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Foreword

Peter Taylor Forsyth is now widely recognized as an important
and prophetic figure among the relatively few notable Noncon-
formist divines in the first decades of the twentieth century.
Amid the strong tides of liberal theology, his sermons and his
discourses struck out in another direction. His positive Christo-
logical affirmations and his view of the atonement seemed to
anticipate some of the affirmations, in a different context, which
were to come from Karl Barth. And though our present stress
is to run from Barth to a radicalism which represents much of
an older liberalism, Forsyth’s emphases are still timely and mod-
ern. It seems likely that he will take his place, with figures like
Robertson of Brighton—among preachers and theologians who
will be read profitably for many generations to come, not on
grounds of theological antiquarianism, but as speaking that lan-
guage of the centuries which makes all Christians contemporary.
For that reason we must warmly welcome an anthology of his
writings, and be grateful to its learned editor.

Goroox Rurp

Dixie Professor of

Ecclesiastical History in the University of
Cambridge




Preface

Not until graduate study in Aberdeen, Scotland, did the
name Peter Taylor Forsyth arrest my attention. There, in
Forsyth’s birthplace, Professor A. M. Hunter lent me his
unpublished notes on Forsyth and his biblical insights.
Those notes, later published in Teaching and Preaching the
New Testament (1964), showed Forsyth’s genius. As one
Aberdeen minister remarked, “There is more of the gospel
in Forsyth than in all of continental theology.”

Recently there has been a resurgence of interest in For-
syth, and a number of excellent studies have been under-
taken. The essay by Professor Hunter and a chapter in J. K.
Mozely’s The Heart of the Gospel are superior. Winthrop
Stewart’s doctoral thesis, written at Aberdeen in 1965, is
also excellent though unpublished, and I am indebted to it.

These studies point to the continuing significance of For-
syth’s theology. Dissent’s greatest theologian will continue
to gain a hearing wherever (like St. Paul in Galatians 6:14)
men are radical enough to seek after the cross.

While teaching two courses in Forsyth’s theology at Beth-
el Seminary in St. Paul, Minn., I came to agree with a sug-
gestion of Professor Hunter that the best of Forsyth was
yet to be reprinted. Working under a grant from the Alumni
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10 Preface

Council of Bethel College and Seminary in 1967, I con-
sulted with Dr. Hunter, who guided the selection with an
eye to contemporary theological issues. Principal John
Marsh, D.D., of Mansfield College, Oxford, graciously
shared his personal library and knowledge of Forsyth. Rev.
John Huxtable, chairman of the Independent Press and min-
ister secretary of the Congregational Church in England and
Wales, evaluated the selections. As author of Revelation Old
and New, his experience, judgment and encouragement are
evident throughout the book.

I would also like to thank Rev. Gordon S. Wakefield,
editor of the London and Holburn Quarterly Review; Mr.
A. M. Jakeway of the Epworth Press; Miss Joy Hill and Mr.
Rayner Unwin of George Allen and Unwin Ltd.; and Mr.
‘Dominic LeFoe of the Contemporary Review for releasing
publication rights to the essays. Professor Hunter supplied
his own unpublished lectures on Forsyth’s ethics and a simi-
lar lecture on the atonement by Professor David Cairns.
Donn Michael Ferris, librarian of Duke University Divinity
School, sent information on Ray Allen’s unpublished Ph.D.
thesis of 1953, “The Christology of P. T. Forsyth.”

Items reprinted from the Contemporary Review are copy-
righted by the editor. Items reprinted from the Hibbert
Journal are copyrighted by George Allen and Unwin Ltd.
Items reprinted from the London Quarterly Review are
copyrighted by the Epworth Press. Spellings and capitaliza-
tions have been changed to conform to American style,
otherwise the essays are reprinted according to the originals.

MARVIN W. ANDERSON

Introduction

In May, 1848, Peter Taylor Forsyth was born, the eldest
child of a hard working couple in Aberdeen. Though thrifty,
intelligent, and deeply concerned about spiritual matters,
they never were able to rise above poverty. His mother was
of highland heritage, and his father lowland, a deacon of
Blackfriars Street Congregational Church.

Forsyth was never a strong child, but this did not pre-
vent him from taking part in snowball fights and school
games. At age fourteen he won the decisive struggle on the
road to education. A bursary from the six hundred year old
grammar school led him to the university. In 1864 he was
dux of the grammar school which had numbered Lord
Byron amongst its former pupils. After five years of brilliant
prize taking, Peter Taylor Forsyth graduated M.A. with first
class honors in the classics.

In 1870 Forsyth and a friend reopened a Congregational
chapel which had been emptied by preaching. They drew
large congregations. After a year of assisting the teaching
of classics in the university, at the urging of Robertson
Smith, he went to Gottingen for a semester of study under
Albrecht Ritschl. This study in 1870 was the most signifi-
cant intellectual development in his life. “Not only was his
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12 Introduction

mind developed by the philosopher, but he succeeded in
acquiring a facility and fluency in German thought anfl
language which he kept up all his life; it was one of his
few naive vanities that when traveling in later years he
was always mistaken for a German.”*

Forsyth on return from Germany studied at New College,
London, for the Congregational ministry. Il health forced
him to miss regular attendance at lectures, and he was
allowed to withdraw at his own request. Forsyth then ac-
cepted the call of the Congregational church at Shipley, a
suburb of Bradford in Yorkshire, where for ten years from
1874 to 1884 he began the first of five pastorates. From
Shipley he went to St. Thomas’s Square in Hackney, Lon-
don, where he plunged into the social milieu and gave
crowded Sunday evening lectures on art, politics, and the
theatre. It was at Cheetam Hill in north Manchester fl'OI}]
1885-1888 that a more serious note crept into Forsyth’s
preaching. There his first book was published, Pylpit Para-
bles for Young Hearers.*> The style, though a bit self-con-
scious in this first book, altered dramatically as Forsyth ex-
perienced a conversion, or “miraculous entry upon the
Christian life.”® From Manchester he went to Leicester
(1888-1893), and to Emmanuel Church, Cambridge, in
1894. Three weeks after arriving in Cambridge his wife
died, and for three years he lived in sorrow and depression
alone with his daughter, too ill to journey to Aberdeen in
1895 to receive the honorary D.D. conferred upon him by
the university.

While at Cambridge Forsyth began a remarkable career

Jessie Forsyth Andrews, “Memoi;;’ in The Work of Christ (London:
Co’lé:l: fh(;nt;;z;i‘:)l:sari}x’; ﬁfrsr})r, Ep.scoté, Peter Taylor Forsyth (1848-19%1 )
Director of Souls (London: The Epworth Press, 1948), pp. 107.-118. Prin-
cipal John Marsh of Mansfield College, Oxford loaned me his copy of
Pulpit Parables. 1 concur in Escott’s judgment.

sGee Robert M. Brown, “The Conversion of P. T. Forsyth,” Congrega-
tional Quarterly XXX (1952), 237.
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of theological creativity which in 1896 served to dramatize
that turning point in his thought. Ten years later at Yale he
commented on the change noted by the hearers of his ser-
mon at Leicester in 1896, “God the Holy Father.” The solid
preparation for that sermon is the book Charter of the
Church, also published in 1896.

