pilgrim with
him along the path of life. Does he now, on account of
the existence of the Bible, draw back from man? Are all
worse off than Abraham? Has he now shut up his people
to books written in a foreign tongue, and interpreted by con-
tradictory interpreters? No. His Word cannot have been
spoken at a single time to a single people, to be existent now
only in writings intelligible to most nations only in transla-
tions, but it must be an eternally speaking Word, now as ever,
and intelligible without distinction of tongues or peoples.
It is the Word of God spoken to everybody, in history, con-
science, and nature. Such was the contention of rationalism
and mysticism against the employment of tradition as exter-
nal authority, which is the main characteristic, the very
basis, of authority-religion. And it is in consequence of
these reflections, urged a century ago, that, not the Sacred
Scriptures, but the orthodox conception of the structure and

1 Tractate, chap. xiii.
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function of Sacred Scripture, has been given up by the most
significant theologians of the modern period. Sacred history
has been sucked into the stream of history, and hence has
become something relative and conditioned, and the kind of
dogmatic finality and absoluteness predicted of it by the
religion of authority has suffered irrevocable dissolution.
The pseudo-history of miracle yields to the real history of
criticism.

As modern investigation discredits the orthodox theory
of the origin of the separate biblical books in the immediacy
of miraculous supernaturalism, so has a study of the origin
and adoption of the canon led to a similar conclusion in this
field. As this study has rendered distinct service to the
movement which has overthrown authority-religion, a brief
statement of the conclusions of recent scholarship may be
embodied in this section. But it will be sufficient to limit
the statement to the New Testament canon.

To be sure, the student of the origin of the New Testa-
ment will admit that he is still on uncertain ground—as is
the case, for that matter, with the origin of any institution.
In all such cases history is veiled in an obscurity which
only painstaking and penetrating work can partially illumine.
Still some things have become reasonably certain in this
field of inquiry. First of all, it is admitted that the question
as to the origin of the New Testament is a purely historical
question. It must be separated from all that the New Testa-
ment signifies as the classic document of our religion. The
investigator holds himself aloof from all that one might call
the standpoint of an ecclesiastical or religious party.! For
another thing, the question of the origin of the New Testa-
ment is no longer confounded with the question as to the

10ne party tries to create or preserve a prop for faith by making our collection
of Scriptures to be as old as possible. Conversely, another party seeks to undermine
what in its opinion is a falsely understood interest of faith, by proving that the
canon is of far more recent origin. Both are in so far unscientific.



DISSOLUTION OF AUTHORITY-RELIGION 101

origin of the single books of the New Testament. It is true
that these questions cannot be entirely separated, inasmuch
as the single books must exist before they can be collected.

But the books might have existed a long time before they
were united into a whole. The proof of the first-century origin
of the writings of the New Testament is no proof of the first-
century origin of the canon of the New Testament. When,
and under what conditions, did the collection of writings
which we call the New Testament originate within the Chris-
tian religion and church? In distinction from all tendential
considerations, this is the real question.

The New Testament presupposes an Old Testament. This
Old Testament not only became and remained the Sacred
Scriptures of the Judaism by which it was made, but also of
the Christianity which adopted it. The new religion was
authenticated by quotations from the old canon.! Those
who made the quotations felt themselves to be Jews. They
recognized no breach with the past in what Jesus brought
to them. The Old Testament was the apostles’ Sacred Secrip-
tures, as it was that of their fellow-countrymen. Only the
apostles drew different conclusions therefrom, read it with
different eyes, with faith in their Messiah who had been
crucified by unbelievers.

Thus the Old Testament remained when the gospel passed
over to the gentiles, and when, too, the conditions of under-
standing it became entirely different. Gentile Christians
accepted it as their sacred book, and, as we have seen in a
former connection, by means of the method of interpretation
which Jewish Christians had employed in their own way,
the gentile Christians were able to make the Old Testament
permanently their own.” The Old Testament was Christian-

ized. Much as there have been efforts to show that the Old
1The first chapters of the Acts, €. g., illustrate this.

2 What a sorry thing to the man of science the allegorical method of interpreta-
tion is! Yet it saved the Old Testament to the church of all the coming ages.
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Testament has been wrongly accepted as Sacred Scripture
‘of Christianity, for the first period of Christianity such a
thought would have been entirely unthinkable. God had
spoken through his prophets;last of all, through the greatest
of them, his Son; it was natural that all the past should be
get into relation with him, should find its fulfilment in him.
But it was just on this account that another authority for
faith was set up by the side of and above the Old Testament:
the Lord, ¢ Kdpuos, as he is called in the Scriptures. Jesus
left no literary remains. And what he said was not imme-
diately chronicled, as was later the case with Mohammed,
whose “‘revelations’” were collected as Koran by his disciples,
almost immediately after his death. But, naturally, Jesus’
disciples cherished his words in their hearts, and had them
on their lips as they bore enthusiastic witness to their Master.
What their Sacred Scripture foretold was fulfilled in him;
and his words were the words of the Holy Spirit himself.
Through him God spake to man. The disciples who had
gseen him, and on whose hearts his words had indelibly
stamped themselves, did not at first feel the need of writing
these words down. Even Paul, to whom what the Lord said,
and what he had “received from the Lord,” was the supreme
authority, hardly possessed written narratives concerning
the Master—at all events nothing betrays a literary source
for what he sets forth as “commanded by the Lord.”
Meanwhile the eyewitnesses of the great events, the origi-
nal bearers of the tradition, vanished from the stage. The
desire was aroused in the Christian community to rescue the
memorabilia of the words and deeds, the life and death and
resurrection, of the Lord from the uncertainty of oral tradi-
tion. To this desire, and the desire to present the glad tid-
ings of Christ as the center of the New Faith, the gospels
owe their origin. The veil which conceals the beginnings
of this species of literature will probably never be entirely
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lifted ; at all events, not with the material so far at our dis-
posal. With some probability it may only be said that, in
the primitive community and before the destruction of Jeru-
salem, there was a gospel writing, written in the language
of the land—1. e., Aramaic—and that tradition calls its
author the apostle Matthew. This writing—with which our
Matthew gospel is not identical — contained sayings of Jesus,
. not excluding necessarily on that account something of
historical framework.

This literary growth was continued in the next generation.
The author of the preface of the third gospel writes that
many had already sought to tell of the great things that had
taken place according to the reports of the eyewitnesses and
servants of the Word.  Of these preparatory works nothing
remains to us, with the exception, perhaps, of the Mark and
Matthew gospels, which may have lain before Luke quite as
they are now. To be sure, in the course of the second cen-
tury, aside from our New Testament gospels, still other gos-
pels were composed, containing much that was apocryphal,
much that was foreign to the genuine tradition.

But were our New Testament gospels valid from the very
beginning as sacred writings, in the sense that the Old
Testament was adjudged to be sacred? Certainly not.
There is no trace that this was so in the first generation after
the appearance of the gospels. That the writers themselves
were not conscious of producing a sacred literature—of being
“inspired,” as later dogmatics declared—is best attested by
the simple, frank prefatory words of the third gospel:
“Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to draw up a nar-
rative concerning those matters which have been fulfilled
among us . . . . it seemed good to me also after a thorough
investigation of the sources to write.” He writes as histor-
ian, but with the purpose of making a propaganda by his
exposition. In the communities his book and others, espe-
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cially the gospels of Matthew and Mark, were highly esteemed
as authentic documents to be read in and out of public wor-
ship. Their authority as yet consisted in the presumption
that they authentically gave to the community what was
known of the teaching and life of Jesus. It was the words
of Jesus that passed as sacred, as inviolable criterion of faith;
they, these words, are canon, and pass as sacred, not because
they are in the gospels, but because they came from the lips of
Jesus. In the Christian authorship of the following genera-
tions one detects none too much of this. The number of
cases in which the word of Jesus is adduced as proof is van-
ishingly small. At the end of the first century none of our
gospels passed as authority, as Sacred Scripture, in the same
sense that the Old Testament did.

Meanwhile things could not continue long in this state of
suspense and indecision. Could the words of Jesus be last-
ingly separated from the frame in which they were set?
The inference that the evangelical document, because it deliv-
ered what was holy, was itself holy, was too much a matter
of course psychologically for the process of sanctification and
canonization not to go on with comparative rapidity.
Besides, in the consciousness of the believing community the
apostles came to share more and more in the halo that glo-
rified the brow of the Founder. The Lord and the apostles
—these came to be inseparable watchwords. And these
apostles, “holy” men therefore, had composed the gospels,
directly or indirectly. If now other productions came into
circulation, likewise purporting to be genuine traditions,
and were decorated with apostolic names for purposes of
authentication, while in fact they were of an apocryphal
character, the occasion fo withdraw fo an acknowledged
tradition was all the greater. The canonizing process
advanced unconsciously. When about the middle of the sec-
ond century Justin says that a Scripture lesson was uniformly
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read in Christian worship, from the gospels, or from the
prophets, we infer that the apostolic writings were already
co-ordinated, or almost co-ordinated, with the prophetic, in
the consciousness of the community where this took place.
And we may scarcely doubt that about this time our gospels
were already valid as Sacred Scripture to the churches.
But, still, to the consciousness of that day there was yet a
distinction between our canonical gospels, inasmuch as the
gospel of Johin was differently valued from the other three
gospels. There is no evidence that at the middle of the
second century the fourth gospel had been employed any-
where for purposes of public worship. Gradually, however,
this distinction faded away. How, we do not know. Formal
deliberation can hardly have taken place at this stage of the
development.

But the main point is that as yet there was no fixed
collection, no New Testament of the evangelists. What I
have said of the gospels may not be summarily applied to the
rest of the New Testament. To be sure, the Revelation of
John, as the writing of a prophet, was very soon co-ordinated
with the prophetic writings of the Old Testament, while,
conversely, just on account of its content, it had to make
headway in many regions against a long opposition. As to
the epistles of John, the indication is that they were by no
means accorded such honor even at a time when the churches
began to co-ordinate his gospel with the Old Testament
writings.

Naturally, such epistles were preserved in the churches,
occasionally being passed around, and words which a Paul
said or sent to the faithful would remain of value. But there
does not seem to be any passage of literature in the sub-
apostolic generation that warrants the conclusion that an
apostolic letter was appealed to as a sacred writing. Indeed,
we cannot adduce the proof that, say, the epistle of Jude,
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_ the second and third epistles of John, the epistle of James,
some of the Pauline letters, existed in the first decades of the
second century. True, it would be rash to infer from this
that they did not exist, though one may affirm that they
were not valued as parts of a sacred literature.

Thus, if one takes his stand at about the year 150 —that
is, a century after the missionary activity of Paul—what is
the situation? Christianity knew at this time a Sacred
Seripture, the Old Testament, and, along with this, it
honored, as highest authorities of its faith, the Lord and his
apostles, and, in consequence, those writings which bore
witness of him and of them. But they had not yet con-
sciously erected these non-Old Testament writings to the
dignity of Sacred Scripture. There were churches enough
to which, for example, the Acts of the Apostles, the epistle to
the Thessalonians, to say nothing of those to Titus and
Timothy, and others, were still unknown. And, conversely,
writings which we no longer find in our New Testament were
held in high repute in many communities, and enjoyed the
same consideration as apostolic writings: the so-called Epistle
of Barnabas, the so-called Revelation of Peter, the Shepherd
of Hermas, and the like literature, were read by many, and
remained valid for a long time when matters in general had
already changed.

Such, then, was the situation about 150. A generation later,
and the picture was changed! With apparent suddenness, a
new collection of sacred writings springs up from about the
year 175 on—first in Asia Minor; almost simultaneously
in Graul, Rome, and North Africa; alittle later in Alexandria.
About 180 Irenzeus, in his writings, seems to equate entirely
Pauline, Petrine, and Johannine epistles with the Old Testa-
ment and the gospels! Tertullian (ca. 220) puts the evan-
gelical and apostolic writings on an equality with law and
prophets—it is with him we meet for the first time the
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expression Novum Testamentum in opposition to, and in
supplement of, Vefus Testamentum. The case is similar
with Origen (254).

Now, how did this great change come about? There can
be no doubt as to the answer: The rise of the Catholic
church intervened; and the canon of the New Testament is
the work of the Catholic church!

The problem of the origin of the Catholic church likewise
belongs to those questions which lie in obscurity. But there
are a few acknowledged facts, and these are at once sufficient
and indispensable for my purpose. From the very beginning
the Christian communities formed a brotherhood whose com-
mon characteristic was the same worship, the same discipline,
the same hope. An ideal bond held them together. But at
the time of which we have been thinking they were not yet
combined into a church. Rather, the idea of a catholic church
arose gradually. The concept ecclesia catholica has for its
counterpart the concept of sect, hairesis; and, in fact, the
Catholic church was formed—or, at all events, consolidated
—in opposition to heresy. This opposition, however, was
provoked by that world-historical movement in religion and
the philosophy of religion which, in the second century, held
in its mighty grasp the Roman Empire from its oriental limits
to its center in Athens-—that great movement which bears
the name of Gnosticism. This movement, so far as it came
into contact with the Christian religion, aimed at nothing
less than the sucking of historical Christianity into the
great stream of universal religionsand philosophical tendencies
and ideas, with which speculative minds busied themsclves.
Had the aim succeeded, Christianity, so far as we can see,
would have forfeited its unique character, lost its historical
basis, and, sucked into the universal vortex, gone down like
the other religions of a foundering heathenism.

Decade after decade this danger was very great. It was



108 TrE FiNaLiTY oF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

against ¢f most of all, and against certain “enthusiastic”
movements, that the Christian brotherhoods combined. They
—that is, their controlling spirits—deliberated on what was
common to the brotherhoods, and—here now is the really
decisive matter—-consciously and deliberately applied the
criteria which they had hitherto unconsciously employed.
Their theologians searched for the characteristics whereby
a “Christian” could be distinguished from a ‘heretic.”
They found that there were such marks. A Christian was
one who (a) confessed faith in Father, Son, and Spirit,
according to the rule of faith, regula fidei, handed down by
the apostles; (b) acknowledged the Scripfures originated or
handed down by the apostles, and read those Scriptures in
the light of the rule of faith; (c¢) held to bishops ordained
by the apostles, or inducted into office by the apostles—
bishops and their congregations; in short, held to the Catho-
lic church. The very instant these three criteria were con-
sciously employed, the Catholic church was, in principle,
completed; the essential thing was not the slow elaboration
of its organization in detail. This church consciously founds
itself upon the apostles and the apostolic, and it isa matter
of entire indifference whether her claims are singly in accord
with historical fact or not.

The application of all this to the theme in hand, the
origin of the New Testament, may be made without difficulty.
The very instant one consciously points to a number of
sacred writings as source of faith, along side of the writings of
the Old Testament, one has a New Testament: prophets and
apostles. To the consciousness of this church the apostles
are no longer historical figures. Moreover, the con-
sciousness was evanished that any of the apostolic writings
owed their existence to accidental circumstances. The
churches, e. g., could not let the Pauline letters go, for the
reason that Marcion, among her opponents, had drawn pre-
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cisely on them as support for his teaching.! The church
was in trouble, and such considerations, if they did not tip
the scale, surely had great weight. At all events, matters
developed more simply, more naturally, at this stage than
many seem able or willing to suppose.

If, now, it be correct that about the date above indicated
the new collection of Scripture was in principle complete, it
yet by no means follows that there was general agreement as
to the scope of the New Testament, or that the boundary was
already definitely drawn which separated this New Testament
from other honored primitive Christian writings. At the
year 150 we may not speak of a New Testament, although we
may not be blind to the fact that there could have been
sacred Christian writings. But at our later date, even though
we bear in mind that there was no sort of agreement as to the
number of writings which belong to these Sacred Scriptures,
the evidence is indisputable that there were such writings.

Concerning the scope of the New Testament the contro-
versy waged long. Matters were not in such shape that an
ecumenical council could be convened after the fashion of a
later time, in which it could be decreed that from this day
henceforth such and such writings belong to the New Testa-
ment. Of course, some fixations as to valid documents must
have been hit upon in single provinces, in Rome or Africa,
Asia Minor or Egypt; and that critic was doubtless right
who stated that, unless one is of the opinion that the canon—
i. e., the New Testament—arose in the moon, one must
assume such partial agreements. And the comparative
harmony which prevailed very soon in single ecclesiastical
regions speaks clearly for this.