A second marriage while at Cambridge rescued Forsyth
from despair and sent him in healthier spirits to the prin-
cipalship of Hackney College, Hampstead, London in 1901,
The 1899 sermon at Tremont Temple to the second decen-
nial International Congregational Council on the theme,
“The Evangelical Principle of Authority,” marks this healthy
theological period. Forty years later J. D. Jones could re-
member that address with these remarks:

It was in the address of Dr. Forsyth that the council
reached its climax. . . . His paper resolved itself into
a passionate plea for the Cross as the central thing in
our Christian faith. I heard Forsyth on many an occa-
sion both before and after. But I never felt thrilled by
him as I did that day. He spoke as a man inspired. He
flamed, he burned. He came after two rather dry and
arid addresses. He brought us back to the heart of

things.*

In London Forsyth threw himself into academic work
and gave himself to his students. His literary style in this
period leads many to discount his work. His daughter put
it well when she said, “the real stumbling block is the idiom
of his mind, rather than of his pen.”® Recent writers ap-
preciate Forsyth’s constructive work apart from difficulties
they may have with his style,

In an interview of January, 1907, by a reporter from the
Daily Mail, R. J. Campbell, minister of City Temple in Lon-
don sparked a bitter controversy over the new theology. In

‘Quoted by Professor David Cairns of Aberdeen in an unpublished lecture

on Forsyth which much of this sketch follows in outline.
*Memoir,” p. 27.



14 Introduction

a book of 1907 titled The New Theology, Campbell arguefi
for the natural religiousness of man with its source in God’s
ubiquitous presence. Forsyth responded in the pages of the
British Weekly for March 7, 1907. Langford says that the
most important rejoinders were made by the two most
substantial theologians of the age, P. T. Forsyth and Charles
Gore.

The war depressed Forsyth because of his deep love for
Germany and its people, though he had no time fox: the
pacifism of his students. In the four year period he published
six books and a great many articles. Never really well any
day of his life, Peter Taylor Forsyth died on November 11,
1921.

A fresh voice in British theology sounded with Forsyth
in Cambridge in 1896. Could a reading of Forsyth fifty years
after his death turn modern theology from its borderlands
to the heartland of the cross? It is well worth the effort to
inquire into the writings of one who could say in 1909:

If life be a comedy to those that think, and a tragedy
to those that feel, it is a victory to those that believe.

1 The Evangelical Churches
and the Higher Criticism

Horton Davies calls Forsyth, “Dissent’s greatest twentieth
century theologian.” * It is fitting that the Holy Communion
service of Clare College, Cambridge, quotes from P. T.
Forsyth. There in the center of creative and dissenting the-
ology Forsyth served from 1894 until 1901 as minister of
Emmanuel Church. While at Cambridge he wrote an essay
on communion in which he said:

In private worship we are apt to be self-engrossed. In
public we are too dependent on the leader of the devo-
tion, or the preacher who strives to kindle the common
flame. In the communion (especially if it is to be in
any extent liturgical), the leader sinks away, becomes
but the voice, becomes the echo of a voice, whose
echoes have been multiplied in every age, the channel
of the voice of Jesus walking in calm light upon the
world’s wild waves, “Come unto me.”

Will contemporary biblical criticism permit one so to wor-
ship? Forsyth turned to this most crucial problem for his
times in 1905.

In this essay Forsyth faces squarely the implications of
the collapse of belief in an inerrant Bible for the churches.
It has been a good thing, claims Forsyth, for it has enabled
people to see the spiritual authority of the gospel. Christ is

*Horton Davies, Worship and Theology in England from Newman to
Martineau, 1850-1900 (London: Oxford University Press, 1962), p. 239.
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16 The Gospel and Authority

the purpose of historic grace, the “ground of religion” as
Forsyth later put it in The Principle of Authority.

The precious thing is not the historic fact of Christ,
but the historic Word of him, the apostolic Word con-
cerning Christ, the interpretation of the manifestation,
the supramundane burden and interior of the fact.?

The highest criticism is a synthetic criticism by theologians,
not scholars. So it is a company of preachers, not a jury of
historians to whom we owe the tradition of Jesus. The pat-
tern is Christ’s own use of his Bible, the Old Testament. He
used his Bible “as a means of grace, not as a manual of
Hebrew or other history.” Christ found there “not the
making of history by men, but the saving of history by
God.”

No more crucial issue faces some contemporary theo-
logians if one reads Christianity Today or the Bulletin of the
Evangelical Theological Society, both published in the
United States. In section XIV of this article Forsyth wrote
about the need for an authentic biblical theology:

What we need from the scholar equipped with the
soundest results, however new, is what Jonathan Ed-
wards gave his day, a history of redemption, a history
of the revelation always welling up through the religion
of Israel and of Christendom at once purifying it and
condemning it.*

% L4 L4

From the Contemporary Review
88 (1905)

L

The great question of the age in all moral matters is the
question of a spiritual authority. It is not one which occupies

p, 144,
*Contemporary Review 88 (1905), p. 598 and below.
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the order for the day, but it does constitute the problem of
time. The democracy is but little conscious how much it
needs it, and it is not easy to secure its discussion in the
forum of the churches. But it is their standing or falling
article all the same. Some of them resent the idea of au-
thority in any real and effective sense; some overdrive it;
while others consider they possess it in the canon of Scrip-
ture. Now it is as true that the canon is not the authority as
it is that without an authority beyond itself no church can
g0 on existing,

Why may we not say that the final authority for church
and creed is the Bible? Because there remains the question,
Is there anything that is over the Bible? And to that ques-
tion may I at once reply in advance that there is, and that:

1. It is not something which comes up to the Bible from
without, like the scientific methods of historic re-
search. To make that supreme and final would be
pure rationalism. As the higher criticism it has its
place, but it is a subordinate place.

2. It is something which is in the Bible itself, provided
by it, and provided nowhere else. We must go back
to the Bible to find what the Bible goes back to.

In a word, that is over the Bible which is over the church.
It is the gospel. The gospel of God’s historic act of grace is
the infallible power and authority over both church and
Bible. It produced them both. They both exist for its sake,
and must be construed in its service. For both it is the great
canon of interpretation as well as of organization, of Scrip-
ture, creed, and praxis. It was not the church that produced
the Bible, nor the Bible that produced the church, but it
was the gospel that produced both. It is of the greatest
practical moment to realize this at present. It is our free
church answer to a plausible claim that is urged by the
Episcopal church to be the sole authoritative teacher of the
Bible, because the church produced it at the first, and has



18 The Gospel and Authority

therefore a hereditary monopoly of the charisma veritatis.
We deny the fact behind the inference. Even were the
Anglican church the church that selected the canon, no
church produced the Bible. Both the Bible and the church
are products of the gospel, which we preach as purely as
they do, and mostly more so. Hence no church has the con-
trol of the Bible, but only a stewardship of it. The Bible
needs no warrant from the church, only a witness. The
gospel needs no application by the sacrame.nts, only a fresh
appropriation where it has been long applied by the Holy
Ghost. Of course the Bible, on its part, must not arrest the
church, but perpetually emancipate and inspire it. Luther
by the Bible delivered us from the bondage of the church.
But there are ways of treating the Bible which make us
welcome the man or the movement that by the gospel will
deliver us from the Bible. o
But why not say that the something which is in and over
the Bible is Christ? Because it is not quite certain whaF is
covered by that word Christ. What do you mean by Christ?
Is it Christ the character, chiefest among ten thousand anle
altogether lovely, or Christ the atoning Redeemer? What is
it that is authoritative in Christ? Not his mere manner, as it
subdued those who would arrest him. Not his far more
than Socratic dignity of soul and insight. There is something
in Christ which is over him. Well, you recognize that. I.t
was his Father. You say readily, Christ was there not for his
own sake, but his Father’s. Yes, but that is far from enough.
What was the relation between Christ and his Father? Was
it a relation of the heart alone, of affection and rapt com-
munion, as between the simple Madonna and the child?
That is a common idea, and it enfeebles much faith. It
makes Christ’s piety the work of God, but does it assure
us that his gospel was? The deeply devout or tl?e wholly
devoted may be lacking in the moral insight required for a
real gospel. Was Christ’s death due to the fact that he was
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so purely and raptly pious? Was the cross simply the revenge
of the coarse Israel on the fine? Surely it took more than that
to make the death of Christ Israel’s crime? His piety alone
would rather have made the Jews honor him as a finer
rabbi. Surely his dealing with his Father was more than
devout enjoyment, more than mystic union, more than the
practice of the presence of God and the culture of his own
soul? The personal unity had a practical, intelligible theme,
an exchange of thought, work, and purpose in relation to
the historic situation. It was not his Father’s love he realized
only, it was his purpose of historic grace, his age-long pur-
pose with the nation, his world-wide purpose with our race
—just as it was not the simple love of his brethren that lay
on him, but their burden, their curse. His Father gave him
not only a faith to cherish, a love to enjoy, but a vast and
old design to fulfill. Christ speaks far oftener of the will and
kingdom of God than of the heart of God. He was one with
a God who had been working for historic Hebrew centuries
to a certain holy and public purpose. And what was over
Christ was not simply the Father but the Father’s holy
work with Israel for the world. What ruled his word and
deed was God’s old historic purpose and long prophetic
gospel. The authoritative thing in him was God’s grace,
God’s holy grace. When we go to the Bible we find it is
to this the Bible goes. From this its breath comes; and its
soul incessantly returns to the gospel of grace that gave it.
And this is the test, the standard, the authority over the
Bible.

Of course you may say that Christ is God’s gospel, and
purpose, and grace. And that is quite right, so long as we
are not speaking of the Jesus of biography, of Jesus as a
personal influence merely, but of the Christ of great history,
the Messiah of redemption; so long as we are not speaking
of the teaching and character of Christ only but of his work,
which was the crisis of his person; so long as we live and
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move in Christ the Redeemer; so long as we do not begn
with the incarnation but end there; so long as we begin
with the redemption, atonement, reconciliation, and go on
to end in such an incarnation as is demanded for the pur-
poses of that gracious gospel and that saving,r.(;od;.so”long1
as we recognize that “his work was his person m-actlon axi.

his person “his work in power.” God was in Chl'l.St evange.i-
cally rather than metaphysically. He was in Christ I‘eCOIlCll-
ing. Faith believes in an incarnation requ1rec'1 by the .gospg ,
however thought may set forth an incarnation requ'lred y
the nature of a divine idea. To begin with such an incarna-
tion instead of with redemption is one of th'e most cardmlal
and prolific errors of our time, as Bishop Creighton shrewdly

said.

IL

The testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy: 'Ijhe pl:ll:-
pose of Jesus is the purpose of history; or ratber it is Goths
purpose with history. The gospel of grace in Christ, the
purpose, and at last the act, of redemption is the key to the
Bible. It makes the Bible not a mere chrox}lcle, not a mere
set of annals, but history of the greatest kl.lld.

By history of the greatest kind I mean this. I mean son}a;—
thing above even what we call the greater, the phllc_)sop ; c
history. May I explain? What is it that raises the hwtorz;zln
above the annalist? Is it not that the }ust9r1an makes the
dumb facts speak which the annalist complles.? He sets t'hﬁ
facts in a whole, in a science, in a process, a principle, whic
he makes them serve. He explains the facts.. He turns them
into “signs.” How? By some principle dawning ou.t of th.em
upon his insight. By some deep, wide, and happy 1nd1'1c.t10n.
His spirit moves on the face of ’their chaos and elicits a
world. In other words, he “places” the facts by means o?‘ a
hypothesis they suggest, a theory. Of course, if he brilng
his hypothesis from some other set of facts, or some other
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kind, and force it on the facts under his eye, he is no true
historian. But he is if he elicit it from the facts he handles.
But you say, a true scientific historian is surely more than a
hypothesis-monger. But really he is not. Are you not depreci-
ating the place of hypothesis in life? It has not the value,
of course, of absolute knowledge, but it has the value of
explaining facts, of making them serve thought. And it is
corroborated by all the subsequent facts. It is therefore,
surer than the facts alone; and it paves the way for more
certainty. What is science but a triumphal procession of
hypotheses? In every science you have such a hypothesis
or axiom as the base of fresh knowledge. The great law of
nature’s uniformity is a vast hypothesis which has on its side
the whole of our knowledge and practice. But it is not an
absolute truth. So with evolution, and with all the theories
which set the world forth as an order or a process. And
we conduct our life and business under such well-founded
hypotheses as these, though it is possible they might not be
true tomorrow. The sun might not rise. One day it will
not. Now what the physicist does for nature the historian
does for society. He interprets it by hypotheses which rank
often among our great certainties as to the world’s course.
But no hypothesis, no law of nature or history can give us
the mind of God. God alone can do that. And when he does
it is not discovery of ours, but revelation of his. It is not
induction, not intuition even, but manifestation, the Word
of the Lord. Christ’s sense of God was not a vast surmise,
sublime, but provisional and superable. It was not a great
divination of his, behind which we may go and ask if he
divined correctly. It was not man reaching God. The move-
ment was quite otherwise. It was God reaching man. In
Christ we have the culmination of the long revealing line
of Old Testament prophecy. We have in a whole permanent
personality what the prophets had but in their fleeting vision
and burden. We have God seeking, and finding, and saving
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us. God tells us, through man’s word, or by his own deeds,
the secret of his purpose, his deep decrees and universal
will. It is a purpose, will, and work of grace, of love, of
redemption, of salvation. To carry home this is the object of
the Bible. For this the Bible exists. From this the Bible
sprang. The place that is taken in human histories by hy-
pothesis, theory, or law of progress is taken in the Bible by
God’s action, by revelation, by the gospel. In the Bible
we have the movement of the great lines and designs by
which God treats the race and guides its total career. And
especially we have the purpose and method of a Messiah,
culminating in the redemption by Christ. It is his redemp-
tion that makes Jesus the Christ, and precious. The fact of
Christ’s life would be valueless (except to the historian of
religion); the fact of his death would be of little moment
(except to the martyrologist), apart from its function be-
tween man and God, its revealed meaning, its theological
meaning, as atonement, redemption, reconciliation. These
values are not got at by an induction. They are not won by
flesh and blood, but revealed from the Father in heaven,
as Christ himself told Peter. They are God’s word to man,
not man’s hypothesis about God. That is a unique thing
about the Bible among books. The gospel it contains is not
a result of man’s divining power over intractable facts, but
it is the act and power of God unto salvation. The invisible
realities are not guessed, they are actually conveyed through
the things that appear. The gospel message is not a product
of biblical theologians inducting from a study of religious
phenomena which they found and formulated from these
records. But it seizes us out of the Bible, it descends on us
from the Bible as a power. It descended on the men who
wrote the Bible. It was with the church that selected the
Bible, It made the Bible in that way, and in that way it
makes us from out the Bible. The soul of the Bible is not a
crystallization of man’s divinest idea; it is not even a divine
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declaration of what God is in himself; it is his revelation of
what he is for us in actual history, what he for us has done,
and forever does. It contains God’s gift, not of knowledge,
but of his gracious self. Revelation is futile as a mere exhibi-
tion. It is ineffectual except as redemption. God’s Word is
authoritative because it is more, it is creative. It is life from
the dead. Its authority does not simply stand over us either
as an imperative or as an ideal. It comes as a gospel. It
comes with power to bring itself to pass in our new life.
The God who rules us in Christ is not a foreign power.
Theonomy is not heteronomy. He, our law, becomes also our
life. He comes with something more even than authority
over us, he comes with power in us. His authority is not
simply impressive, it is enabling. Dat quod jubet. It is the
power of the Spirit, not revealing alone, but redeeming us
to take in the revelation. His Spirit does not seize us but
lives in us. The Savior Son is revealed in us. Christ is our
life who is also our Lord. His authority is not simply an
external power, but a life-giving spirit within. We are re-
deemed into the power to know, to be, and to do what is
revealed. And both the revelation and the redemption are
one and the same act.