That our gospels, and only they, belonged in the New Testa-

1Who knows whether this Catholic church, under different circumstances,
would not have left Paul out, precisely Paul, the apostle of independence, with his
epistles breathing religious freedom —the apostle who stood for the principle of
personality over against the principle of authority!
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ment was common assumption. But this does not set aside
the fact that in Syria, not our four gospels, but Tatian’s
Diatessaron, remained in use for centuries. Further, along
with the Revelation of John, the apocryphal revelation
of Peter bade for reception into the New Testament, e. g.,
in Egypt; and, conversely, many people would have nothing
to do with the Johannine Revelation, in the Orient and also
in Spain, even in the fourth and fifth centuries. As to the
so-called catholic epistles, there was agreement at first only
as to First Peter and First John. That Second John and
the epistle of Jude were to be accepted seems to have been
the universal opinion, at least in the West. On the other
hand, profound silence reigns concerning James and the
second epistle of Peter—nor is mention made of Third John.

While so many of our present New Testament writings
were contested, the Epistle of Barnabas was read in many
regions; the two letters to Clement of Rome, the Teaching of
the Twelve Apostles, the Shepherd of Hermas, were copied
together with ‘the New Testament, and were manifestly
treated therefore as sacred writings.

Thus it was only gradually that this canonical develop-
ment came to an end. In the Oriental Greek church it is
truer to say it was dormant rather than that it came to an
end at all; while in the church of the West it was the all-
prevailing influence of Augustine, who, about the year 400,
in dependence on the church at Rome, was able to fix the
present number according to which officially twenty-seven
writings belong to the New Testament, as today. “Officially,”
since the written law was by no means able at a single
stroke to abrogate the right of contrary custom. In Spanish
synods, even about the year 600, opposition was maintained
against the Revelation of John; and in the sub-Augustinian
period the epistle to the Hebrews was left out of many a
Bible, or was replaced by a supposed epistle of the apostles
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to the Lacdiceans, or the two figured side by side. And if
Luther was of the opinion that the epistle of James was a
“strawy” epistle, if he boldly said that his spirit could not
make itself at home in the Revelation of John, he but uttered
his forceful subjectivism in such judgments—a subjectivism
to which the apparent work-righteousness of James appeared
inferior by the side of the faith-righteousness of the Great
Apostle.  With such judgments Luther religiously rather
than critically protested against the dogma, and in con-
sequence canon, of the New Testament. He protested against
the idea that a thing was sacred, and inviolably valid, simply
because it was expressed or taught in this or that book of the
New Testament. He said sharply that he rejected the
Revelation because he could not detect that it was produced
by the Holy Spirit. He supplemented such autocratic utter-
ances with the positive declaration that he intended to abide
by the books which clearly and purely reflected Christ to
him.

To sum up: First, in the sub-apostolic period the Christian
communities possessed only one class of canonical writings,
the Old Testament—only these were regularly read in public
worship. Secondly, as equal authority with the Old Testa-
ment, the sayings of Jesus came to be honored. They, too,
were read or recited at public worship. At the close of the
sub-apostolic age there were two sacred authorities: the
prophets and the Lord. Thirdly, the letters and other didac-
tic writings which the apostolic age originated were compara-
tively little known, were no common ecclesiastical possession,
but were the property of single churches to which they were
addressed, or which had somehow come into possession
of them. As yet they were not valid as sacred writings,
perhaps were not regularly read in worship. Fourthly, how-
ever, it was through the familiarity and endearment which
apostolic writings later gained by being read at public wor-
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ship that the process of sanctification went on, preliminary
to their canonization. On the other hand, canonization
marks the decay of immediacy in religion, the decay of the
demonstration of the Spirit and power, the passing away of
that inner certitude due to the Spirit and power, and the
replacement of productivity by reproductivity and sterility.
~ Fifthly, comprehensively stated, the formation of the canon
was necessitated by the warfare on the part of the Catholic
church against heresy and Gnosticism, and the fixation of
the canon was the work of later centuries.

The conclusion which this reference to history yields, as
affecting the subject under consideration, is inescapable.
The canon of the New Testament is a work of the Catholic
church. Appeal to the New Testament as eo ¢pso an author-
ity binding upon faith is a dogma of the Catholic church.
The Catholics have ever reminded the Protestants that the
Bible derived its canonical authority, and its delimitation
over against the uncanonical, from that very church which
Protestants have otherwise repudiated. And Protestantism
is still debtor to Catholicism at this point. It is the Achilles’
heel of Protestantism. '

In leaving this survey, it may be well to signalize the net
results: (a) In authority-religion the Bible is an effect to
be referred to miraculous divine causalities. The eighteenth-
century ecriticism of deist, rationalist, and mystic, and the
historico-critical movement of the nineteenth century, are
decisive against this foundation of the value of the Bible.
The Bible was not ‘‘automatically composed,” is due rather
to the “free caprice of the writers,” and exhibits scientific
and historic errors, expresses local and personal passions—
in a word, has all the marks of a deliberate human composi-
tion. (b) From a history of the origin and fixation of the
canon, it is clear that the a priori declaration of the coin-
cidence of canonicalness and immediate divineness has no
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historical support. From both points of view, the way the
Bible came about, its constitution, origin, and history, wit-
ness against its immediate miraculous derivation as set forth
by authority-religion. Today we must get at the importance,
meaning, and significance of the Bible in some other way.
Its revelation-value must be based on its record of the inner
experiences of great-souled persons wrestling with the crises
of their fate.

3. The dissolution of the Protestant apologetic which
appealed to prophecy defined as prediction, in order to prove
the immediate supernatural derivation of the Bible, may be
considered to be complete.

In the early Christian centuries the orthodox church
declared that the New Testament was an infallible inter-
preter of Old Testament utterances. But from Justin’s
Dialogue with Trypho and Origen’s Against Celsus it is evi-
dent that proofs from prophecy so viewed were questioned,
not only by heathen who may have lacked proper appercep-
tion for understanding the Old Testament, but also by Jews
who thought that the Christians gave an interpretation to
prophecies that was contrary to their original meaning. The
already often-mentioned allegorical method of interpretation,
like a parallelogram of forces, served to resolve such in-
equalities. But with the collapse of the method the solution
was discredited.

In early Protestantism a new method obtained, by which
the New Testament interpretation of Old Testament pas-
sages was harmonized with the local meaning of those pas-
sages. The hypothesis that such passages had a double
meaning —the one immediate, the other remote—was resort-
ed to. It was assumed that the psychological basis of this
hypothesis was a dual consciousness on the part of the Old
Testament writers. But in opposition to this hypothesis it
was pointed out, first, that certain New Testament quotations
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expressly exclude the immediate meaning; and, secondly,
that the so-called dual consciousness was psychologically
improbable, that it were better for theologians to assume but
one human consciousness and discard so vulnerable an hypoth-
esis. Still the position was not immediately abandoned.
It survived in the contention that the prophet had a glim-
mer of the more remote higher meaning of the utterances
along with the immediate sense and purpose. To this modi-
fied assumption of the double meaning of prophecies, Socin-
ians and Arminians added another rule, which had to do
with the word “that it might be fulfilled”—holding that
these words only indicate that there is a similarity in the
passages, or that the Old Testament passage admits of
application to the New Testament event, not exactly that it
predicts that event.

The German rationalists, with their usual vigor, urged
that the Old Testament contained no prophecies, 7. e., defi-
nite predictions concerning Jesus Christ, no description of
the life, vocation, sufferings, death, and resurrection of
Jesus; but that all the prophetic descriptions of the Messiah
and messianic kingdom referred to the historical and human,
to be explained without resort to miraculous prevision. It
was not uniformly said—there were exceptions—that Jesus
and the apostles erroneously interpreted the Old Testament
prophecies contrary to their original meaning. Rather, it was
said that they did not introduce these passages or prophecies,
but applied them freely as we now apply passages of Scrip-
ture to persons and events without thinking that the pas-
sages had the reference which we give them; 7. e., the
Old Testament was used for purposes of edification. But
the rationalists were forced by their opponents to face the
question as to whether Jesus’ own references to his death
and resurrection were mere edificatory passages. It wassaid
that only violent interpretation can ignore prediction here.

-
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The rationalists made a twofold reply: first, the hypothesis
that Jesus, as soon as he grew clear as to his duty and com-
prehended the historical situation, foresaw the empirical
inevitability of his death, and that thus no miraculous super-
naturalism is required to explain his forebodings; or, secondly,
such narratives are a New Testament case of waticinia post
eventum. And it must be granted that either of these
hypotheses is sufficient to cast a fatal doubt upon the argu-
ment from predictive prophecy as employed in the religion of
authority. The truth seems to be that, owing to the histori-
cal necessity of vindicating the new religion by appeal to
the traditional canonical authority, apologists had to find
proof in the Old Testament that the life and works of Jesus
were messianic, or else have no proof at all that would meet
the case; and so they culled from the Old Testament those
passages that appeared to have messianic reference.

To sum up: At first men thought that “prophecy”
referred to the distant future and not at all to the present.
Then they attributed a dual consciousness to the writer’s
mind. Afterward they made a typical interpretation of the
prophecies. Lastly they reversed their first position and
held that the prophecies referred to the present and not to
the future. It was now incumbent upon them to give a
psychological explanation of the New Testament usage of
Old Testament passages. Briefly expressed, the develop-
ment ran through the following stages: prophecy may have
(a) literal reference to the future; (b) typical reference to
the future; (c) dual reference to the present and the future;
(d) no reference to the future.

4. The evidential value of miracles is the mainstay of
authority-religion. Instead of being naturally or historically
or psychologically mediated, miraculous events are due to
immediate particular volitions of Deity' by virtue of which

1The so-cailed “religious” miracle of the Ritschlians does not have any place
in this historical discussion.
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there are causes without their usual effects, or effects without
their usual causes—metaphysical miracle. Hence the writ-
ings, the rule of faith and practice, in which the miraculous
narratives are imbedded, are likewise traceable to divine
causality; but, if so, are infallible and divinely authori-
tative.

This doctrine of miracles as means of proof of the divinity
of Christianity remained unshaken in the church down to
modern times. Not that it enjoyed immunity from attack.
The opponents of Jesus said that he did miracles by the
help of demonic powers. In the early centuries, when this
reproach was repeated, the church fathers met it by pointing
to the moral character and teaching of Jesus, which were
unthinkable were he in league with the devil. But, logically,
there is something suspicious in this argument, inasmuch as
it is said both that the miracles proved the teachings divine
and that the teachings proved the miracles divine. This de-
fect in the proof from miracles, however, was attributed to
those miracles which were capable of producing only a fides
humana, while the fides divina could be effectuated only by
the inner witness of the Spirit. The lack of cogency of
this proof from the inner witness has been set forth in a
previous connection. But those who saw this put all the
greater stress npon the proof from miracles, while restrict-
ing the miraculous to the fewest possible cases. Indeed,
there have ever been church teachers who have degraded
biblical miracles, partly, to the great miracle of nature as a
whole; partly, to the moral effects of Christianity. But
whether Philo declared that the miracles of Moses were
child’s play as compared with the truly great miracle of
creation ; or Augustine and Luther reproached the obtuseness
of the multitude who wonder only at the miraculous; or
Luther depreciated nature miracle in favor of Spirit miracle
—in all these expressions neither the possibility, nor the
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reality, nor the cogency of miracle as proof, was assailed.
Even Calvin made much of the proof from miracles, though
he harshly criticised the Lutherans for their doctrine of the
ubiquity of Christ, saying that they did not feel sure of
omnipotence unless they tore the whole fabric of nature into
pieces by a self-made miracle.'

It was Spinoza who first gave the concept of miracles a
blow which resounded first in England among the deists, then
in Germany, and which had great influence on all the sub-
sequent development of theology. It may be said that there
has been a strained relation ever since, as regards the miracu-
lous, between philosophy and ecclesiastical Christianity. A
reproduction of his argument follows. To begin with, the
conception of God as Absolute does not comport with the
idea of single acts which the Absolute was said to perform in
the course of time.” This consideration was urged against
the thinkableness of miracles. For the rest, Spinoza’s
investigation concerning miracles fell into two parts, philo-
sophical and exegetical. The former investigated the possi-
bility and demonstrative power of the miraculous; the
latter, the reality of miracles. As to the possibility of
miracles, there were two questions: Is a miracle compatible
with the nature of God in his relation to nature? Can a
miracle be known by man as miracle? The former concerns
the objective, the latter the subjective, possibility of miracles.
The former, according to Spinoza, can be affirmed only by
him who puts God and nature in juxtaposition as two sepa-
rate substances, in such a way that the activity of the one

Unst., IV, 11, 25.

2 Leibnitz thought that he found an essential alleviation of the conceivability
of miracles by making higher beings, e. g., angels, instead of God, the authors of
miracles in most cases. By virtue of their exaltation above nature, they conld
produce results in nature that could not be explained from nature's own forces.
Moreover, being finite beings, their agency did not contradict the idea of the con-
summation of single acts (THEODICEE, ITI, 249). Of course, this uncritically assumes
the existence of angels.
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excludes that of the other. If the laws of nature are some-
thing in themselves, and the act of the Divine will is some-
thing different therefrom, then, since one such act of will
originally posited the laws of nature, another such act can
wholly or partially suspend those laws. But, according to
Spinoza, God and nature are not two, but one. “Deus sive
substantia sive natura.”' The laws of nature are the will
of God in independent actualization. Therefore an occur-
rence contravening the laws of nature contradicts the will of
God. To affirm that God does something contrary to the
laws of nature is tantamount to affirming that he does some-
thing contrary to his own nature.

The subterfuge of the distinction between the supernatural
and the contra- or anti-natural falls away of itself from this
point of view. For if nature, as the self-realization of the
Divine Being, is homogeneous with the latter, then it is infi-
nite, and, if infinite, there can be nothing apart from it nor
above it. This consideration aside, if by hypothesis miracle
occurs in nature, but not according to the laws of nature,
then the otherwise universal validity and operation of those
laws are interrupted in the case of miracle. But this inter-
ruption of inviolable order is in contradiction of that order.
Thus, since nothing occurs in nature save according to its
laws, it follows that the term “miracle’ is to be understood
only relatively; 1. e., with reference to the opinions of men.
It designates a phenomenon whose natural causes we do not
know. Hence miracleis subjective. How, now, psychologi-
cally, does it come to be thought of as objective? There are

1Still, this expression must be interpreted in the light of the following: * The
supposition of somo that I endeavor to prove. ... the unity of God and nature
(meaning by the latter a certain mass or corporeal matter), is wholly erroneous.” —
Spr1NozA to Oldenberg, Letter XXI. Underlying Spinoza’s theory of miracles is his
religious philosophy, of which this same letter gives fine saummary: *“Ihold that
God is of all things the cause immanent, as the phrase is, not transeunt. I say that
all things are in God and move in God, thus agreeing with Paul, and, perhaps, with
all the ancient philosophers, though the phraseology may be different; I will even
venture to affirm that I agree with all the ancient IHebrows, in so far as one may
judge from their traditions, though thcse are in many ways corrupted.”
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three stages: First, I do not know that the phenomenon in
question has a natural cause; secondly, the phenomenon in
question does not have a natural cause; thirdly, the imme-
diate cause of the phenomenon is God.  Does this carry con-
viction with it? Suppose that there is sense in the argu-
ment that a phenomenon which does not have a natural
cause must be produced of God; then everyone who denies
thenatural causation of a phenomenon must know the whole
scope of caunsation; otherwise there would remain the possi-
bility that the given phenomenon had had a natural force
unknown to us as a cause. Since now no one can safely claim
such a comprehensive natural knowledge, miracle, even if it
were objective, could never be certainly known by us as such.