III.

To apply the gospel as the standard of the Bible is some-
thing higher than the higher criticism. It is the highest. It
was by this test of the gospel that Luther dealt so boldly
with the Epistle of James. It was not by literary criticism,
where, like his age, he was not bold. And this is the only
principle which gives the higher criticism, the literary and
historic criticism, its true place. The church will never give
that criticism its rights till she feels she is not at its mercy,
till she is set free to do so by her gospel. You cannot secure
freedom from a state or a church in a panic. And panic is
the state of mind produced by scientific criticism, especially
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on people who have long been putting the Bible narrative
in the place which belongs only to the Bible gospel. The
critical treatment of the Bible must have its place. Let us
not make fools of ourselves by denying it. We shall be
fighting against God and resisting the spirit. It arises out
of the sound principle of interpreting the Bible by itself.
Scriptura sui ipsius judex et interpres was the Reformer’s
maxim. But its place is secondary, ancillary. It has little
place in a pulpit. Criticism is the handmaid of the gospel
_downstairs. The critical study of Scripture is at its best,
and the higher criticism is at its highest, when it passes from
being analytic and becomes synthetic. And the synthetic
principle in the Bible is the gospel. The analysis of the
Bible must serve the history of grace. The synthetic critic
is not the scholar but the theologian. The book is a witness
not of man’s historical religion, but of God’s historical re-
demption. It is not so much a record as a testimony. “Search
the Scriptures. Ye do well. They testify of me,” not, record
me, not, report me, not, evidence me, but testify of me,
preach me, present me as the gospel. The Bible is at its
highest as the preacher. And it does not preach itself, or
its inerrancy, but the grace of God. It contains in this gospel
its own supreme principle of criticism and interpretation.
The church is the true interpreter of the Bible if it let the
Bible interpret itself. And for this purpose it repudiates the
modern mind, no less than the tradition of the church, as
its final court. The Bible comes to its own in the gospel
which made it what it is. This gospel survives all our critical
readjustments of the process by which it came. Indeed, it
emerges the more clearly from many of these reconstruc-
tions. The critics have restored the. prophets, for instance,
to the service of the gospel as well as to the interest of the
church. And they have inflicted eternal death on books like
Keith and Newton, which made prophecy historical conun-
drums. But the gospel is not at the mercy of scientific
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criticism, because the Bible is not a mere document. It is
a sacrament. It is more than a message of grace, it is a
“means of grace.” It is more than a source of information
it is an agent of saving experience. It is the former only as 1'1;
becomes the latter. That is to say, it is to faith rather than
to research that its facts become certainties. What Christ
did for us becomes sure by what he does in us. And it is
vain to try and establish the Bible'’s real value by historical
canons without realizing the experience of its grace.

'Our moral need cannot wait for our historical critics. The
Bible is not merely a record of the revelation; it is part of
the revelation. It is not a quarry for the historian, but a
fountain for the soul. Its first work is not a vouch ,for the
fact of Jesus. As a voucher of that kind its value is sec-
ondary. We have nothing written by Jesus, nothing with
absolute certainty written by an eye-witness of Jesus. In
strict history Paul is nearer and clearer than Christ: .but
Christ is the greater certainty to us none the less. l\%or/is
the Bible’s first work to reflect the first church. The New
Test'ament, the epistles of Paul, are not a set of ideas or
sentiments stirred in certain minds by the historic contem-
plation of Christ, the mere reflection of Christ mirrored in
the shining consciousness of those nearest him. It is not
gdequate to say that in the New Testament we have the
impression made by Christ upon the first church. We have
that, but we have more. We have Christ continuing to
teach,‘ and lead, and save. We have a finished redemption
energizing as revelation. We have the heavenly Christ re:
vealing himself to and through the first church of the
redeemed. Indeed, I would rather say through the first
apostles. For they were mnot the representatives of the
church; they did not owe their place to its consent: nor
were they its organs so much as Christ’s organs to it. ,That
theory of impression is not the true full nature of inspiration
The whole of the New Testament is a continuation of'

‘—
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prophecy. It is the last of the prophets. It is not a docu-
ment, but an appeal. It is a mighty sermon on Christ, not
an image of him, not a disquisition on him. Doubtless
Christ is the center. He is the fact. But the New Testa-
ment did not come into evidence to guarantee that fact to
rigid inquiry. It is not an arsenal of Christian evidences.
In that case the testimony would have been more careful.
And then also the historic sense would take faith’s place,
and the historical experts would be the true Christian priest-
hood. The New Testament, like the Old Testament, is
history with a purpose, a bias. It has in it not only reliable
historical matter, but also the principle for construing it.
It has the bias of the will to save and not only the will to
believe. And it has the bias not only of the will to believe,
but of the belief that wills, that urges itself, that acts from
the will upon the evidence in a selective way, and forces
it on mankind.

Iv.

Christ came for something else than to be a statuesque
fact, or even a teacher of supreme religious genius and
personal influence. It is not the fact but the meaning of the
fact that matters. He came for a practical crucial purpose,
historic and divine. He is valuable, not like a work of art
for what he is, but for what he means as God’s gift. Indeed,
he is precious not for what he means even, but for what
he did in God’s name. Nay, when we see this, when we
realize that we have in Christ the manifestation of God’s
love, or its work, that is not the whole of the revelation.
The manifestation, the work even, needs exposition. The
deed needs to be carried home. The God in Christ needs
a prophet. God’s son Jesus needed prophets, as God’s son
Israel needed prophets, to expound his divine meaning
and purpose. The incarnation of God’s love is too strange,
original and incredible; it needs to be interpreted by inspira-
tion. Otherwise it would have been missed (as the disciples
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during all Christ’s life did miss it) and been lost. We do
not call Christ himself inspired. That is a term too poor for
him. Those were inspired in whom his spirit dwelt, his work
went on, and his purpose wrought. The Christ needs the
apostle, the preacher. The mediator upwards needs medi-
ators downwards. For reasons I have gone into elsewhere,
the divine doer of the divine work was somewhat reserved
about the nature of that work. The task itself engrossed him.
He could not talk much about it. The gospel he brought
needed to become vocal by transmission through another
experience as its prophet. And that other was the New Tes-
tament. It is the inspired part of the revelation of which
Christ was the incarnate redeeming agent. It is not a direct
document of Christ’s biography, but of Christ’s gospel, of
Christ as preached. It is a direct record, a precipitate if you
will, not of Christ, but of the preaching about Christ which
made the church. It is of decisive consequence to realize
this. The Bible is not a voucher but a preacher. The tradition
of Christ we owe to a company of preachers, not to a jury
of historians. The very Gospels are not biographies so much
as pamphlets in the service of the church and the interest of
the gospel. The only historical Christ which even the Gos-
pels allow us to see is not a great figure Boswellized, but the
preached Christ, the risen Messiah of the apostolic inspira-
tion and the church’s first belief.®* The Bible is more of a
sermon than of a source in the rigid historical sense of that
word.

*The gospels (I keep saying) are not primary documents proceed-
ing from Christ’s hand. Nor can we be quite sure how far they come
directly from apostles or even eye-witnesses. But I am referred to the
preface of Luke. But it will be remembered that the author himself
describes Luke in the preface to Acts as a treatise. Luke founded
his account on sources but he is not himself a source in the same
sense as his materials were. What he wrote is not a source but a his-
tory. He selected from sources on a certain principle, and treated
them from a certain point of view—the view point of the risen, ex-
alted, preached Christ as Savior.
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The story was history with a drift, seeking a verdict; it
was history made preacher. Something else than sequence
guided the selection of incidents. It is a story on a t'heme, a
story with a purpose. It is inferior as art but mighty as
action. The writers are evangelists in the sense of gospellers.
“These things are written that ye might believe that ]c?sus
is Messiah, the Son of God; and that believing ye might
have life through His name” (John 20:31). The object is
life, not proof. These gospels are homiletic biographies, not
psychological. They were not compiled on What‘wg should
call critical principles, but on evangelical principles—to
assist the gospel. The evangelist with his narrative was but
an acolyte of the apostle with his gospel. It is only thus
that we can explain the fact that no apostle wrote a gospel,
with the possible exception of John, who wrote expressly
for a theology. They were too much absorbed in the gqspel
to write gospels for what they deemed but a short-lived
world.

V.

The New Testament, then, is a record not directly of
Christ but of the thing preached about Christ by those
whose preaching made the church; and made historic Chri's-
tianity. You can of course say, if you like, that they mis-
apprehended Christ, that, led by the rabbinic Paul, they
squeezed him into Jewish molds, and lost the real human,
saintly Christ in a theological. You can say that, but what
means have you to prove it? You are entirely dependt?nt on
the apostolic, the evangelical, the large Pauline version of
Christ, whether in gospel or epistle. Paul preached what he
had from the text he received from the church, “that Christ
died for our sins according to the Scriptures.” That links his
gospel both to the other apostles and to the Old Testame‘nt.
Every one of the Gospels is written in that interest of saving
grace. What they go into is not a character, not an ethic,
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nor a dogma, but a Savior. Whether you think they agree
in every point with the epistles or not, they are there not
as mere memorabilia for the curious but as edification for
the converted, not to save but to confirm the saved. They
all set forth not a humanist Christ, sweet, sage, and influ-
ential, but one whose main and crowning function was to
die for our sins according to older Scriptures. Is it not a most
singular thing that there is no indication in the whole New
Testament of an apostolic sermon with a saying of Christ for
a text? And the kingdom, which fills the Gospels, does not
appear in the epistles. What does that mean? It means that
the form and particulars of Christ’s precious teaching were
not the staple of their message, not its starting point. These
precious details were all fused up in the still more precious
gospel in which Christ himself culminated through the cross.

Consider: What were the apostles working with before
there was a New Testament and while they were making
the church? It was with a message, a gospel, fact and act
of God through Christ, an achieved deliverance, a historic
redemption, crowning the long series of revelations and
deliverances which were at once the salvation and the
perdition of Israel. What was the great appalling thing
revealed to Paul in his conversion? Not the miracle of a
dead prophet’s resuscitation. Not the idea of redemption.
That had long been the common burden of Israel, and it
was the source of all his zealotry. Like all earnest Jews he
was waiting for that consolation of Israel. But it was this
that staggered him—that the redemption was come and
gone. It was past and at work. That was for Paul “the power
of Christ’s resurrection,” the tremendous shattering, re-creat-
ing effect of it. The great thing to be done was already done.
God’s redemption was not a hope now but a fact—and a
damnation. The Christians had a gospel and not a propa-
ganda, not a program, not a movement—merely a mighty
gospel. They had no book but the Old Testament, no system
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of doctrine, no institution. All these were to be made. What
they had was what they called the «7pvypa, with all its fool-
ishness (1 Cor. 1:21, where we hear of the scandal of the
cross, the absurdity of what was preached, not of preaching
as an institution). The gospel was an experienced fact, a
free and living word long before it was a fixed and written
word. This is the manner of revelation, The inspired thing
is not a book but a man. It was so first of all in the Old
Testament. The prophets also first experienced their gospel,
then spoke or acted it. Only as an afterthought did they
write it. The written form might be but a collection of their
edited remains. The New Testament was the unfolding of
this gospel; but it was an unfolding due to the free growth
and power of God’s saving act in the experience of certain
men, and not to their examination of it and their conclusions.
They were made by it rather than convinced. They were
not students, critics of the gospel, but its glorious captives
and alert hierophants. The gospel prolonged itself in them.
That was the spirit’s work. It was only at the call of certain
providential junctures that what saved them made them
write. It was “occasional” writing. It was not due to an aca-
demic resolution to discuss or celebrate what saved them.
They did not “demonstrate.” The gospel worked in them
mightily to will and do, to preach and write in a practical
context. Their writing was their work running over. Christ
and his work energized in their lives.

The apostles, and especially Paul, form an essential part of
Christs revelation of God's grace. He represents grace as
incarnate, they as inspired. He is epic, they are lyric. The
same Christ reveals in them from heaven the redemption he
wrought on earth. He prolongs his own action in them. He
unfolds his finished work. They make explicit his mind
about his own work. And through them he reveals this
revelation in a way limited on one side by their personality,
but on the other released from some of the bonds and
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silences of his earthly humiliation. We have no evidence
that the explicit conception by the earthly Jesus of his own
w.ork was all that appears in the epistles. It was in Paul and
hl.S fellows that its nature became explicit, as it has become
still more explicit in successors of Paul, like the Reformers
.It was in these that the mind of Jesus came to itself for us;
in history. It unfolded like a seed in the warm medium of
t}.le apostolic soul. It was the Lord the Spirit speaking of
himself in the inspiration of the apostles, and speaking to us
more directly than the Gospels do. Like the prophetic books
in the Old Testament, the epistles are the authentic writings
of the inspired. They are not once removed, like the Gospels
or the Old Testament histories. They are not editorial Ii)ut
cr‘eative. They are evidence at first hand. They ma’ke a
crlt'ical starting point, and not only a critical, but an evan-
gehcal. They give the key to the Gospels, just a:.s the prophets
in our new light form the basis for the interpretation and
thcj evangelical interpretation of Old Testament history. The
epistles are essential, nay, normative, to the Gospels. :I‘he
are not by-products. I do not wonder that Luther laid morz
stress on them. Protestantism always must, for its life and
(.Ih.ristian promise. It is not Paul who speaks, but the Christ
living in him. (We discount, of course, what is plainly con-
temporary in Paul, or idiosyncratic.) There is, therefore, an
authority in the theology of the epistles whi’ch is in sc’)me
ways greater than we have in the Gospels as Gospels, as
Yvntl:ngs, apart from the personality of Christ. There is n;ore
nspiration in a creative Paul than in a compiling evan-
gelist. In the Gospels Christ appears as acting, in the epis-
tles the same Christ interprets his own actioil. And bl())th
;hf manifestation. and the inspiration are necessary for the
l:t;fifst (;)isr.evelahon as redemption, for its effect as a reve-
We must not sharply contrast Paul and Christ. We cannot
as I have said. All we possess is the evangelical Christ com:
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mon to Paul, the other apostles, and the first church. We
can compare the epistles and the Gospels. Their view point
is the same—the gospel. They ply the same Christ the Savior.
But the service of the evangelists is supplementary to that
of Paul. They sustain the gospel he preaches. They, too, are
preachers, but in a diaconal way. The gospel story but
serves the gospel power, and the narrative is there to con-
firm the principle which the preaching reveals.