“You seem to many to take away the authority and value
of miracles, whereby alone, as nearly all Christians believe,
the certainty of the divine revelation can be established,”
writes Oldenberg to Spinoza. ‘As regards miracles, I am
of the opinion that the revelation of God can be established
only by the wisdom of the doctrine, not by miracles, or, in
other words, by ignorance,” replies Spinoza. “In what sense
do you take miracles and ignorance to be synonymous and
equivalent terms?’”’ inquires Oldenberg again.

I have taken miracles and ignorance as equivalent terms because
those who endeavor to establish the truth of religion by means of
miracles seek to prove the obscure by what is more obscure and
completely unknown, thus introducing a new sort of argument, the
reduction, not to the absurd, as the phraseis, but toignorance. . . . .
Do we possess sufficient knowledge of nature as to be able to lay
down the limits of its force and power, or to say that a given thing
surpasses that power? No onecould goso far without arrogance.
We may, therefore, without presumption, explain miracles as far
as possible by natural causes. When we cannot explain them, nor
even prove their impossibility, we may well suspend our judgment
about them, and establish religion, as I have said, solely by the
wisdom of its doctrines.!

1 Letters XX-XXIII.
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As result of this philosophical investigation, Spinoza
carried over into the exegetical investigation the objective as
well as the subjective impossibility of miracles, together with
their incapacity to prove the immediate divinity of the
biblical tradition in which they were imbedded. According
to him, everything narrated in the Scriptures must have
occurred naturally or not at all. In this connection, Spinoza
has the merit of being among the first to show that, accord-
ing to the mode of speech of the Hebrews and its popular
end, the Bible referred natural or historical phenomena
immediately to God as first and universal cause, without
intending thereby to exclude particular middle causes.'
Summing up, to the questions, Can miracles occur? Can
they be known as such? Can a miracle prove the divinity
of revelation? Are the biblical narratives to be understood
as necessarily involving miracles ?—Spinoza gave a negative
answer. The religion of authority, or traditionalism, treas-
ures tradition only on the basis of its origin, instead of its
worth, its serviceableness in the spiritual development of
humanity—and stays it on authority; and, in doing so, not
only forfeits its availability, but also makes any independent
investigation of truth impossible. Without agreeing with
Spinoza’s affirmation of the impossibility of miracle—a
necessity of his philosophic system—the appreciation of the
biblical tradition on the basis, not of its miraculous origin,
but of its historical and psychological function, to which
Spinoza pointed two hundred and fifty years ago, is at once
the overthrow in principle of authority-religion and a support
of the religion of personality. And the supersession of his
rationalism by our pragmatism but supplies the appropriate
philosophical presupposition to his own conclusions in this

field.

1E. g.,18am. 9: 15, 16: * God sent Saul to Samuel.” ButSaul’s going to Samuel
was due, according to the narrative, to the search for his father’s asses. See Gen.
9:3; Pss. 104: 4, 5; 147: 15, 18; etc.
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Hume put the question as follows: Can the biblical nar-
ratives—nay, any narratives—make a miracle—i. e., a
deviation from the course of nature—credible? If Spinoza
attacked the possibility and efficacy of miracle on the basis of
certain philosophical presuppositions, Hume attacked the
credibility of miracle on the ground that human testimony is
inadequate to accredit such occurrence. The following isan
outline of his argument: We put confidence in the tes-
timony of historical writers because we are in the habit of
finding that their statements agree with the facts. But this
rule, like all others, is not without its exceptions. Ever
according to the character, partly of the statements, partly of
the supposed facts, there are degrees of deviation of state-
ments from facts, consequently degrees of the credibility of
statements. Thus the statements of but a few, or contra-
dictory statements of many, would be more frequently unreli-
able than what several men had said harmoniously. But,
with the most desirable character of the witness, it still
depends upon the nature of the facts witnessed whether we
can believe the witness or not —that is, the incredibility of a
given fact is enough to weaken the credibility of an other-
wise reliable man. This is the case even if the fact lies
within the limits of the natural. What if the accredited fact
be a miracle? A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature,
and since a fixed, exceptionless experience has established
these laws, the proof against a miracle which is drawn from
this behavior of the supposed fact is as complete as possible
from experience. ~What kind of character must a witness
have to authenticate such an occurrence as that wine was
drawn from a jar in which there was only water? He must
belong to a class of witnesses from which no deception or
delusion ever comes. In other words, the falseness of the
witness must be a greater miracle than the fact accredited by
him. But what human witness offers such certainty? In
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all history we find no miracle which was (a) attested by a
sufficient number (b) of sufficiently expert persons to exclude
the possibility of self-deception, who (c) would be so honest
that an intentional deception would be unthinkable. Thus
the grounds of the truth of miraculous narratives are
insufficient. But, to take a step farther, there are reasons
which tell against the truth. So many examples of invented
miracles and prophesyings which have been unmasked as
deceptions in all ages, either by clear proof or by reveal-
ing their discrepancy, prove sufficiently the strong bent of
the human race to the miraculous and the extraordinary, and
should make us distrustful toward all narratives of this kind.
Finally, we have no witness to a miracle against which a bulk
of counter-evidence may not be adduced. Besides, miracles
are said to occur in every religion, as proof of the exclusive
divinity of that religion. Moreover, there are non-biblical
miracles which exceed biblical ones in documentariness and
credibility. The result of all these considerations is, accord-
ing to Hume, that no human witness for miracles of any
kind rises to probability, much less to historical certainty.
Even supposing there were historical certainty, there still
remains the character of the miraculous event opposing the
historic evidence. Therefore we can assume as a principle
that no human witness suffices to prove a miracle and to make
it a sure basis of a religious system.'

It is significant that Kant® introduces his conception and
criticism of miracle in connection with his discussion of
redemptive faith. What gives to the life of Jesus its redeem-
ing power? he asks. It issimply and only his good will—that
will which, by its moral perfection, endures victoriously the
temptation of the world and suffering till death. Posit the
redeeming power in anything other than the moral will, and

1 Human Understanding, chap. x, and Essay on Miracles, etc.

2 Religion innerhalb der blossen Vernunft, Zweites Stlick, Abschnitt II.
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redemption and the “good principle” cease to be an object
of rational faith. That other power, which is not moral will
and good disposition, and yet which is said to be valid either
as condition or as criterion of a life that redeems, is a super-
natural, wonder-working power. In that case redemptive
faith is based on faith in miracle, which Christ himself
stigmatized and rejected: ‘“Except ye see signs and wonders,
ye will not believe.”” Miracle as an outer sign does not
belong to moral faith, but to a religion which consists in
outer signs, in ceremonies, and in cultus. The presence of
God is announced by means of an external, sensible fact;
i. e., a miracle. Faith in miracle is explained by the char-
acter of this kind of religion. Historical development avoids
leaps, requires steady transition in its external course. If,
now, there shall be an end to religion of mere cultus and
observance, and the birth of a religion founded in spirit
and truth, then the survival of faith in miracles in the
beginnings of such religion will be psychologically the
redemption-faith, and the miracle-faith may be combined
in this historical transition.

But it is a different matter when miracle-faith is dogmati-
cally made the basis of redemption-faith, the wonder-working
power a condition of the redeeming power. Proportion-
ately, faith in redemption loses its practical and truly
religious importance when it is based on faith in miracles.
The object of the miracle-faith is an external fact; but faith
in a fact (Begebenheit) is not religious, but Adstorical.  Mir-
acle is a supernatural affair occurring in contradiction to
natural laws, through whose temporary abrogation alone it
is possible. An outer fact is knowable only through outer
experience; only facts of a natural-legal character can be
experienced; natural causality is the condition of all outer
experience. Consequently there is no experience of miracle.
Whether miracle be possible or not, our experience of miracle
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is not possible. Equally impossible is it for an outer occur-
rence to have redeeming power. It would be redemption
by magic for an occurrence independently of me and my
disposition to redeem me! Miracle-faith is not religious.
A theistic miracle would be an act of God in violation of the
natural order of things. Now, it is only through the order
of nature that we can form an idea of the divine mode of
operation. If, however, there be divine activities which
disrupt and abrogate the natural order of things, we can then
form no idea any longer of the divine agencies. Theistic
miracle annuls the possibility of a theistic idea, and there-
with itself as well. But in that case theistic miracle can no
longer be distinguished from demonic, since the criterion of
evaluation is gone.

Miracles are possible only in violation of natural laws.
The latter admits of no exception. They are valid without
exception, or not at all. If there be miracle, there are no
natural laws, therefore no natural science, no theoretical
knowledge. Thus Kant opposed miracles in behalf both of
the religious and of the scientific interest.

Brief mention may now be made of how subsequent time
sought partly to work out the criticisms by Spinoza, Hume,
and Kant still further, and partly to limit their eriticism.

a) Reflection reverted to the vindication of the possibility
of miracle. The effort to renew, despite Spinoza, the dis-
tinction between the supernatural and the anti- or contra-
natural, was innocuous. More significance is to be attached
to the school of Schelling and Hegel, according to which the
possibility of miracle was sought to be proved from the rela-
tion of spirit to nature, and from that of the finite spirit to
the absolute. What is willed in the spirit of truth and
purity is willed in the Spirit of God, and it is only a postu-
late of reason that nature does not strive against such a will.
Therefore Christ was a worker of miracles, and the time of
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his work on earth was a time of signs and wonders. But
Strauss replied that the Divine Will is the existence and
persistence of the laws of nature, and that therefore a human
will at one with the divine would obey those laws, and abstain
from every irruption into nature which varied from the
ordered human activity in nature. According to another
Hegelian modification, miracle is a determination of nature
by Spirit in such a way that nature is able to offer no oppo-
sition to the will of the Spirit. Since nature is not the
ground of its own self, but Spirit is the principle of its
becoming, nature is also incapable of being a limit to Spirit.
This power was fully embodied in Christ, since through the
purity of his will he was free from nature as was no other
man. The greater miracle was not his foregoing the use of
means, but his using them; for in using means and media-
tions he did not give free course to a mode of action which
was alone natural to his supernatural character. But it was
easy for Strauss to point out that all this leads to absurdities.
It cannot do otherwise if one seeks to deduce concrete events
or facts from a concept so indefinite as the power of Spirit
over nature. As Hegel's philosophy of art could have been
written without his having ever seen a single creation of the
artistic genius, so the Hegelian doctrine of miracles supposes
no acquaintance with miraculous stories. To be sure, Spirit
has power over nature, but not the Spirit that desires to
make inroads into nature, to fly, or to walk on water; but
that Spirit which moves quietly in nature as nature’s law and
formative impulse; that Spirit which becomes lord of nature,
not by magic, but by patient toil as understanding and will.
Hegel’s view of miracle is as if one were not satisfied with
eating cherries, pears, apples, but wanted to eat fruit as such!

b) Next, the knowability of miracle, which Kant denied,
was re-examined by naturalists and rationalists, supplying
nothing new, however. To be sure, the defenders of mira-
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cles appealed to the limitedness of human knowledge as a
defense, while Spinoza had inferred the unknowability of
miracles therefrom. Centuries ago the power and utility of
steam, as known today, would have seemed unbelievable.
According to the principle of skeptical eriticism, it would
have once been declared an impossibility for ships to run
without rudder and sail. Similarly, at the time of Jesus
things happened which appear now to be impossibilities.
Kant had already anticipated this argument, and character-
ized it as juggling. It is required that the laws of the
miraculous shall be made known as accurately as the laws of
steam and electricity, before we validate the comparison.

c) As to the reality of miracles, the Catholic miracles
were so exaggerated and incredible that Protestants were led
to deny the continuance of miracles in Christianity after the
apostolic age. But it was urged that the Protestant point
was not well taken; for, if miracles are possible once, they are
possible always. Granted! was the reply; but miracle was
needed at the beginning of Christianity, not for its propaga-
tion through the centuries. To which the rejoinder was:
What greater need than a miracle now to settle the attack of
science and philosophy against miracle? Finally, Paulus in
his naturalistic explanation of the gospel narratives was
continuous with Spinoza’s thought of the silence of the Bible
concerning middle or secondary causes. Those who aban-
doned miraculous supernaturalism had recourse to one of
two alternatives: (1) explanation by insertion of the natural
causes—rationalism; or (2), since this was difficult with re-
gard to so distant a past, the mythical and legendary hypoth-
esis. The latter, having been effectively employed by Nie-
buhr in secular history, and having already served a good
turn in the explanation of non-Christian religions in such a
way as to set aside the idea of deception as a source of those
religions, came at length to be adopted, by those who made
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themselves competent to have an opinion on the subject, as
that hypothesis which best satisfied at once the intellectual
and the religious interests of the human spirit. According
to this point of view, the miraculous story is not at first the
cause, but the product or expression, of faith—not the faith
of a single individual, but the collective faith of a community.
Thus, on the one hand, the myth is no longer, as in antique
thought, held to be historical reality, but, on the other, it is
not held to be illusion and superstition—this would be a
coarse error, pardonable in eighteenth-century rationalism,
but not in the historically trained thought of modern science.
It is precisely myths, and their concomitant rites in which
mythical material is dramatically visualized, which, disen-
gaged from their temporal form, and erected to a continuous
process, everywhere became the most original and the most
powerful mode of expression of the peculiar genius of every
religion.

As to the value of miracle for purposes of proof of the
divinity of religion, Lessing’s famous statement was made
much of: “The accidental truths of history can never prove
the eternal truths of reason.” Lessing did not believe in the
cogency of the argument from miracles. To him the spirit
cannot be authenticated by the unspiritual; for the spiritual
is higher, and is self-authenticating. The self-authenticating
authority of faith rendered proof unnecessary. To believe
in miracle is not the same as to believe in Christ. One may
believe in Christ without believing in miracles, and wvice
versa. So Lessing.

Most recent thought surrenders miraculum, but retains
mirabile. By the latter is meant, not supernatural powers,
but natural powers of a higher order. But on this hypoth-
esis all power of proof is likewise gone; for this is equivalent
to denying miracle as an effect in nature caused by a divine
power not in nature. Besides, even the higher order of
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nature is still nature, and cannot authenticate a religious
founder that is above nature. This is but a new device which
apologists—or, rather, ecclesiastical diplomatists—have of
explaining the miracles of the past. They invoke the action
of laws as yet unknown which are supposed to have modified
the course of the laws we at present know; that is, miracles
are in violation of the laws which we know, but in harmony
with the laws which we do not know. But how is it possible
for them to know that miracles are in harmony with laws
that we do not know? “At Cana Jesus took water to make
wine, and on the hillside of Galilee he took the five loaves
to make bread, just as in ten thousand vineyards today he is
turning the moisture of the earth into the juice of the grape,
and in ten thousand fields is turning carbon into corn.”
Paulsen somewhere says that nonsense has one advantage in
common with sense: you cannot refute it. True; yet it may
be pointed out that, while this is an argument from analogy, it
is a misfit. One might say that as moisture of the earth was
turned into grape-juice in Galilee then, so it is moisture that
makes grape-juice here and now; or, that as it was Jesus who
turned moisture into grape-juice then, so it is he who does
it now. Similarly, in case there was only water in the jar
at one moment, while at the next wine was drawn from the
jar by his power then, we might assume that the same
phenomenon would recur today under the same conditions.
But to argue that as Jesus turns moisture into grape-juice in
the vineyard, so he turned water into wine in the jar, is to
overlook the main items, which are the difference between
the soil and the jar, the mediation of the grapevine, and the
element of time, and the fact that the grape-juice in the grape
is not wine—1in a word, it is to overlook that there is no anal-
ogy at all between what purports to be a result of particular
immediate volition of Jesus, on the one hand, and the orderly

1*The Word and Way,” June 2, 1904; address by PRESIDENT A. H. STRONG.
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gradual processes of nature on the other. Moreover, the
assertion that itis Jesus who turns the moisture of the earth
into the juice of the grape not only assumes what is required
to be proved, but has no warrant in Seripture, since he tells
us that it is his Father' who does such things; nor in reason,
which stops with natural causation and the ultimate principle
of unity underlying it. In general, the tacit syllogism of
the distinguished dogmatician and ecclesiastic is as follows :
The kind of occurrence which certainly happens today
could have happened in the past, since nature is uniform;
miracles, witness what goes on in grapevines and cornstalks,
occur today; therefore miracles occurred in the past; witness
the turning of water into wine at Cana! And yet we
wonder that the intelligent public has lost confidence in its
religious leaders.