If this be so, then the most precious thing in Christ for
the church is not his life story but his deed of gospel. It is
not his teaching, not his personal influence, but his redemp-
tion. It is a theological gospel, but it is not authoritative as
dogma, but as revelation, as redemptive action. It is the
gospel, not in an exact theology, but in a theology of glow,
and power, and range. It is this gospel that has made the
New Testament. What inspired the apostles was not Christ’s
legacy of teaching about God or grace; it was grace itself,
as the large burden of his life, moving onward and upward
to the death and resurrection which fixed him as the Son of
God in power. All this they found to be the agent of God’s
ancient purpose, and the gathering up for the world and
for eternity of his gracious and active process of deliverance
for Israel. What mastered and moved them for good and
all in Christ was not mere personal affection, not apprecia-
tion of his discourse, nor the sense of his human kindness.
These failed, and they left him and fled. What was authori-
tative for them at last was that in his cross they came to
recognize the fulfillment of the ancient promise, the culmi-
nation of the long grace and the manifold redemption which
was the burden of all Israel’s history, the soul of its Scrip-
ture, and the world-purpose of its God.

VL

That this is the true relation of the gospel to the Bible is
shown by the case of Jesus himself. His Bible was the Old
Testament. It had more influence on him at the center of
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his task than the contemporary Judaism, which affected but
his form. How did he use it? That is a question that troubles
some. He seems to shut the door in the face of modern
scholarship by his uncritical use of the Old Testament. If
he quotes Psalm 110 as David’s, criticism (it is said)
cannot go behind him. If he refers to Moses as the author
of the Pentateuch, the scholars may spare their pains; the
question is settled for them. And so people become entan-
gled in Christ’s relation to the Old Testament as literature,
and they miss his relation to the Old Testament as revela-
tion. They commit the error of rationalism. They put Christ
at the mercy of critical considerations. They make them
decisive instead of evangelical considerations, Let it be ad-
mitted that in all matters of science, literary or other, Jesus
was the child of his time. He never claimed omniscience in
that region. His reading of the Old Testament was certainly
uncritical by the standards of our time and knowledge. In
this respect he took it as he found it—like everybody round
him. It was not his knowledge that was perfect. He found
God in nature, but did he escape the current belief that the
sun went round the earth? He read his time as no man did,
but did he know times and seasons in the sense of days and
dates? Did he not leave them to the Father, content not to
know, and diviner in that precious ignorance of trust than
in all knowledge? It was not his knowledge that was perfect,
but his judgment. And on the composition of the Old Testa-
ment he never passed a judgment. It never occurred to him.
If it had, it would not have interested him. Historic se-
quences were naught to him. What was infallible was not
the views he inherited, but his grasp of the Father and the
Father’s purpose in him. It was in regard to his own work
and gospel that he could not err. And no contemporary
errors as to nature or the past affect the truth of his wit-

ness to God, or the power of his gracious saving work for
man.
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How then did Christ use his Bible? For we cannot be
wrong if we use ours in the same central way. He used u;l as
a means of grace, not as a manual of H ebrew or other his-
tory. His business was not to revise the story of the p?.st or
disentangle origins, but to reveal and effect the h1st9r1c
grace of God. He used his Bible as an organ of revelation,
not of information, for religion and not science—not eveg
for scientific religion. He found in it the long purposedanf
deep scope of God’s salvation, his many words and deeds od
redemption in the experience of the c.hosen race. He caref
nothing for the Bible as the expression of men’s 1dea§ o
God. He prized it wholly as the revelation of God’s gr?ctcl)u;
dealings with men. He cared for events only as ?hey yielde
his Father’s grace. He belonged to a race which was nqt
made like other races by an idea of God, but by God’s
revelations and rescues. “I am the Lord thy God that
brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of
bondage.” He did not teach us ideas of God. He. was not
a sententious sage, full of wise saws or modern instances.
He did not move about dropping apophthegms.as he made
them. He does not even tell us “God is love.” It is an apostle
that does that. But he loves the love of God into us. He
reveals in act and fact a loving God.

Sprich mir, wie redet Liebe’i”
“Sie redet nicht, sie liebt.
And, tell me, what does Love say?
“Love doesn’t say—it loves.”
He saw the loving God in nature and in his.tory; and w1th12
history it was not in what men thought but in what God ha
done. What he saw was the whole movement of the Qld
Testament rather than its pragmatic detail. He dwelt l(?vmg-
ly indeed on many a gracious passage, but he found himself
in the total witness of Israel’s history as shaped by grace.

He cared little for what our scholars expound—.-the religion

of Israel. His work is unaffected by any theories about the
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Levitical sacrifices. What he lived on was God’s action in his
seers, God’s redemption in his mighty deeds, as it rises
through the religion of Israel, yea, breaks through it, shakes
itself clear even of its better forms, and translates it always
to a higher plane. What he found was not the prophets’
thoughts of God, but God’s action in Israel by prophet,
priest, or king, God’s invasion of them and their race by
words and deeds of gracious power. It was the reality of
God’s action on the soul, and in the soul, and for the soul.
Above all, it was the exercise and the growth of God’s mes-
sianic purpose with the people, and through them on the
whole race. It was in a messianic God that he found him-
self, and found himself God’s Messiah-Son. Abraham! “Be-
fore Abraham was I am.” If Abraham ceased would he?
And he grasped what his whole age was blind to, the Old
Testament witness, deep in its spirit, to a Messiah of the
cross. In a word, the torch he carried through the Old Testa-
ment was the gospel of grace. He read his Bible not criti-
cally, but religiously. He read it with the eyes of faith, not
of science; and he found in it not the making of history
by men, but the saving of history by God.