One more instance from the same address of this sort
of apologetic must suffice: *The virgin birth of Christ may
be an extreme instance of parthenogenesis, which Professor
Loeb has demonstrated to take place in other than the lowest
forms of life, and which he believes to be possible in all.”
Whether the phenomenon in question took place artificially
or not the sentence does not make evident. The analogy
would be very defective between artificial parthenogenesis
due to the combination of elements by a scientific expert
after long experimentation, and the virgin birth from which
all laboratory agency was excluded. It is probably natural
parthenogenesis the orator has in mind, in which case he
but escapes one difficulty to fall into a greater. Such par-
thenogenesis virtually means that the virgin is both father
and mother of the child. The natural derivation of the child
is manifestly as complete on this hypothesis as if there had
been paternal mediation. But such explanation does violence
to the narrative which refers the fatherly origin of Jesus

1 Matt. 6: 25-32, especially vs, 30.
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immediately to the Holy Spirit; that is, the explanation
denies the fact to be explained. His explanation of the
miracle supersedes necessity of miracle, destroying its evi-
dential value. How can natural parthenogenesis prove the
supernatural genesis of Jesus? And this leads to the formu-
lation of the decisive objection to this whole point of view,
namely, in order to save the fact it denies the principle, or
vice versa. Besides, as already said, its naturalistic expla-
nation of miracles annuls their evidential value for authority-
religion.

The net results of this long controversy over miracles
may now be gathered up:

(1) Spinoza fell into dogmatism when he affirmed the
impossibility of miracles.’ Still, to the scientific under-
standing of the world and to the intellectual habitude super-
induced by science, a miracle cannot be admitted. While the
scientist may confront a phenomenon which he cannot explain
—that is, refer to its non-miraculous antecedents—yet the
decisive consideration is that he can never discover that it has
no such antecedents. For, in order to know that a phenome-
non is inexplicable according to natural laws, he must know
these laws altogether, in all their possible combinations and
applications. Hence it is quite as dogmatic to affirm the
possibility as the impossibility of miracle. That a given occur-
rence was miracle could be authenticated only by divine reve-
lation declaring it to be so. How, then, could miracle attest
revelation ? If revelation authenticates miracle, what authen-
ticates that revelation? Revelation proving the miracle,
miracle proving the revelation—that is, that something
supernatural has been revealed—this is the vicious circle in

1Still, even today, an increasing number of good people feel painfully the dis-
cord jarring at every point between the portentous procession of miracles attributed
to the past, and the ordinary work-a-day world as we know it. To them it seems as
if the benevolence of God was jeopardized by the possibility of miracle; otherwise,
why did ke, who would turn water into wine for a wedding festival, not suspend the

nature of fire to burn up hundreds of little children at the Iroquois Theater dis-
aster in Chicago1
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which authority-religion has ever revolved, and which is but
aggravated by the additional consideration that it views
revelation itself as miracle.!

-(2) If we reject the hypothesis of myth and legend,
Hume’s main contention has never been answered. Today
we witness no miracles. Among Protestants, with the excep-
tion of a very small number of fanatics, even the most ardent
defenders of the supernatural no longer allow that miracles
play any part whatever in their own lives. Catholic ortho-
doxy proceeds in this matter more consistently than evan-
gelical orthodoxy. The former draws no limits to miracles,
treats the present as the past, abides by the standpoint of the
Jews of whom Paul said that they seek after a sign. But
her evangelical sister uncritically and strategically limits
miracles, in the true sense of that word, to the Bible.?
According to her opinion, the time in which God revealed
himself by miracle has gone by. It is not present occur-
rences, but those long past, by means of which she erects a
wall of partition between belief and unbelief. She pays
tribute in general to the consciousness of our time, and
judges concerning nature and history as the modern man is
wont to do. But she exempts one region, the narratives and
teachings of the Sacred Scriptures, from this judgment.
Why? The Bible is the Word of God, she says. Here is
the arch-miracle, for the sake of which faith in the other
miracles is exacted. It goes without saying that God’s
‘Word cannot be doubted. But that words which proceeded
out of the mouths of men are God’s words, and have divine

1The Catholic church, on deciding what revelation is, is consistent in including
in that decision a determination of what is and what is not miracle. Nothing may
be honored as miracle which is not sanctioned as such by apostolic and ordained
authority.

1 However one may think concerning miracle, it is impossible for historical
science to believe in Christian miracle and to deny the non-Christian. And much as
one may find something supernatural in the ethical energies of the inner life, there
is no way to construe the mounting of the Christian above the temporal and the
sensible as supernatural, and that of Plato and Epictetus as natural.
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infallibility —ah, this is the miracle, its base and apex at
once. But it is this which contradicts all the rules according
to which we estimate otherwise human words and writings,
and requires us to forego independent thought precisely at
the point where we are conscious of being most justified and
most obligated to such thought. Now, Hume met orthodoxy
in the right way here. Ancient narratives, construed as
descriptions of actual occurrences, tell us of the miraculously
supernatural. Is the tradition reliable? Was the eye-
witness so sharp an observer that we must assume a deviation
from the laws of nature rather than an error in observation
and tradition? This question is legitimate, and Hume,
prior to the use of the legendary hypothesis, answered it in
the right way. Miraculous narratives, like the biblical,
originating from no observer who possessed sufficient knowl-
edge of the relations and laws of nature to have a right to
pronounce upon such matters, have no scientific importance.
And the orthodox exaction of ‘‘faith” in stories out of rela-
tion with everything we know must forever be no less
antagonistic to the higher activities of true faith than it is
stultifying to science and common-sense. An intelligent
man who now affirms his faith in such stories as actual facts
can hardly know what infellectual honesty means.

(8) Not simply the idea of testimony, however, but the
idea of Grod and of nature, which underlies miracles, bears the
stamp of imperfection. According to Paul, as well as modern
thought, God is not only all, but in all. But in that case
the natural order is not distinct from the divine activity,
does not run a separate course, is not something by itself.
Each must be the same in principle—so far Spinoza was
right. We may not suppose that there is a twofold activity
in God, a natural and a supernatural. Rather, natural law
is itself the will of God; in which case it is impossible to see
how God beside this will of his could have another will, how
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anything could happen which did not happen according to
law. But belief in the miraculous logically implies that the
natural and historical order is not so constituted that all of
the divine ends admit of being attained hereby. God finds
resistance to be overcome in his own moral order. As Hoft-
ding says, it is as if there were two Gods, the one operative
in the customary course of things, the other correcting in
single instances the work of the first.' At all events, in such
belief we waver hither and thither between Gfod and nature;
we seek the help of God only as a stop-gap on occasions when
we think that nature cannot serve our purpose, and the result
is that we neither feel ourselves at home in nature nor are
we fully at peace with the all-ruling providence of God.

It is customary to commend faith in the miraculous as
the only faith that is in a position to give God the honor
which is his due, to lay hold of his grace, to recognize the
glory of Christ, to appropriate the fruit of his life and death,
and, amid universal uncertainty, to find a firm rock on which
one may securely stand. This is an illusion. The opinion
is that, because such faith rendered this service in former
times, it can do so now and forever. Really, we honor God
more highly when we take the thought seriously that in
nature and history law is the sole and perfect revelation of
his will, than when we seek another and supposably greater
revelation above this one. For the ordinary loses in signifi-
cance when we set the exceptional over against it, and we
obstruct our understanding of the true greatness of God when
we seek to see it in a few strange stars of the night, instead
of in the daily sunshine which is the source and sustenance
of life. What we need in order to see the glory of God is

10p. cit., p. 26.

2¢In reference to God we may not even speak of possibility which is not at the
same time actuality. God does what he does, and it is impossible for him to do itin

any other way, impossible from the begiuning to the end."—WIMMER, My Struggle
Jor Light, p. 28.
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not miracle, but an open eye for the world in which we live.
And our deepest needs and longings, our desire for reconcil-
iation and peace, our thirst after righteousness, life, and
blessedness—these find their satisfaction more surely when
we hear in them the voice of Him who has imbedded them in
our nature, to reveal his love to us, than when we seek some
guaranty outside of us that we dare rely on him, and need fear
no illusion. So, too,a human Christ who does no more and no
less than interpret to us the eternal revelation of God in human
nature, and opens our eyes to see it, is no less adapted to
reconcile us and lead us into sonship than the superhuman
entity of the church which, with his epiphany and his
performances, has no place in the pale of the natural life of
humanity. And the same remark may be made of a human
Christianity. Christianity is not miraculous stories—no
matter how many nor how miraculous they may be—but the
Spirit of Christ.

(4) And so, while the modern man abstains from denying
the possibility of miracles, he yet does not believe in miracles,
1. e., a8 they exist and function in authority-religion.' And it
is even impossible for him to comprehend how a Christian
can ascribe more worth to them than Jesus himself did, especi-
ally when we remember that Jesus lived in a time when
miracles did not evoke the irresistible objections which have
banished them from every scientific modern mode of thought.
Moreover, the modern type of piety resists the fancy that a
Christian of the twentieth century can receive any sort of
religious or moral benefit from the fact that Jesus multiplied
the loaves or miraculously knew that a piece of money was
in the mouth of a fish. But—though I anticipate in saying
so in this connection—while we do not believe in this

1By ‘“religious miracles” the Ritschlians mean single events—within the
divinely guided total process=which are especially important and clear, perhaps
also specially striking and powerful, disclosures of God’s reign redemptively and
providentially, no matter whether they be naturally mediated or not. This is cor-
rectly thought out, and has no connection with the metaphysical miracle in the
system of authority-religion under criticism.
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antiquated and obsolete form of an anthropomorphic theol-
ogy, we yet do believe steadfastly in the activity of God in
us and around us and above us; we do believe in his help con-
formably to the order which he has established in the moral
world; and we so believe, not on the basis of any external
authority whatsoever, but on the basis of our own moral
experience, which has taught us that honest, heartfelt prayer,
and the mounting upward of heart and conscience to God,
providentially result in unspeakable blessings, in true out-
pourings of Spirit, of moral energy, of pardon, of comfort, of
faith, and of hope.

(5) While war has long been waged against miracle; while
in the consciousness of humanity faith in miracle has been
increasingly shaken; while miracle has come to be a burden
instead of a support to religion, it is yet still true that it is
more difficult for Christianity to detach itself from miracle
than it is for any other religion whatsoever. This is mainly
because the doctrine of the bodily resurrection of Jesus has
been propagated into the very center of Christian conviction,
has so fixed its stamp upon this religion that the latter seems
to many to stand or fall with the historicity of that event.
“If Christ be not risen, our faith is vain, we are yet in our
gins,” writes Paul. Is it not well to ask ourselves whether
we are in a position to participate experientially in this
Pauline proposition? We are dependent upon the narratives
of the gospels and the witness of Paul, to form an idea of
what occurred after the death of Jesus. But these are by no
means so consistent as to render assent to the actuality of the
occurrences a requirement of conscience. This importance
attached to the bodily resurrection is far out of proportion
to the evidence therefor.' The narratives yield a fluctuating

14T quite recognize for myself that the story of his [Christ’s] physical resurrec-
tion has been believed on for less evidence than in this age would be required for the
establishment of identity where the value of five pounds might be in question.”—
J. ALLANSON PICTON, The Religion of the Universe, p. 215.
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image which eludes all assured evaluation. Shall we base
our highest and holiest, our whole religious life, on an occur-
rence of which no one can make a perfectly distinct picture?
And is it, indeed, necessary that we build our salvation
on this occurrence? Is there no other foundation of salva-
tion? Are not the truths of our faith, God’s love and grace,
his commandments and kingdom, reliable in and of them-
selves? Do they need a visible authentication? Are we not
children of God if we say with love and confidence, Abba
Father? Do we not have forgiveness of our sins if we are
penitent, and believingly seek his grace? Is Jesus not our
reconciler if his Spirit dwells in us and fills us with the peace
of God? Is our faith in eternal life vain and baseless if
Jesus be not bodily risen, and did not show himself for a
certain length of time to his disciples? What of Old Testa-
ment worthies who of course did not believe in the bodily
resurrection of Jesus? Of John the Baptist? No, no: we
are not required to base all this on an occurrence which admits
of so diverse appreciation, both as to its documentariness and
as to its nature. Our faith rests on a different foundation,
and we need not fear its collapse if an idea which, in initial
Christianity, became the means of its historical unfolding,
proves to be transitory and alien to the essentials of Chris-
tianity. We can imperturbably leave unanswered the question
as to what really took place on Easter morn, and as to how the
disciples came by their conviction that Jesus was risen, and
we can treat the biblical narratives in question like other
miraculous narratives. Jesus is the Living One, no matter
whether he appeared corporeally to his disciples or not. He
lives and rules in the world through his Spirit. Our convic-
tion that this is true must ever be a matter of “faith and not
of sight.”

This matter is of so serious importance to many good
people that I venture to restate my position from a slightly
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different angle of vision. The bodily resurrection is a fact
which can or cannot be maintained by historical science.
Any such fact is to be proved in the scientific way that other
facts are proved, or else it is not to be proved, as science
counts proof, at all. If it is to be proved, it is to be proved
to everyone—the most unbelieving; a scientific pagan, for
instance. And the attitnde to the fact is independent of all
personal disposition, Christian or non-Christian, good or bad.
If the fact is not proved —and not convincingly proved —to
the scientific intellect and conscience, religion can never make
it a duty to let that pass as proved which has not been in truth
proved; can never make it a duty to proceed less critically,
less conscientiously, in so cardinal a matter. In other words:
The acknowledgment of a single historical fact is a thing of
knowledge and not of faith. Faith—Ilet this not be forgot-
ten—1is directed only to that which is of a timeless charac-
ter, which can disclose itself as immediately present to any-
one anywhere. Whoever substitutes an historical fact for
such object of faith externalizes faith, holds religion down to
a stage which has been overcome in the world-historical
movement, and complicates religion in insoluble contradic-
tion with all the rest of our life. Faith in the divine truth
of Christianity is not founded on the bodily resurrection of
Jesus, as is the case in authority-religion, but on its new
content, the world of love and grace. Isit retorted that this
world is a mere subjective web, an illusion, if it be not
authenticated by the tangible support of a corporeal resurrec-
tion? But what is this but to fall back upon the stage of
mediwval Catholicism, and make the reality of the spiritual
dependent upon sensible embodiment? What is this obsti-
nate affirmation of historical faith but a confession of unfaith
in the omnipresence of the spiritual and divine life—the
advocacy of a religion of “signs and wonders” at the expense
of a religion of Spirit and personality? If one will not do
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this, let him cease the amalgamation of history and faith
which has brought such unspeakable bewilderment and woe
upon modern humanity!

(6) “Das Wunder ist des Glaubens liebstes Kind.”
Goethe was right. Miracle is faith’s dearest child, that is,
product. Here, as elsewhere, it is characteristic of authority-
religion to treat that as cause which is primarily effect. It
is often said concerning the miraculous narratives of the
Bible that they narrate what actually took place, or else they
are lies and those who wrote them liars. Are these the only
two possibilities? It would be far nearer the truth, far more
indicative of historical sense and religious insight—of some
remove, on the part of him who so judges, from the coarse
vulgarity and stupidity of a Wordsworth’s Peter Bell—to
say that, in the nature of the case, a miraculous story can-
not be a lie nor its source mendacious. Certainly, apart
from the alternative, reality or lie, there is a third, which is
neither of the two, 1. e., poesy. No one judges the parables
of Jesus, e. g., according to the principle that they are
actual or mendacious accounts. One sees in them, not
reality, but truth—truth in pictures. This is the essence of
poesy, and everyone knows that it is precisely poesy that is
able to express the highest truths.! Thus, also, do we most
honor biblical miraculous narratives when we seek to under-
stand them as poesies. So when we speak of faith, when we
confess faith, we do mnot, just on that account, speak the
language of knowledge as science counts knowledge ; for such

1 What’s this, Aurora Leigh,
You write so of the poets, and not langh?
Those virtuous liars, dreamers after dark,

Exaggerators of the sun and moon,
And soothsayers in a tea-cnp?”

“* 1 write so
Ot the only truth-tellers now left to God,
The only speakers of essential truth,
Opposed to relative, comparative,
And temporal truths.”
—E. B. BROWNING, in durora Leigh.

)
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knowledge leaves no room for the subjective, the human, the
personal; nor do we speak the language of the market, where
the petty individual interests of men crowd and clash; but
we speak another, a marvelously living language, the divine
language of Eternity —the language of poesy. Confession
of faith is poesy of faith! And in this poesy of faith the
human spirit finds its fullest freedom, and at the same time
a bond of fellowship which embraces all that is human; in
this poesy the most distant is present; the past, the dead,
is living. What the philosopher, who sought his formula in
other centuries and in a foreign language, has excogitated, in
order to explain the world to knowledge, the critic of knowl-
edge independently accepts or rejects. But what the collect-
ive spirit of a people has grown, what the saint has sung,
be it never so remote from us, echoes in our hearts today,
awakens in their depths a life of their own, as if we had
participated in the old production and the old song. To me
it would be a hard, insufferable yoke of the letter, because
reason and conscience alike rebel against it, were I required
to confess that Jesus stilled the storm on the sea with a
word, or that he walked on the surface of the water with-
out sinking. But then this would be no confession of faith
at all—a consideration to which, strangely enough, our
church leaders are blind; it would be historical knowledge,
actual or supposed. If we are to derive a real confession
of faith from these narratives, we must interpret them as
poesies of faith in which the human heart has embodied or
symbolized its faith in the peace-producing power of the
Spirit of Christ, its confidence in that courage of faith
which mounts over all the abysses of life. And we discover
the language of our own faith in these poesies of faith,
the language of the heart, which proclaims the divine
in the pictures and parables of the human. How harshly
spirits pounce upon one another when they argue over the
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story of creation, or of the birth, resurrection, and ascension
of Jesus! But when Father Haydn confesses his pious
faith, and his song of creation soars and swings, then they
all sing with their hearts: “The heavens declare the glory
of God and the firmament showeth his handiwork.” And
when our children sing

“TIn the beauty of the lilies
Christ was born across the sea,”

or when the Hallelujah shouts the victory over death and the
grave—it is our own hearts’ faith which cries Amen! to
what the devout genius has confessed in his faith. Then we
no longer believe as Catholic or Protestant, as orthodox or
liberal, as old or new; we believe as human, and speak and
hear the language of the Eternal Humanity.

It but remains to indicate in compact summary the sig-
nificance of this movement of logical criticism consum-
mated mainly in the eighteenth century. The religion of
authority, basing its claim to finality upon the idea that it is
divine and that no other is, proves its divineness by appeal
to the form of the origin of its religious truths. The argu-
ment of its orthodox supernaturalistic apologetics runs as
follows: Sharing, to start with, in the old world-view that
the intellect has primacy in human nature, and knowledge in
religion, it affirms that man was originally endowed, when
miraculously created by omnipotent fiat, with a perfect knowl-
edge of God. But man lost this light of knowledge through
the darkness of the sin of the great fall. But, for all that,
there yet remained the original and basal impulse toward
God, and the postulate of a proffer once yet again of the
divine truth in its completeness. This, however, does not
hinder all that is human from remaining subjective, fallible,
sinful, and weak. Therefore man needs the help that comes
only from superhuman divine power. This proffered help is
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known as divine—here is the crux of that old argument—
directly in its form, which has no analogy with the way that
human things come about. In addition, this help, in its con-
tent and effect as well, proclaims itself to be divine, in the
last analysis, by manifest interruption of the psychic legality
of human life. The miracle, in the heart of nature and of
history, of the supernatural and superhistorical origin and
beginning of Christianity, and the ever-recurring miracle of
conversion—now erected into signal demonstrative value, to
be examined in a moment—assure the specialty of this
causality, and authenticate the proffered help of a Truth and
Power of God fundamentally exempt from all human fallibil-
ity and weakness. The reference of Christianity to the
absolute causality of God, and the consequent demarkation
against all that is human and historical, against the merely
relative truths and forces of the latter, exhaust the require-
ment of finality on the part of the religion of authority.
Let it be repeated that the gist of the argument for this
finality on the part of orthodox supernaturalism is the use it
makes of the category of causality. Christianity is directly
due to the miraculous causality of God, and nothing else is.
Hence, revelation by direct and exclusive supernatural com-
munication of ideas, and the Bible by exclusive miraculous
inspiration, and conversion by ‘“miracle of grace.” Strictly
speaking, revelation has no history, the Bible no history,
and conversion no psychology. In a static world they are
themselves static. Isolated, incomparable, disparate, refer-
able to divine miracle as their cause, they constitute the
finality of the Christian religion.

But how may one know that these phenomena are imme-,
diate effects of such miraculous divine causality? What
is the proof of it? Now, it is precisely the knowledge and
proof of this old apologetic which have been irretrievably
undermined, as this chapter has shown, mainly by the ration-



142 THE FINALITY OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

alistic criticism of that all-destroying eighteenth century.
However little religious value rationalism may have—and
the writer does not think that it is very great—it yet has
the merit of working as a disintegrating solvent upon the
static finalities of the church, whose survivals are an irritat-
ing and injurious anachronism in this modern world.’

Today this issue of rationalism is being unintentionally
and collaterally duplicated by historical science. But
since it is historical science which seems to exclude the
possibility of establishing from any point of view the
finality of the Christian religion, thus setting our own
task, an examination of its merits had better be post-
poned for the more positive part of this work. Still, brief
reference to its effects upon orthodox finalities is desirable
here, all the more so since its conclusions did not escape
recognition in the previous part of this chapter.

As will be seen later, the new view of the world in general
includes a remainderless historical treatment of all human
things, which is the outcome of the widening of the horizon
backward into the past and sideward over the entire breadth
of the present. It is this movement which has contributed
to the shattering of the original naive confidence of every
regnant type of culture and system of values in their own
inviolability. These types have become historical objects
by the side of others, between which not miracle, but only
comparison, can yield criterion of their respective values.
Thus it would seem that modern history was the end of any
dogmatic formation which hypostasizes its naive claim to
validity by the use of the concept “revelation.” On the
basis of developmental history of peoples, civilizations, and
constituents of culture, a history founded upon critical analy-
sis of sources and psychological inferences of analogy,

1The main defect of rationalism is not so much that it is unhistorical, as is often
asserted with so little insight, but that it is intellectualistic, thus sharing in the
presupposition of orthodoxy.
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historical science resolves all dogmas, civil and ecclesiasti-
cal, into the flux of process, judges all phenomena with
sympathetic righteousness, articulates and unifies all that
happens in the long human story into a general view of the
becoming of humanity. This picture of the whole, con-
structed in part by the synoptic imagination, is the presup-
position of all judgments concerning the norms and ideals of
humanity. Therefore historical science is the basis of all
thought concerning values and norms, the means of self-
reflection on the part of mankind, as regards its nature, its
origin, and its hopes.

It is impossible that this new way of looking at things
should not profoundly affect all future ‘‘appreciations” of
Christianity. Like all great movements of the human spirit,
Christianity also shares this naive confidence in its normative
truth, and apologetic reflection has ever solidified this confi-
dence by the blank unmediated opposition of Christianity
to all that is non-Christian, depreciating the latter to a
homogeneous mass of human error and vice; exalting the
former to immediate divine dignity, accredited as such by
outer and inner miracle, as we have already seen. All that
is Christian is held to be in history, but not of history, not
even through history. “Secular” history is the region of
sin and error, but ecclesiastical history presents absolute
truth, proved to be such because miraculously authenticated
to be due to divine communication. This, we saw, was the
old position.

Now, it is not only rationalism, but modern historical
science, arising from rationalism and continuous therewith,
which has unconsciously wrought in a disintegrating way
upon this structure of thought built by the apologetics of
orthodox supernaturalism. The articulation of Christianity,
without remainder, as an individual phenomenon, into the
course of other great individual productions, especially into
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the universal organism of religious history, goes triumphantly
on. By so much do the orthodox-apologetic isolation of
Christianity over against the rest of historical reality, and
the specification of this isolatedness as formal characteristic
of its finality, suffer refutation. In a word, Christianity is
drawn into the process which relativizes all that is historical,
and hence the static finality given it by authority-religion is
gone. Whether any conception of Christian finality is pos-
sible, or even pertinent, in the light of universal historical
relativity is precisely the problem for our further reflection.

One thing more, and this long chapter shall close. While
one cannot attend to all the modifications of orthodoxy in
modern times—and one need not do so, since at root they
are the same—there is yet a single endeavor and tendency
that deserves to be signalized by special mention. I refer
to the development of thought formerly represented by
Frank,! now by his pupil and disciple, Ihmels.” While
orthodox Protestantism rests its case upon the miraculous
causation of biblical Christianity, and orthodox Catholicism
upon that of ecclesiastical Christianity in addition, thus both
in common upon an outer miracle in history, the Frankian
orthodoxy appeals in a singular way to the inner miracle of
conversion. In the experience of conversion or regeneration,
all objective realities of faith are authenticated to the Chris-
tian. This experience is the specific peculiarity which serves
better to isolate and thus absolutize Christianity than the
traditional marks of its isolatedness.

It will be observed that this modern form of orthodox-
supernaturalistic apologetics pays tribute likewise to ration-
alism and historical science, since it subordinates the outer
miracle to the inner, and assigns to the latter only the
function of guaranteeing the absolute certainty of redemption.

1System of Christian Certainty.

2Die christliche Wahrheitsgewissheit, ihr letzer Grund und ihre Entstehung
(1901); Die Selbstindigkeit der Doymutik gegeniiber der Religionsphilosophie (1901).
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The significance of this standpointis the relegation of super-
natural authentication to psychological immanent factors.
It is claimed that on the basis of these factors the transeunt
factors of a metaphysical and historical nature—namely, the
miraculous work of God on innately sinful man, and the
miraculous revelation of “redemptive facts” authenticating
themselves in the Bible—are to be reached. Any outer
miracle, not unconditionally necessary to the affirmation and
validation of this inner miracle of conversion, may be sac-
rificed upon the altar of historical science. Common to the
old and the new orthodoxy—as, indeed, to all theology—is
the endeavor to substantiate the normative validity of Chris-
tian truth., Common to the two again is the method of
arriving at this normative validity by means of a principiant
isolation or singularity of Christianity. The difference
between the two is that this exceptionalness of Christianity
with the old is historical, but with the new is psychological.
But in each case the special mark is this unrelatedness,
together with the causal miracle by which it is validated;
only, for the Frankian form of the orthodox apologetics, the
miracle (of conversion) is psychological and immanent,
effected on the basis of the Bible and authenticating the
divine origin of the Bible.

It is evident that the considerations which cast doubt
upon miracles in general, and which have already been mar-
shaled, lose none of their weight when urged against this new
position. Besides, no abstract impossibility of a strict denial
of miracle can nullify the relative and limited character of
the history of the genesis of Christianity, as exhibited by the
new history and the old rationalism. But what is thus true
with reference to the external is true also for the internal of
this new method of immanence. If the historical reality,
said to be effect of which God is direct cause, is partly char-
acterized by error and evil, so similarly is it true of the psy-
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chological reality in which error and sin are still manifest.
As historical science is articulating biblical Christianity into
the pre-biblical and the extra-biblical, that is, relativizing
Christianity, so psychological science articulates the phe-
nomenon of conversion, hitherto interpreted as miracle, into
antecedent psychic experiences, thereby relativizing it. It
goes without saying that the orderliness of conversion as
against its miraculousness neither discredits the fact nor dis-
parages its value, despite its need of a different explanation
from that of miracle, and its failure to serve the Frankian
argument. Besides, as fixedness and cataclysm, necessary
correlatives in the old view of the world which reacted in
human consciousness to reproduce themselves in experience
there, more and more yield to the becoming and order of the
new world-view, which will likewise react in human experience
to mirror themselves there, that old apparent discontinuity
in the human moral consciousness, naturally interpreted by
the old faith as the ‘“miracle of conversion,” will also give
way to a more continuous and healthy religious development,
to be interpreted by the new faith from the point of view of
order and not of miracle. The familiar consideration may be
added that here, as elsewhere, reflection cannot pass imme-
diately from a finite effect to an infinite cause. It need only
be added that the valuation of what is called conversion by
complacently referring it to the miraculous causality of God,
thus referring it to what it came from, instead of valuing it
by what it leads to—roots instead of fruits—has inflicted
sufficient injury upon personal and ecclesiastical life to con-
vince the most desperate apologist that this line of argument
does not serve the religious interest, to say nothing of the
scientific. It is true of ‘“conversion,” as of everything else,
that “things are what they are” and not what they come
from. And if by anticipation the reader has caught the
suggestion that the dignity of things, even Christian things,
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is disclosed, not in their cause, but in their end; not in the
form of their origin, but in the worth of their content; not in
their structure, but in their function; not in their credentials,
but in their service—then he has already entered npon a more
excellent way than any religion of authority has ever known.
Then, too, has he exchanged the world of Thomas Aquinas
for that of Kant and Lotze and Charles Darwin. In this
new world there is no room for the theory of Christianity’s
exclusive supernaturalness, over against which all besides is
not God’s work, but man’s; for in this new world the opposi-
tion of human and divine is overcome, and all is human and
all is divine at one and the same time.



CHAPTER V
THE CHANGED VIEW OF THE WORLD AND OF LIFE

On February 17, 1900, Rome witnessed a concourse of
men such as the great city on the Tiber, accustomed as it
has been to imposing spectacles throughout its history, has
rarely ever seen. But this time the crowd had not gathered
to greet a triumphant Ceesar at the head of his victorious
legions, nor yet to gaze at the vicegerent of God on earth
in the pomp of clerical retinue. These men had come from
the ends of the earth to do honor to a poor wandering
knight of the spirit, who, after eight years’ imprisonment in
a dungeon, suffered death at the stake—had come, that is,
to unveil a monument in memory of Giordano Bruno on the
very spot where, three hundred years before, a tumultuous
and checkered human life ended on a pile of fagots. Why
did the nineteenth century, just before closing its doors,
think that it must pay precisely this man a homage so pure
and so enthusiastic? There have been deeper and clearer
thinkers, rounder and riper characters, than the martyr-
philosopher whose form was tossed up and down by the waves
of the great popular movement of the sixteenth century.
To be sure, it was a right brave word which he, the judged,
flung in the face of his judges: “You pronounce the sentence
with greater fear than I receive it, perhaps.” But such
bravery is not so rare; it fills the breasts of countless men
and women whose crosses and pyres the history of the world
passes by without even naming their names. Or was the
name of Giordano Bruno to furnish the watchword in the
great battle of the spirit against that power which ever
preaches a relentless crusade against any stirring of a free
humanity? Was the monument at that place of execution

148
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to be a witness of the faith that the glow of the spirit cannot
be stifled by the heat of fire? All this may have contributed
to the surprising resurrection of the memory of an almost
forgotten man. Still, the main thing was Giordano Bruno’s
type of mind, or attitude of spirif, which made him the
herald of a new time that only the closing nineteenth cen-
tury was in a position to understand and appreciate. The
picture of nature of the new time, whose outline science
sketched at first with sober sense and cool intellect, was
painted by Bruno in shining colors, presageful of a time
when this picture of nature would satisfy, not only the head
of the thinker, but also the fantasy of the poet; nay, reawaken
in the heart of man pious faith, worship, holy revelations.
How long and how thoroughly this new picture of the world
could render such service we have yet to see.

According to our plan, we shall now briefly outline this
new thought of life and the world in its bearing upon our
problem. But before we take up the conception on account
of which Giordano Bruno suffered his martyr's death—the
conception of the boundlessness of the world—certain aspects
of the development which prepared the way therefor should
engage our attention.

It would seem as if continuity with humanistic antiquity
was never entirely broken.