That is to say he read his Bible as a whole. For he was its
whole. And he lived on its gospel as a whole. Take the
parables for an illustration. The chief spoken revelation of
God is in the parables of Christ. What is the true principle
of interpreting the parables? It is to treat each as the vesture
of one central idea for whose sake it is there. We refuse
to be entangled in the suggestiveness of details, as if it were
allegories that Christ uttered. So it is with the verbal revela-
tion of God altogether, the Bible. All its vast variety is there
for one central theme and one vital purpose, to which
details may sit loose. It was so, I say, that Christ read his
Scriptures. And it is only when we read the Bible in this
way, as a whole, that we realize that it is not there for
its own sake, or for the sake of historical knowledge, but
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for the sake of the evangelical purpose and work of God.
We do not read our Bible as Christ did if we dissect out
portions of it as the Word of God and reject portions that
are not. I do not say that that is forbidden. I shall indicate
later that Christ did it on points outgrown. I have no ob-
jection to part with Leviticus, Esther, and Canticles from
a gospel canon, however valuable they may be in a Hebrew
library.® All I say is that the method of getting at the true
Word of God in the Bible by dissection was not Christ’s.
And it is not decisive, and may be meticulous. The Bible
within the Bible, the canon of the canon, is not to be
dissected out, but to be distilled. What is most divine is not
a section of it, but the spirit, the theme of it. God’s great
Word came less in fragments of writing than in his growing
purpose through historic action and deeds of grace. The
word of a prophet consisted in a kind of speech which was
itself a deed, a practical revelation, relevant to the hour, of
God’s power, purpose, righteousness, judgment, mercy, and
redemption.
VIIL.
1t seems all but impossible to get out of the popular mind
the idea that faith is faith in statements, and that the Bible
is @ compendium of truths about God, or a correct chronicle
(or forecast) of history, Hebrew, Christian or cosmic. Almost
all the uproar made against scientific criticism belongs to
one or other of these irreligious positions. For it is irreligious
to debase the Bible, the book of faith, to a repertory of
truths, or a series of annals. It is irreligious to stake the
divine value of Christ on the reality of pre-historic charac-
ters in Hebrew history, on the authorship of a Psalm, or
*While it may be granted that there are books in the canon that
we could now spare, it ought to be owned also that there is no book
known to us outside the canon that ought to be in a Bible whose
note is redemption. We have nothing to do really with apostolic or

non-apostolic distinctions, but only with books that carry the gospel
note, whatever their origin.
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the. tracing of the atonement in Numbers. There are few
perils to the Bible worse than the ill-tempered champions of
late. Protestant orthodoxy who pose as the monopolists and
saviors of the gospel. “A traditional biblicism, hurled whole
ar%d hf:lrsh at the heads of those who read tI;e book other-
wise, is not faith in God’s Word.” The unity of the Bible s
a .hvmg, growing, suffusing unity. It is the unity of a bod

with a quick and mighty spirit. It is a unity that may comz
home through much defect and loss in its body. A great
conqueror may have but one eye or one arm. ’i‘here are

women whose every feature is wro
. ng, more or less, b
bring all men to their feet. e they

Faults she had once as she learned to run and tumbled:
Faults of feature some see, beauty not complete .

Yet, good people, beauty that makes holy pee
Earth and air may have faults from head to feet.

The mighty and glorious gospel can speak freely from a
vulnerabl'e scripture canon. The canon, which is, so to sa
the physical base of the gospel, may contain e’lements Zs’
superfluous as the appendix, or it may have a part ampu-
tatgd. T%le unity of the Bible is organic, total, vital evgn-
fel.lcal; it is not merely harmonious, balanced,, stat1’1esque.
t.1: is Igot.the form of symmetry but the spirit of reconcilia-
ion. .trlke a fragment from a statue and you ruin it. Its
unity is mere symmetry, of the kind that is ruined so .But
t'hc? unity of the Bible is like the unity of nature. It I;as
11Y1ng power always to repair loss and transcend lésion Thz
Bible utu'ty is given it by the unity of a historic gc; el
d.etfel'opmg, dominant, but not detailed. It transcendsspth ’
vicissitudes of time, the dislocations of history, the frailtiei
even of prophets and their proofs, and the inﬁ’delit of th
chosen race. This is the unity that Christ found ind y
swered in his Bible. His mastery of his Bible is not shoan-
S0 'much in his readiness with it as in his insight intov;"i1
It is not borne in on us by the command of it he showe(i
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in his irresistible dialectic with the Pharis.ees upon p(?mtsi
it appears rather in his grasp of its one historic grac(:f,hl'lo
in his ready wit with it but in the fact t%lat he foun m};-
self to be the true Lord and unity of Blble, Temple., S?lié
bath and Israel. If we are to take the Bible as Christ
we may not feel compelled to take the whole Bible, but we
must take the Bible as a whole. ‘ o
But we shall be told that that gives us %eave sflll to pic
and choose according to some fantastic inner l1ghF, s.or.rclle
extravagant and perhaps heartless scholarship, some individ-
ual verdict of the Christian conscience. Not ?,t’ all. All th.ilsle
things, even the inner light, come to the. Bible .from. with-
out, like its detailed infallibility (which is a ra').tlonahrs;i 11’12-
portation). But the Christian key tc.> the Bible, a A z.ts
authority, is within itself. It is the tl.un'g that 1‘)roduc<=;hhl1 ,
the thing it exists for, wherewith it is in trayall, the1 . g
that makes Jesus to be Christ. It is the Tegnant gospe otha
gracious God as moral redeemer. This mighty word uses the
text of the Bible simply as we use the elements in com-
munion, as sacred but not sacrosanct. The concern of sor.ne
scrupulists about the detail of our great sacramental Scrip-
ture is quite parallel to the meticulous care by other scrupu-
lists about the crumbs of the consecrated bread, or thg
dregs of the wine. The gospel is not a hard taskmastel:; }??1
as the Lord of the Bible it sits lightly on its throne,. as lightly
as only secure power can. We hamper the gospf?l if we case
its subtle, lithe, and kingly spirit in a coat of htera.ry'mall.
The unity and power of the Bible is sacramental, it is n?t
mechanical. Tt is dynamic and not documentary. Faith in
it is something more than the historic sense. And the water
of life issues from it none the less mightily because the
orifice may be cracked or broken. The very force of the
water did that, as the spirit rint prophet': an(;l apostle, as
enter the kingdom of heaven maimed.
WeI 2?:1 the story of t}gxe father who petitions Christ to heal
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his son. I seize the answer of the Lord, “I will come down

and heal him.” The words are life to my sick self. I care

little for them as an historic incident of the long past, an
element in the discussion of miracles. They do not serve
their divinest purpose till they come to me as they came
to the father. They come with a promise here and now. They
are to me the words of the Savior himself from heaven. And
upon them he rises from his eternal throne, he takes his way
through a lane of angels, archangels, the high heavenly host
and the glorious company of the saints. These congenial
souls keep him not, and these connate scenes do not detain
him. But on the wings of that word he moves from the
midst of complete obedience, spiritual love, and perfect
praise, restless in search of me—me sick, falling, lost, des-
perate. He comes, and he finds me and heals me in these
words of gospel. I do not ask the critics for assurance that
the incident took place exactly as recorded. I will talk of
that when I am healed. It is a question for those who are
framing a biography of Christ, or discussing the matter of
miracles. The gospel of the Christ does not make its crucial
appeal to human healthy-mindedness. For me these words

are more than historical, they are sacramental. They are a

vehicle of the gospel. Historically they were never said to

me. I was not in Christ’s thought when he spoke them. I

was not in his thought upon the cross. But by the witness

of the spirit to my faith they come as if they were said now

to no one else. They come to me as they are in God. And I
live on them for long, and I wait by their hope, and in the
strength of them go many nights and days till I come to

another mount of God.