Under the auspices of the Byzantine government, which survived
the ruin of the ancient world, the Hellenic peninsula preserved, in
antiquated and pedantic form, the literary and philosophical tradi-
tions of antiquity, its taste for classical learning, and its love for
the great philosophers, Plato and Aristotle. Here the writings of
these thinkers were studied in the original at a time when Greek
was not only a dead language, but absolutely unknown in the
Occident.!

Italy was in close contact with Greece. Greek scholars
flocked to Italy in great numbers, causing a veritable migra-

1 WEBER, History of Philosophy, p. 262,
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tion from the Orient, when Byzantium and the last remains
of the Eastern Empire fell into the hands of the Turks
(1453). This event raised Italy to the position which she
had occupied in literature, art, and philosophy two thousand
years before. Thus it was in Italy that the connection with
antiquity was preserved, in consequence of which Italy
became the birthplace of the ‘“modern man” and the cradle
of “modern thought.”

Along with the immediate relation of Italy to the great-
ness of earlier times, a leading capacity for her vocation was
due to the favorable course which her own history took at
the outgoing of the Middle Ages. The decentralization
which is the precondition of free development had struck
root most of all directly in Italy. The self-dependence of
single cities was the natural occasion for the pronounced
formation of local peculiarities, which survive in the great
cities of Italy to the present day. These urban peculiarities
were possible only through political self-dependence, and
through the liveliness of the passionate struggle of existence
by which the cities were protected. What was true of the
cities was true of individuals within the cities. The
violence of party conflicts, the republican necessity to take
part in them, the importance which, in eternal alternations,
attaches to the fortunes of a powerful personality—all this
was a school of character from which independent individuals,
conscious of their independence, must emerge. Thus, the
Italy of the Renaissance shows a proud growth of indi-
vidualism. Thus, too, as said above, it is the birthplace of
the modern individual, who sees his duty in the realization of
his endowment, and his right in the development of his
energies.

Along with these remarks another matter should be men-
tioned. The liberalizing influence of the Orient, with its
survival of the free human thought and life of antiquity,
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reached the Occident through the crusaders, who invaded
the Orient in the name of the Roman faith, but brought
back nothing but heresies.

But the main consideration is that, when the literature of
antiquity once more saw the light, the Italians were able to
make it their own in a quite special and independent manner,
since it was the work of their own past, bone of their bone
and flesh of their flesh. The great importance to the his-
tory of culture of this general return to the literature of
antiquity—its history, philosophy, and poetry— was that it
revealed to men the existence, outside the pale of the church,
of a human intellectual life, following its own laws, and con-
fident that it was competent in and of itself, and by its own
strength, to arrive at truth and to determine the criteria of
truth; while authority-religion maintained that, of himself,
man was incapable of knowing the truth, and consequently
that it must be determined for him by processes other than
hisown. Moreover, the works of antiquity served as models
for the guidance of thought until thought had learned to
work independently. Here there is a striking parallel
between Renaissance and Reformation. As the Reformation
signified a return of the religious consciousness from the
Catholic tradition to the biblical, from the doctrines of the
church to the literature of the Bible, so Renaissance was a
return of learned culture from scholasticism to the early
Roman and Greek literature. In both cases the appeal was
from the reproductive to the productive, from the traditionary
to the original, from the ecclesiastical to the humane. And
both were convinced that they thereby came more closely to
the pure, the genuine, the true. To be sure, the parallel
reaches farther: this procedure, for both the scientific and
the religious consciousness, was a stage on the way from
authority to freedom, from servility to independence, from
heteronomy to autonomy in both thought and life. That is,
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there was for both the transition, along the pathway of an-
tiquity already indicated, from medizval dependence on the
authority of the church and of Aristotle, to the independent
choice of authorities first, then to the beginning of original
and uncontrolled investigation on the part of science, and to
the critical primacy of personal experience of faith on the
part of religion. It is thus the verdict of history that the
human spirit is not satisfied, either in science or in religion,
with regress from one authority to another, however preferable
the latter may be to the former. Certainly, in its present
advanced state of development, the human mind cherishes
the unconquerable assurance that it possesses within itself
the norm of its life and of its thought, with the deep-seated
desire to realize itself, religiously, wsthetically, scientifi-
cally, morally, by obeying its own law. The assent of our-
selves, not to external authority, however good, but to our-
selves—this is the beginning of all certainty in whatever
region of life. But we are getting ahead of our story and
must return to history.

Scholasticism itself aided in the transition to modern
times, not alone by its gradual self-dissolution, but also
by positive contributions. As one can find the religion of
the Reformation like a warm stream flowing through the
Dead Sea of a former ecclesiasticism, so one can also find
free thought before the thirteeenth century. As, in the
ninth century, the Catholic Scotus Erigena denied eternal
punishment; in the twelfth, the Catholic Abelard declared
that the teachings of Greek philosophers were superior
to those of the Old Testament; in the thirteenth, a great
number of Catholics refused to believe in the miraculous
conception and resurrection of Christ, and Thomas Aquinas
and Dun Scotus found themselves obliged to prove, with all
arts of logic, the need of revelation and the credibility of
the Bible; so also was there, on the part of many ecclesias-
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tics, a freedom of thought which was forerunner of the theo-
logical parties of Protestantism and the new learning and
science in general. Dun Scotus, in particular, by his
emphatic affirmation of individual liberty, proclaimed a new
principle, an anti-authoritative power, which grew from cen-
tury to century, and finally led to the emancipation of the
religious conscience and the downfall of ecclesiastical tradi-
tion, nay, of biblical tradition (which is also ecclesiastical),
as the supreme authority in matters of faith and conscience.
Then there was Occam with his nominalism -— precursor of
John Locke. Nominalism weakened at once the alliance
between faith and science, the church and the world. It
mirrored the ruling purpose of the age to shake off the yoke
of Christian Rome. Desirous of promoting the welfare of
the church, nominalism was at bottom a mass of tendencies
hostile to Catholicism. Political, intellectual, and religious
strivings to emancipate peoples, languages, arts, sciences,
philosophy, from ecclesiastical control were concealed
beneath its seeming devotion to the church. In addition,
free thought eagerly seized upon the literary masterpieces of antiq-
uity, which are made known by Greek emigrants, and which the
timely invention of printing helps to render accessible to all. The
scientific spirit of the age and its naturalistic bent, admirably
assisted by the invention of the compass and the telescope,
triumphs in the discovery of America and of the solar system.
The contemplation of these new and infinite worlds arouses feel-
ings of enthusiasm and confidence which become more and more
dangerous to scholasticism and the authoritative system of the
Church.!

Still, the Middle Ages were no period of utter darkness.
In the world of learning we have just seen that it would be
difficult to draw any line of demarkation between them and
the time of the Renaissance. The Middle Ages have rendered
important contributions to intellectual development, deepen-

1Weber.
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ing the intellectual life, sharpening and exercising the
powers of thought, using with great energy the limited
means of culture at their disposal. It would not be difficult to
specify points in which medieval thought displays signal
excellence. For example, there is its fundamental thought
that there is one single cause of all things, valuable for
accustoming men to abstract from differences and details,
and preparative for accepting the interconnection of all
things according to law. Such a thought is a preparation
for a conception of the world determined by science.
Again, poor in material, the Middle Ages were rich in
forms. They developed unparalleled acuteness in drawing
distinctions and building up arguments. This would func-
tion, as it did, in the critical investigation of their own pre-
suppositions, which had so long been regarded as fixed and
inviolable. Finally, the Middle Ages—this was their
greatest merit— were absorbed in the inner world of the life
of the soul, and held that the eternal fate of personality was
determined by the events of the inner life. They prepared
the way for a thorough investigation of the great problem
of spirit.

Nevertheless, the Middle Ages failed to work out these
free and fruitful motives, freely and fruitfully. Their
architectonic genius was ambitious to combine all the
elements of existence —natura, gratia, snd gloria—into
one magnificent graduated and ascending system of reality.
But the elements collected from so many different sides
were only artificially united ; their attempt at summa and
synthesis seems to have been premature. The philosophy
of Aristotle was, indeed, calculated to display existence as
an uninterrupted ascending scale ; but Aristotle himself was
not able to work out his significant conception. Moreover,
since his conception tended to monism, such an ecclesiastical
thinker as Thomas Aquinas, e. g., would have to effect an
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entire breach with these consequences, and to set up a dualism
in their stead. There must be a dualism between soul and
body—in order to make room for the angels! A similar
dualism appears in ethics: a dualism between the Greek
cardinal virtues, wisdom, justice, courage, and self-mastery,
and the theological virtues, faith, hope, and love. There was
dualism again between the Aristotelian natural development
and not only the ecclesiastical dogma of creation, but miracu-
lous intervention in general. Close inspection reveals this
dualism all along the line. But it was precisely the business
of medieval thought to check such inspection. Thought
had to agree with the doctrines of the church. Aristotle
was ecclesiasticized. Therefore deviation from Aristotle was
heresy. Therefore thought and inquiry were arbitrarily
checked in order that the scientific edifice erected by the
church might not be shaken. ‘The Aristotelian philosophy,
which in its own time denoted such an enormous advance,
was now set up as valid for all eternity.””! Exact natural
science could not develop. The principle of authority
rejected a freer and further investigation of problems
and established dualism as a permanent result. The prin-
ciple of authority is itself a form of dualism, having place
only in a dualistic Weltanschauung. In general, there was
to be no new knowledge. Men were to nourish themselves
on the scanty content they already had, and to interpret
that content, by violence if need be, as the church wished.
Small wonder that there arose a great hunger after fulness
of content, and a great enthusiasm for the new riches
streaming in from all sides in the century of the
Renaissance!

But if the church could not allow outer experience free
play, much less could she venture to give inner experience
its own way.

1 Hoffding.
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The dogmatist ever held watch over the mystic, so often carried

by the tides of his inner life beyond the limits of the feeling sanc-
tioned by the Church as right and true. The Church said that it
was dangerous for men to withdraw into themselves, and thus come
into immediate contact with the highest, for so they might become
independent of the Church. Shesuspected that self-knowledge, no
less than knowledge of nature, offered possibilities of spiritual
freedom and opened the way to a very different conception of the
world from that presented by theology.!
But it was not only the attitude of the church to religious
self-absorption or introspection that checked the development
of inner experience. Dualism was at work here also,
hindering the recognition, both of the actual operation of
laws within the inner sphere, as well as of natural inter-
connection between the psychical and the physical. Con-
sequently a freer and more comprehensive conception had to
be developed before the life of the soul could be rightly
understood.

What, then, is the meaning of Renaissance? Renais-
sance signifies a rebirth of the Greek type of life and view
of the world, say of the age of Pericles. In that age there
was the nalve unity of man with nature, the deification of
nature, the happy enjoyment of life which was restrained
and transfigured only by the influence of the beautiful. To
this antique naturality medizval world-flight was opposed.
Here we see the dualism of man with nature outside of him
and within him, the flight from nature’s demonic charms into
cloister cells, the castigation of the body, the contempt of
beauty, the most zealous care for the salvation of the soul,
absorption in contemplation and asceticism. It was inevi-
table that the ascetic, negative side of primitive Christianity
should pass into ascendency in the conflict of the new
religion with the unbridled sensualness of the pagan world ;
that is, should widen the opposition of flesh and spirit to

1 HOFFDING, History of Modern Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 9.
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the utmost, and prefer a one-sided, rigorous spiritualism.
It feared that a premature conclusion of peace on the part
of the spirit with naturality would involve the sacrifice
of its purity and sublimity, of the very foundation of
Christian morality itself. Furthermore, Christianity found
in the Roman Empire a civic life which was implicated
by a thousand roots with pagan faith and cultus, which
seemed to Christians to be superstition and demonic
idolatry—a state which offered little that was satisfying
to the more ideal needs and endeavors of the better spirits;
which forced the whole existence of humanity, regardlessly
and remainderlessly, under the discipline of its civic
customs and orders. Thus, the Christian could have no
inner interest, no profound and active participation in
this state. To the Christian the state was the embodiment
of Satanic world-power, the very counterpart of the heavenly
kingdom of God. Two survivals from early Christianity—
the imminent return of Christ to establish an earthly mes-
sianic kingdom, and the idea that the present world was
under the dominion of the devil— exercised a powerful
influence on the moral disposition. On the one hand,
these led to watchfulness, pruning, abnegation, and to
marvelous heroism and hope. But, on the other hand, they
rendered a healthy and clear appreciation for real life, and
its moral tasks and relations, quite impossible. Christians
lost sight of the historical ends of society. Improvement of
the world would seem to them a matter of superfluity, and
even of unbelief. There was no motive for self-forgetful and
ministrant toil in the interest of the great objective ends
of the life of the race. Care for the salvation of one’s own
soul, anxiety that the soul should be unspotted by the
wicked world, tense expectation of the speedy end of the
world —these overbore interest in moral society, and dulled
the sense for the positive moral worth of society, and the
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feeling of obligation to produce homely human values.
Even the family, like the state, lost its higher ideal worth,
and was treated as a necessary evil, which the élite should
avoid. But it still remained true that the natural impulse
to social unification and organization, and to the corre-
sponding practical initiative of the inner life, could not
be repressed, and therefore sought and found satisfaction in
the forms of ecclesiastical community. A new world arose
beyond and above the natural-moral world. The church
organized itself as supernatural civitas det, in opposition to
common civic society. Monks and nuns, as the élite of the
ecclesiastical piety, became representatives of supernatural
virtue, of superhuman sanctity; the theologians became
bearers of supernatural revealed knowledge; priests became
bearers of supernatural sacramental work, blessings, and
curses; bishops, above all, became bearers of supernatural
authority and power lent them by Christ and his apostles,
which were as superior to all secular rule as the light of the
sun is to that of the moon. Thus, the medizval church
built a second world above the natural human world, with
the claim that the former alone was true and good and
beautiful.

Now, at the end of the Middle Ages comes the humanistic
cry: Back from the unnaturalness of ecclesiastical com-
pulsion to original nature and beautiful humanity; back
from cloister and monastic orders to state and family and
school; back from ecclesiastical nonage to independent
search for truth, from the restrictions of the ecclesiastical
traditional forms of art to find the true laws of beauty
in nature herself; back from the fatherlandless world-
theocracy of the Roman Church to a new national self-
consciousness, kindled by the models of classic patriots; back
from the ecclesiastic conception of man as non posse non
peccare, as damned and doomed in the heart of his being,
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to be rescued only by ecclesiastical agency, to some
conviction of natural endowment and resident forces, to
goodness and truth and beauty—endowment and forces
which can be developed and organized by contact with
the great realities of history and of nature! This is
Humanism. It is a new effort to appreciate the unity
of reality, “to assert the law-abidingness and authorization
of natural human life.” The assertion of the worth and
the right of the human and the natural over against the
ecclesiastical and supernatural, of the here over against the
hereafter—that was the spirit of the period which we call
Renaissance. Can Humanism be Christian Humanism?
The latter is the exact opposite of authority-religion, and
is alone the type of Christianity consonant with the modern
view of human life, generic and individual. Thus, the
cry was, Back to Greece! only as a stadium forward on
the way to Man. It is yet to be the contention of this
book that the adjective *Christian,” properly understood,
sets forth the structural and abiding characteristic of the
Human. But I hasten to urge now that Humanism was not
fully human. It was false by defect. There was the dis-
covery of man, but not of the whole man ; of man exten-
sively in history, but not intensively in spirit; of the man of
sense, but not of conscience. Heteronomy is not entirely
overcome by the transfer of the seat of authority from tra-
dition without to nature within. Authority is thus peripheral
still, and awaits, to be truly autonomous, the discovery of
the center of the inner life which is the conscience and
moral will, where alone its seat constitutionally is. Thus,
the extensive discovery of Humanism must be supplemented
by the intensive discovery of the Reformation. If the
former widened the bounds of the outer world, the latter
widened those of the inner. Humanism without the adjec-
tive ‘“Christian” is not fully and really human.
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By way of summary, Weber’s comprehensive statement
is admirable:

From the middle of the fifteenth century on, western Europe
experienced a series of surprises. Led by the Greek scholars who
settled in Ttaly, she entered directly into the promised land, which
the Arabians of Spain had in part revealed to her: I mean,
antiquity with its literature, philosophy, and art. The historical
horizon of our fathers, which originally bounded the Catholic
era, grows larger and extends far beyond the beginnings of Chris-
tianity. The Catholic Church, outside of which nothing but
darkness and barbarism seemed to prevail, was now regarded simply
as the daughter and heir of an older, richer, more diversified
civilization, of a civilization more in accord with the genius of
the western races. The Romance and Germanic nations of
Europe feel closely akin to these Greeks and Romans whom
the church excluded from her pale, but who were, in so many
respects, superior to the Christians of the fifteenth century in
all the spheres of human activity. The Catholic prejudice,
according to which there can be neither salvation nor real civili-
zation nor religion nor morality beyond the confines of the church,
gradually disappears. Men cease to be exclusive Catholics and
become men, humanists, and philanthropists in the broadest sense
of the term. Not merely a few stray glimpses of the past, but
the whole history of Aryan Europe, with its countless political,
literary, philological, archeeological, and geographical problems,

arc unrolled before the astonished gaze of our ancestors.!

So much with reference to man’s discovery of humanity,
to the replacement of church-man by man; of the state of
God by the states of the peoples; of the ideal of angelic life
by that of human life, with the common human feelings
and thoughts and purposes.?

1 History of Philosophy, pp. 281, 282,

2In this connection the difference between the old and the new guarantees of
certainty may be mentioned. For the old, the guarantee is superhumanness; for the
new, true and genuine humanness. For the old, the guarantee reposes on the basis
of the disesteem of our nature and endowment ; for the new, on the basis of profound
regard for humanity. Behind, not simply the scholastic, but also the biblical
eonsciousness, there lies the decadence of personal life, of personal humanity;
behind ours, its renaissance. In the whole biblical and scholastic view there

is profound distrust with reference to the power of personality, of humanity; with
us, a conquering faith in the worth of one’s own inner life is veritably constitutive.
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Almost simultaneous with man’s discovery of himself was
his acquaintance with the real form of his earthly habita-
tion. Of this matter also Weber’s brief account may suffice:

The Catholic universe consisted of the world known to the
Romans, 7. e., of the Mediterranean valley and the southwestern
part of Asia, with northern Europe added. But now Columbus
discovers the New World. Vasco da Gama sails around the Cape
of Good Hope and finds the sea-route to India; above all, Magellan
succeeds in making the tour of the earth. These discoveries verify
an hypothesis with which the ancients had long been familiar—
the hypothesis that our earth is a globe, isolated and suspended
in space. What could be more natural than to infer that the stars,
too, float in space without being attached to anything, and that
the spheres of Aristotle are mere illusions ? The earth is now con-
ceived as a globe, but everybody still regards it as the immovable
center around which the heavenly spheres revolve. Tycho Brahe
directs the first attack against the traditional and popular cos-
mography by placing the sun in the center of the planetary system;
but he still believes that the solar system revolves around the earth.
This theory, which had already been advanced by several of the
ancients, and which Copernicus presents merely as hypothesis, is
confirmed by the splendid labors of Kepler, who discovers the form
of the planetary orbits and the laws of their motion; and of Galileo,
who teaches that the earth has a double motion, and with a tele-
scope of his own construction, discovers the satellites of Jupiter
and the law of their revolution.!

To such discoveries as these, add now the inventions of
the time—gunpowder, printing-press, compass, as well as
telescope! These were the weapons before which the old
science trembled. How characteristic the old anecdote con-
cerning Cremonini (when Galileo had discovered the satel-
lites of Jupiter) that he would never look through a telescope
again, because it refuted Aristotle! With these means of
investigation the new science possessed an inexhaustible
fountain from which it could draw independent strength, cast-
ing off the yoke of every authority, and receiving from the
1 Op. cit., pp. 283, 284,
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hands of nature that gift of God after which the whole
Renaissance yearned and struggled—the freedom of the
spirit.

Of all the modern discoveries, the Copernican theory
proved to be the most influential. The appearance of the
Celestial Revolutions is the most important event, the great-
est epoch, in the intellectual history of Europe. It marks
the beginning of the modern world. It revealed to us the
infinite. In particular, as bearing upon our thesis, for the
transcendentalism of authority-religion, it necessitated the
substitution of the modern principle of divine immanency,
with all the religious and theological revolutions entailed
thereby. It made both Bruno’s metaphysics and his fate
possible.

The heliocentric theory aroused great ecclesiastical alarm.
It is wonderful to think how positive great and good men
were in the maintenance of error as the absolute truth, and
how readily they condemned others who sought to correct
those errors in order to promote world-betterment. In the
sixteenth century the common belief still was, of course,
that the earth was stationary, and Protestants as well as
Roman Catholics were led to regard Copernicus and others
as ‘‘atheists and impious teachers.” This is among the
utterances of Martin Luther:

People gave ear to an upstart astrologer who strove to show that
the earth revolved, not the heavens or the firmament, the sun
and the moon. Whoever wishes to appear clever must devise some
new system, which of all systems is, of course, the best way. This
Jool wishes to reverse the entire science of astronomy, but sacred
Scripture tells us that Joshua commanded the sun to stand still
and not the earth.

Even Melancthon, with more scholarly mind, bore the fol-
lowing testimony:

The eyes are the witnesses that the heavens revolvein the space
of twenty-four hours. But certain men, either from the love of
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novelty or to make a display of ingenuity, have concluded that the
earth moves; and they maintain that neither the eighth sphere nor
the sun revolves. Now it is want of honesty and decency to assert
such notions publicly, and the example is pernicious. It is the
part of a good mind to accept the truth as revealed by God and to
acquiesce in it. The earth can be nowhere except in the center of
the universe.!

Every schoolboy knows how Galileo was treated by devout
ecclesiastics of his day, whose minds were fixed in error’s
chains and shut against the light. John Calvin proved to
his own satisfaction, and that of many followers, from the
Scriptures ‘‘that the heavens, sun, and moon move about the
earth, which stands still in the center.” The Copernican
system was condemned by the famous John Owen, a great
Puritan leader, who referred to it as a “delusion and arbi-
trary hypothesis contrary to Scripture.” Even John Wesley
shared in the common error and regarded unfavorably the
new ideas, which, he said, ‘‘tend to infidelity.”

Fromundus said that the utter futility of the Copernican
theory was shown by this, that, if it were true, “buildings
and the earth itself would fly off with such a rapid motion
that men would have to be provided with claws like cats, to
enable them to hold fast to the earth’s surface.” A digres-
sion may be pardonable that one may meditate upon the
similar state of things today. Human nature is much the
same in all ages. Man’s history is like the course of develop-
ment generally in creation. It takes place by action and
reaction, by positive and negative forces, by a law of per-

1They were as sure that the old view of the heavens was as essontial to
Christian faith as many of our ecclesiastics of today, untrained in critical and philo-
sophic thought, feel sure that, e. g., the inspiration dogma, or the dogma of the
deity of Christ conceived as the second one of the three persons of the Trinity, is an
integral clement of the Christian religion. The opposition to these dogmas today
is no more painful to the feelings of such ecclesiastics, is no more pernicious and
criminal in their sight, than was the assault upon the Ptolemaic astronomy in the
eyes of Luther and Melancthon. If indignation and pained feelings on the part of
our modern churchmen be evidence in favor of these dogmas, Luther and Melancthon
outclassed them —some of them — in adducing such evidence in favor of the old
astronomy !
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manence, growth, and change. The two factors appear in
human history as in all the lower works of God. There they
are known as the Old and the New, Conservatism and Prog-
ress. This twofold division of elements, and the corre-
sponding antagonism, is the very essence of history. The
mistakes referred to, with countless others, the new ideas
introduced and battles fought, are the inevitable manifesta-
tions of life in all human advance. The conflict we see today
in religion, in industry, in business, in politics, between the
Old and the New, is a scientific necessity. It is human
nature. Men become classified and differentiated according
to these two great factors, the conservative or fossilized and
the progressive. New ideas take possession of certain
people.  They are costly things to cherish and espouse.
They require sacrifice and suffering. To champion the new
means a battle with the people who are intrenched in the
old ideas, and whose varied interests are bound up in them.
It means enemies who are heartless and cruel, even among
those who pretend great devotion to Him whom they com-
placently speak of as “our Christ,” but who was crucified
by the same spirit they manifest, because he introduced
revolutionary ideas into the world. This is the story of all
human advance in all ages.

Many are the lessons taught by these reflections; only
two can be named here. They who become identified with
a righteous, unpopular cause, and, in the face of great diffi-
culties, firmly contend for the Truth, are among heaven’s
nobility. The unspeakable comfort is theirs that they are
following the voice of God in their own souls, and that *the
right the day will win” and prove an untold blessing to the
world. '

The greatest need today in society is that of men and
women everywhere who will stand for Progress, and the
overthrow of those gigantic blunders which even now curse
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the world and prevent the coming of the social order when
true religion and true science will be joined together again.

But, important as these observations are, I must speedily
return from this digression to the prosecution of my main
task.

We have seen that as the Humanistic movement of the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries widened the historical
horizon, so a series of favorable events, as well as inferences
of bold, genial thought, transformed the scientific picture of
nature. By the new astronomic theory the Ptolemaic
system was shattered, and an apprehension of cosmic rela-
tions, which now underlies our whole scientific view of the
world, was put in its place. But, what concerns us more
just now, it was through this new knowledge that man was
led to lift up his eyes from the confines of earthly existence
to the boundlessness, perhaps the infinitude, of the universe.
The exchange of the geocentric for the heliocentric stand-
point seemed to assign to man himself a role in the system
of existence entirely different from that which he had been
wont to imagine. Difficult and painful as it might be, man
had to wean himself from the thought that his friendly and
familiar dwelling-place was the one around which the whole
universe revolved. He had to dismiss the beautiful idea
that the occurrences which transpired on this earth were
fraught with cosmic destinies. The earth is but an ordinary
satellite of a planet which is itself only a star among number-
less stars, a mere vanishing-point in the illimitable All. This
grain of sand on the shore of the infinite sea, how could
centrality and supremacy be still accorded to it? And that
which takes place upon its surface, how could it be decisive
of the fate of the shoreless All? Thus, as soon as the con-
ception of the universe ceased to be geocentric physically, it
had to be magnified spiritually, so that the cosmic evolution
was no longer to be contemplated from the limited point of
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view of mankind, with its needs, wishes, and hopes. Herein
lies the significance of Copernicanism. But if it thus casts
men down, it also lifts them up, inasmuch as this new knowl-
edge was a triumph of critical reason over the crudeness of
sense-perception—a consideration to which we must return
in the following chapter, as a leading point in the count
against naturalism.

Now, it was this Copernican doctrine that Bruno so
enthusiastically promulgated throughout Europe. From the
new astronomical theory he drew the necessary metaphysical
consequence of the infinity of the world, thus falling into
conflict with the old religion and confession, as well as with
the authority of Aristotle, which sanctioned the church’s
belief in the finitude of the world. As already said, Bruno
was burned in Rome, a martyr of modern science, precisely
two thousand years after Socrates drank the hemlock.

For the rest, I am concerned only with the effect that
Copernicanism logically has upon the ecclesiastical form of
Christianity. The traditional religion was inveterately con-
volved with that old, naive world-scheme. That old picture

/ of nature was both anthropomorphic and geocentric. The
world was considered to be limited; everything that existed
belonged in a definite place; indeed, it was non-existent, if
it did not. The earth was the center of the world, of which
the vault of heaven, not so far away, was the outermost
limit. What happened on the earth decided the fate of the
whole creation. This was the Aristotelio-medi®val scheme
of the world. Because Aristotle had incorporated this con-
ception in his system, and because his system was in harmony
with the circle of biblical ideas, both were taken up by
ecclesiastical theology, and were thus regnant until the
modern period. Aristotle said: “All men believe that there
are gods, and assign the uppermost places to the Deity.”
The expressions “high” and “low” originally had literal
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meaning. The antithesis between heaven and earth was one
with the antithesis between the divine and the human or
transitory, the perfect and the imperfect. In each case what
was the one was not the other. Heaven is God’s throne;
the earth is his footstool. If there be several heavens,
circle upon circle, God’s seat is the highest of them all. Nar-
ratives of the ascent of Jesus into heaven and of his descent
into hell, Paul’s experiences with the seventh heaven, and
the like, all presuppose the old world-view. So do angelic
visitations and ministries. The program of redemption was
decreed in heaven and executed on earth; and so forth.
Now, in view of the immeasurable extension of the hori-
zon which Copernicanism and modern natural science have
consummated, it becomes evident that every determination
of place is dependent upon the place of the observer, and
that there is no longer any absolute distinction between the
heavenly and the earthly regions, nor between the natural
places within the earthly regions. Every place is deter-
mined by its relation to every other place, as, similarly, every
cause is determined by its relation to every other cause.
Fixity yields to motion, absoluteness to relativity. The sharp,
clear framework within which the content of religious ideas
had been localized falls away. To begin with, the God-idea
is profoundly affected by this apprehension, inasmuch as not
until now were the conditions ripe for its universality and
immediacy. Indeed, not until the rise of this new concep-
tion could the idea of monotheism enjoy full fruition, since
polytheism may very well survive even after the number of
the gods has been reduced to but one. Hitherto ecclesi-|j
astical monotheism had been polytheistic. It follows, more-
over, that all notion of human particularity must be alienated
from the idea of the divine Personality, so much so as to
make Personality an inadequate analogy by means of which
our imagination seeks to represent God. For another thing,
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according to the new cosmic conception, the idea of the
externality of the Divine is in principle overcome, and that
of metaphysical immanence is unavoidable. Along with
this, the old idea of a concatenated series of causes regress-
ing step by step to a “First Cause,” an unmoved Mover,
to which all is linked—quite as Zeus threatened to hang the
world on a summit of Olympus—is retired, and the idea of
an immanent principle of unity of all reality is put in its
place. Nature no longer receives its life from an alien
hand. “It befits him to move the world from within,” said
Goethe.! Thus religious ideas experience an internalizing
and spiritualizing, conformably to the new apprehension of
the world. In consequence, creation is no longer to be con-
ceived as free miraculous acts of an external creator, anthro-
pomorphically pictured, but as a work from within; not as
single, finished acts, but as beginningless and endless, self-
congistent divine work—“My Father worketh hitherio,”?
not as an arbitrary and contingent work, but as a lawful,
purposeful work ordered by divine reason. Nor can revela-
tion be thought of longer in terms of the old view of the
world. According to the latter, there are a Below and an
Above, between which two poles all the acts of sacred his-
tory from paradise to parousia are consummated. But
when the Below and the Above, the stage of all these acts,
vanish, what becomes of the acts themselves, in which faith
had visualized the divine revelation? Revelation is no
longer to be conceived as an external, visible act between
heaven and earth, but as a spiritual process in the heart of
man; no longer as the miraculous communication of divine

1'* Was war’ ein Gott, der nur von aussen stiesse,
Im Kreis das All am Finger laufen liesse!
Ihm ziemt’s die Welt im innern zu bewegen,
Natur in Sich, Sich in Natar zu hegen,

8o dass, was in ihm lebt und webt und ist,
Nie seine Kraft, nie seinen Geist vermisst.”

—GOETHE, Gott und Welt, * jon.”
2John 5:17. elt, *‘ Proemion
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instruction, of a legal and statutory character at that, but as
an immanent divine self-expression and self-realization.
And ““heaven” itself is no longer a locality, but an ideal;
not a cosmic region, but a cosmic value. The same is trae -
of hell. The stories of the ascension of Jesus into heaven
and of his descent into hell must be interpreted accordingly,
thereby ceasing to be records of historical and cosmological
facts.

After all, it may well have been a correct ecclesiastical
instinet which pronounced a sentence of annihilation against
Giordano Bruno in Rome. For the new cosmology in fact
razes the whole medi®val structure of the church. It isthe
promise and potency of all heresies. If the world be
boundless, there can be no second world beside it, beyond it,
to which the church in her faith and sacrament possesses
the keys. Nor can the claim of the church be honored that
all power has been given to her in heaven and on earth. And
the “grace’ by which man is “saved” cannot be something
acosmic, non-human, to be sacramentally—or doctrinally—
mediated by an ecclesiastical institute. Nor does the
Beyond, the Supernatural, lie outside of the world, or
our earth, or ourselves. It is in the dust beneath our feet,
in every human soul, in every living thing. The tran-
scendent is lived within us; it lives in every throb of the
heart; it glows in every spirit. The infinite is both behind
and before telescope and microscope: and it is one and the
same. The infinite is in the finite, the supersensible in the
sensible; the cosmic and the theistic, the human and the
divine, are not exclusive, disparate, incommensurable. Thus
the new picture of the world yields a new insight into the
depths of the pious human heart. As its world is greater
and more mysterious, more awe-inspiring, more all-embracing,
so is its God. Therefore the martyr of the new Cosmos
did not undermine religion, but ransomed it. He led man
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out into the open. Vision and love are no longer hemmed
in by fixed bounds that they cannot pass.

If we pause to think of this rescue of religion by the new
view of the world, we see that it is the same old path which
the devout human heart has taken once yet again, just when
it might seem that the hour for the death of religion has
struck. Just when the folly of the omniscience and om-
nipotence of man was narrowing religion, comprehending
heaven and earth by the dogmas of their wisdom, piloting
the whole world according to their own will by the magic
formulas of their prayers and offerings, a pious genius
gradually led the omniscient and omnipotent to that which
they did not and could not know and do—to the lilies
of the fields and the birds of the air, as to whose bloom
and life man was at the end of his wits, because this life
welled up out of the infinite itself; then on to man himself,
in whose soul were hidden abysses of life which no one
could fathom, but which yet caught the echoes of a
compassion, a righteousness and perfection, whose home and
hearth are in the bosom of the infinite, in the heart of the
heavenly Father; and they whisper to man that he is not
what he has become, but what he is endowed to become;
that he is an infinite becoming. The death of religion!—this
is rather that theology which would only interrogate the
fathers of the church and the decisions of the councils, in
order to solve all the riddles of the world, and give man an
infallible, all-sufficient answer to the questions of his life.
The grave of religion!— this is rather that faith in a world
which, at the hands of a master in Israel, had become so
narrow and petty, so finite, that any scribe thought that he
could conceive it and categorize it with his concepts. And
it the picture of nature of the new time had done nothing
more than redeem us from this limitedness, infuse in us
again a sacred feeling of reverence, of respect for the
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infinite, unsearchable Life, it would yet have done more
thereby for the rejuvenation and reanimation of religion
than we can even today realize. The release of the cosmos
from its fixity and finitude was the first step to the freedom
of the human spirit from the stability of opinion and
convention in religion, and to the unsealing of new fountains
of life and power.

But the world of time, no less than the world of space,
has undergone immeasurable extension, both to speculative
and to scientific thought. Speculatively, Professor Harald
Hoffding has recently reminded us again that it follows

from the very concept of time that each single moment:

must lie between two other moments. Accordingly,,
there can be neither a “first” moment nor a “last’ moment. |
Time has no “beginning” and no ‘“end.” But to the:

religious consciousness, in its mythical and dogmatic form,
at home in the old world-scheme—for the matter of that,
to the New England apprehension —there was but a short
time before the end, and only a comparatively short
time stretched between ‘‘creation” and “judgment day.”
Between these two ‘fixed” points the great religions and
redemptive events find their atomistic and unhistorical
locations. But reflective thought has made it perfectly
clear that, as there are no fixed and absolute bounds to
cause and space, so there are none to time. First a fixed
world, then a moving world between fixed points, then
a moving world—that is the order in regard to all three.
To the relativity of cause and space must now be added
that of time.

The influence of this new conception upon the ecclesi-
astical type of Christianity is too obvious to require minute
elaboration. First, eternity can no longer be conceived as
“before” and “after” time, or as making intermittent
encroachments in the time-series, but must be thought of as
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immanent in all time, informing it, giving it consistency
and content. As eternity does not signify a distant time,
past or future, so it does not signify everlastingness, but
the continuity and permanence of the worthful amid the
mutations and illusions of the temporal. Thus, as the
Divine is in all cause and all space, so is it in all time, on
which account the latter, no less than the former, has
become inwardized and spiritualized. From this it is
but a step to the position that values have undergone trans-
valuation and transference. The old religious conviction
expected genuine happiness only in the hereafter. This
world had value only in so far as it prepared for that.
Without a country here, the saint’s fatherland was the
heavenly Beyond. Now the new secular goods have dis-
placed the old sacred, in a large degree. The goods, even of
a spiritual kind, have been retracted from ‘“heaven” to earth.
Man seeks to develop his resident energies in the work of
this life. The task of keying together the manifold of his
nature into the whole of a moral personality is attended
to now. Along with the transition from the old tran-
scendent to the modern immanent eternity, awakening,
animation, intensification of the entire humanity have been
characteristic of the new régime. Science and art have
found measureless possibilities. The state becomes what
the Germans call a Kulturstaat, seeking independence of
the church. Nations grow to spiritual individualities, and
attain to high spiritual and moral power. Especially has
the drawing down of goods from heaven to earth, from
eternity above time to eternity in time, inspired the great
social movement, with its strenuous and invincible endeavor
to accord property, culture, and the enjoyment of life to
every individual. All this, and such as this, tends to make
this world the complete and exclusive world of man. There
is the passing of the depreciation of material goods, peculiar



TeEE CHANGED VIEW OF THE WORLD 173

to the former mode of thought. At present they seem
to have become indispensable for the development even
of spiritual energies. Religious hope of a life beyond pales
before a faith in a glorious future on this side. The total
result of all these movements is the establishment of man in
the circle of the secular life, from which it had been
once supposed that it was the main function of religion
to extricate him. Now, admitting peril here, certainly
much that may well be matter for grave misgivings—to be
taken up in the next chapter—the production and discovery
of values here and now on this bank and shoal of time
do not evacuate the hereafter of its worthful content;
nor does the filling of human vocations and institutions
with energy and value unfit humanity for the untried and
unknown experiences of the immortal life. And it is a
distinct gain that the old ecclesiastical dualism, the worst of
all dualisms, between ¢joyless labor” here and “laborless
joy” there, should be overcome; that as no person, so also
no period of time, should be treated as mere means to
an end, no past or present as mere means to a future;
but that, as “there come up the stream murmurs and scents
from the infinite sea,” so every moment should have an inde-
pendent and worthy existence of its own, because filled with
its own share of eternity. Moreover, if values be here, the
criterion of values must be here, and not simply at the
“ judgment day’’: ““the history of the world is the judgment
of the world,” as Schiller said.

To this change in conviction touching time and eternity
must be supplied the change as regards “historical facts”
at particular points of time and salvation. The old super-
naturalistic conception paradoxically held at once that
Christianity was, strictly speaking, anti-historical and yet
founded on historical facts! The divine and the eternal
miraculously broke into the time-series at a special point, or
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points. Orthodox-ecclesiastical thought restricted thus the
redemptive efficiency to past deeds, past facts, past ‘‘reve-
lations,” past persoms, in a way that is little short of a
species of atheism; that is, at all events, apparently a
polytheistic survival. If God is God of the living and
not of the dead, he is eternal and omnipresent in all history,
and his revelation is to be found, not simply in documents
of a dead past, but in the living present. Indeed, nothing
in the past that is in the past only, and not also in the
present, saves the human soul today.'

Furthermore, according to the old faith, the divine
and eternal, entering thus into time, controlling its entire
further course, itself remained unchangeable. But the
modern scientific idea of development, with its ceaseless
progress, makes truth a child of its time. Truth, to do
its work, must correspond to a given situation; all insti-
tutions, norms, ideals, criteria, convictions, must undergo

1RupoLF EUCKEN, one of the foremost living philosophers, in his book
entitled Wahrheitsgehalt der Religion, depicts this aspect of the modern situation so
impressively that I cannot deny myself the privilege of transcribing the relevant
paragraph here: *The new critical mode of thought manifests itself first of all in a
profound change of attitude to history. Therefore it is felt at a point of the
highest importance for an historical religion. The demand for the expulsion of all
subjective addition and for the naked exposure of the exact state of the case
produces a harsh collision with the old, sacred tradition. This tradition had been
previously accepted unhesitatingly as pure truth. But it now becomes a mere
picture (Bild), a problematic phenomenon, a mirroring of facts in the subject,
nay, in a whole series of subjects. Not merely error, but *‘ tendency ' also, although
unconsciously, has corrupted much here. Often there is a wide gulf between
picture and fact. It requires a conscientious and methodic investigation to
get at the truth here. Historical criticism grows up. Ultimately it must be
applied to religious tradition also. It must correct the traditional picture
at many points. Where there was once thought to be an harmonious whole,
the sharp observer now discovers great deviations and contradictions.
This is true, not only in collateral matters and single data, but in fundamental
things; e. g., the New Testament contains fundamentally different portraits of
Jesus, opposite conceptions of Christianity. That which was the main thing to
the faith of a later time is not seldom wanting in the classic documents, or
else is there only in slightest beginnings. An unprejudiced examination cannot
be blind to the wide gulf between ecclesiastical dogma and the Bible. Add to
this now the question of the genuineness of sources, with its discussions, now
passionate, now microscopic. The important thing is not whether criticism should
turn out to be positive or negative, but that it should be thought that the tradition
requires scientific criticism at all in order to its trustworthiness. The Divine is no
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continuous metamorphosis conformably to the requirements
of a living present. A truth once true is not on that
account true forever; a good once good is not on that
account good forever; ‘whatever is, is right,” until some-
thing better is possible, whereupon the old right becomes
immediately wrong. That which suffices for its own time
just on that account cannot suffice for all time. How great
a change is this from the static truths, the static norms, the
static right, of the old static world! This new conviction
must stigmatize every fixation of a content of thought and
of faith as an intolerable yoke. All tying down of life
to the models and goods of a particular time becomes,
in the long run, a vain damming back of the inexhaustible
floods of life. To erect evolution into a fundamental
law of history is to proclaim the fluidity of all spiritual
magnitudes, to relativize truth, and to obliterate all static
finalities or absolutes from life. Can religion forego such
absoluteness and unchangeability of its truth? Can the

longer nailvely accepted. It is appropriated only by man's painstaking labor
of thought. His reflecting and reasoning destroy irrevocably the halo of sanctity
which formerly enveloped the biblical tradition. The glaring daylight of critical
illumination unmercifully chases away the dreamy twilight in which the religiouns
fantasy spun wondrous threads between heaven and earth, Thus religion loses
in just the measure that history gains. Precise inspection itself, the accurate
fixing of a special time, this necessary result of a critical mode of thought, is
unfavorable to an historical religion. It hinders the blending of one’s own life
with that of a disparate age. Thus Protestantism can no longer pass as a simple
restoration of primitive Christianity.

*But this upheaval of the historical basis of the religious life reaches still
farther. History in general no longer seems fit to be the basis of religion. For the
thought to which the modern world delivers up the guidance of its life is not able to
acknowledge history as the fountain of eternal truths. Such truth must be capable
of immediate realization. It must offer itself to everyone and to every age. Then it
must be founded in the timeless nature of reason. However deeply an occurrence
of the past may enter into the historical order, and persist to our day, it does not on
that account become a part of our own life. We cannot immediately experience it.
We cannot even test its validity, We cannot transform it into a personal
possession. But, according to our modern convictions, religious truths require
precisely this, above all else.” (P. 34.) The reader may remember that Kant,
too, said this a century ago: “That historical faith isduty and belongs to salvation
is superstition.” To which I wish to add with emphasis: Criticism is not properly
called destructive or constructive, negative or positive, but true or false. If the
latter, let it be corrected ; if the former, then what one does about it depends upon
what sort of man one is.



176 TuHE FiNaALITY oF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

Divine partake of the flux and change of time without being
belittled and destroyed? And can man, doomed to
absorption in the process of becoming, and in the tasks
of time, still yearn for a kingdom of eternity?

Finally, reference may be made to the self-dependence of
the time-series, according to the new view of the world and of
life—self-dependence and self-development of the world of
time as of the world of space. The bearers of the new faith
still speak of God; but is there a path from nature, as con-
ceived by the modern man, to God? Where is there room
for God in an infinite world self-dependent, self-developing,
self-lawgiving? Do we find anything which does not belong
to world, to nature, and to history? What is there for God
to do, if all that takes place in the world does so according
to resident forces and eternal laws, and if, according to the
conservation of energy, the sum of these forces cannot be
increased or diminished? Is not this world entirely self-
sufficient, with its own laws of development, by which it is
led in its infinite evolution according to inviolable law? Cer-
tainly, as the “supernatural” is excluded by the new cosmol-
ogy, so the superhistorical is excluded by the new history.
Motive power of its own is recognized within the domain of
the human and historical ; goals of its own are designated;
phenomena are directly concatenated, and ultimately com-
bined into a single great system. Every special performance
is to be understood from the standpoint of this system. The
supreme endeavor is not construed as an isolated miracle,
but as a climax of a continuous movement, as issuing from
universal conditions and surroundings. It is clear that this
rejection of the encroachment of transcendental powers is a
decisive opposition to the traditional religion. But it may
1 not be to all religion, since the negation of miracle is not
co 1pso the negation of God. Still, the questions raised
above are sufficient to indicate what a profound change the
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traditional God-idea must undergo, if it is to be retained as
a constitutent of the new view of the world. “God is dead!”
cried Nietzsche.! In a sense that is true; but.he dies to)
live. Meaning to postpone naturalistic monism till the next
chapter, I but briefly revert to the thought expressed already
in discussing the world of space. A God outside the cosmos
is dead. And it may very well be that as the quarrel
between materialism and idealism has turned out to be mostly
a mere matter of words, so the contrast between the theistic
conception and the cosmic conception, in modern religious
thought, may likewise be verbal. But if this be true, it is
only because the poverty of the ecclesiastical cosmos has
yielded to its enrichment with all the ethical and rational
values, to its qualification with all the ontological attributes,
and to its equipment with all the physical energies, which
were predicated of the transcendent God of the old world-
scheme. But if a rose by any other name would be as sweet,
so would God; all the more so, since he does not care by
what name we name him, but only that we do his will and
receive his grace. Thus, if the modern man no longer
believes in the trinitarian God of medieval dualism; if he
has learned that such a conception, which the church yet
calls Christian, is foreign to the teaching of Jesus, and is
more like the neo-Platonic philosophy than like the Sermon
on the Mount, he does believe, for all that, in the living God
of the gospel, however differently conceived, whose all-embra-
cing activity is consuﬁlmated as an omnipresent principle of
the order in nature—the world of space—and as the supreme

1With equal propriety Nietzsche could have said: *Man is dead!” for the man
who was the correlate of the God of whom Nietzsche was thinking is dead. Things
became different within their development. So with man, consciousness and energy
of will are transformed; a new psychological capacity is developed. See the masterly
treatment of this subject in Dilthey, “Useber oberrheinische Gedankenbildungen
im Zeitalter der Reformation;’ also, Harnack, *Ueber die Bedeutung der Reforma-
tion,” Christliche Welt, 1899. Bonus elaborates the thought with specific applica-
tion to Germany in the Christliche Welt of the same year: “‘Zur Germanisiernng des
Christentums.”
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law of the good in history, in the moral world—the world of
time.

What is the attitude of the new philosophy to the tradi-
tional religion? As we have seen, our heritage from the
eighteenth century is, among other things, a new view of
nature; from the nineteenth century, a new view of history.
The ground was washed away from under the old religious
conceptions by both views. ‘But perhaps”—so it might be
proposed—‘religion can find refuge, during the march of
events and changes, in the inner sanctuary of the soul, and
maintain there securely its old-time relations to supramun-
dane powers.” But the assault of the new culture has pressed
on into this innermost citadel of all, on which account it
would seem that religion, as hitherto understood, had lost
final foothold, and that dissolution was unavoidable. Let us
see ho