Or when I read “He loved me and gave himself for me,”
do I trouble (when these words are most precious to me)
about. their value as an index of Paul’s religion, or their
bearing on a theory of atonement? The gospel leaps out
of the Bible and clasps me. Who shall separate me, with all
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my wretched schism, from Christ’s love? I have a measure
now for the whole of Scripture in the living word which

that embedded phrase has brought home to redeem my

soul. The Bible has done its great work, not as a document

of history, but as a means of grace, as a servant of the

gospel, lame, perhaps, and soiled, showing some signs of

age, it may be, but perfectly faithful, competent and effec-

tual always.

VIIL
And even if my faith were too poor to find in the Bible
more than a witness to history, a document for the church,
a record of religious ideas; if I read it only for its interest to
the modern mind, or its contribution to a noble humanism;
or if T do not read it at all, but pursue a feeble, fanciful,
subjective kind of piety, all this and more does not affect
the authority of that gospel which is the burden of the
Bible whole. For the gospel's last appeal is not to individual
faith nor to groups, but to the faith of its other product,
the church. The Bible as a great whole appeals to faith as
a great whole. Deep calls to deep. The gospel, whose revela-
tion used up a long, eventful, national history, has also
produced a history longer and more eventful still in the
continuous faith of the whole church. The grace which
speaks from sundry portions of the Bible in diverse ways
speaks to a manifold sum of Christian experience in the
church of all times and climes. There is not a church that
has not spoiled its witness in the telling, but there is none
that has not told it, and told it because it knew it. As it is
too great a gospel to be perilled on a scriptural incident,
text, or book, so it is too great to be measured by individual
or sectarian response. That many find nothing in it means
little when set against what has been found in it by the
experience of such a church, and done through it by the
church’s faith.
The Bible, therefore, has to do not with a pictured Christ,
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but with a preached Christ. It does not stretch a figure but
proclaims a gospel. And even of that gospel it is not a mere
repprt. It is much more than a record, document, or source
of information even about the first preaching. It preaches
that preaching. It prolongs it. It is a source of power as
well as knowledge. It is a living source in the religious
sense. It is not only produced by the gospel, it is a produc-
ing source in turn. The Bible, as produced by the Word
becomes integral to the Word, and so in course a produce;
of the Word. It generates the faith that generated it, and
it sends forth by its preaching a company of preac,:hers.
Faith comes from the preaching (from the Bible, that is)

and the preaching came from the gospel Word of God. Thej
Bible, from the nature of its origin, can never cease to
produce preaching and preachers. Preaching must always
be the supreme concern of a church that gives the Bible
its proper place for the gospel. And it has been noted that
probably more converts have been made by preaching from
the Bible than by direct reading of it. Only, the preachers
must read it all the more, and habitually read it, and come
to close quarters with it, and know where they are with it

and treat it as their chief means of grace, the constant source’
of their salvation, mission, and power. Nocturna versate
manu versate diurna. If you would preach a classic gospel

give your nights and days, your heart and head, to conversé
wit.h the Bible. Our fathers had much to say about the
efficacy and sufficiency of Scripture. And this was what
they meant, its power to be a sacrament of the Word and
pass the church on from faith to faith; its power to be a
producing source of the faith that produced it, to prolong
the Word in which it arose, and speed the message to which
it is hands and feet. To this gospel, which is the living
totality of the Bible, the great witness is the faith which is
the living totality of the church. If the gospel of Christ’s

grace is the one authority set up among men, the seat of
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that authority is the Bible, and the witness is the faithful
church. But, as it is the God that sanctifies the temple and
not the gold, so it is the authority that hallows its own seat
and not the seat’s pattern or structure. The king is king by
something else than the art found in his throne. And the
gospel is supreme, not because it comes by a perfect, in-
fallible book or church, but because it is the historic advent
of the Savior God to the church’s experience and faith.

IX.

The Bible can never be detached from the gospel, though
it must be distinguished from it. It is detachment from the
Bible that is the mark both of Romanism at one end and
of the religiosity of the modern mind at the other. To take
the latter first. The modern man feeds his religious nature
on philanthropy, literature, journalism, pious booklets and
sentiments, and writings generally meant for reading and
not study—and all at the cost of the Bible. This happens even
with preachers, whose eloquence and sympathy may but
poorly cover the nakedness of their exegesis. And as to
Rome’s similar relation to the Bible, let me mention this.
The great antagonist of Luther has been Loyola. Jesuitry is
the real Counter-Reformation. And the essential difference
between the two causes is indicated from their start. Both
Luther and Loyola were crushed at their outset by the
mighty hand of God. But Luther found his release, gospel
and commission in serious contact with the Bible; while
Loyola found his in visions, voices and fantasies, not essen-
tially different from the subjective aspirations and intuitions
of the modern heart. It is a far cry from the fierce ascetic
Loyola to Mark Rutherford. But they join deep in their mys-
tic frame. And the visions of the Jesuit are as subjective as
the intuitions of the literary humanist, or of the modern hero
who is converted by falling in love, and sanctified by the
angel in the house. It would be useful to draw out the
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subtle and startling affinities between Jesuitism and the
modern mind, between Catholic modernism and Protestant.
’Ijhere is no future for a Protestantism which shall be neither
ritual nor sentimental, except it be founded directly on the
objectivity of the Bible, and know how to use it. It is the
gospel alone that can teach Rome its place. No other church
can cope with Rome. Only the gospel can, purified to the
message of abounding grace. The critics help us in their way
to that, and the theologians still more. They help us to the
o.bjective which is Rome’s strength. An objective and posi-
tive gospel is the only safety of our too subjective and fum-
bling faith. And it is the authority which above all others we
need today, and especially in our pulpits. There is much
fraternity, but there is too little mastery.

X.

The questions about the Bible are giving much trouble
that finds expression, but much more that finds none. They
are the source of much uneasiness that is felt, and of much
decay of spiritual life that is felt but in part. They produce,
among thousands that have never seriously faced them,
a vague sense of insecurity about the Bible, and of its use-
lessness to the lay reader in consequence. It not only ceases
to be an authority, but it ceases to be a means of grace for
the soul and of support for the spiritual life. It becomes more
of a problem than a stay. I am speaking of the effect within
the church, among Christian people, not among the public.
Very likely there is more Bible reading in the churches than
we think; but, for all that, there is less than there used to
be, when there should have been more. There is too little
to maintain independent spiritual conviction, and vigorous
spiritual life. There is a good deal of religious toying with
the Bible, but there is not much real acquaintance with it
and not nearly what there should be in the pulpit. I an’;
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afraid this tendency will grow as the results of criticism
filter down. And is it not certain that a church where the
Bible is not each member’s manual in an intelligent way
is doomed to spiritual decay? It is condemned to ineptitude
against a church or ministry making exorbitant claims for
itself.

Is it not certain, further, that the exit from the difficulty
lies in the direction I have indicated? It cannot lie in the
way of ignorant denunciation of critical scholarship or the
denial of its right. That right is now secure, both for the
Old Testament and New. You may challenge certain results,
but its method is now beyond question. It was historical
criticism that destroyed the mythical theory of the Gospels;
it was not the scandalized resentment of mere orthodoxy.
But what secures the right? The church’s own security in the
gospel. Only the evangelical certainty of faith in grace can
guarantee the freedom of theology and learning in the
church. The church can handle the Bible fairly and freely
only through the conviction that Bible and church are both
there at the disposal of the gospel they stand to preach. But
the “church’s own security in the gospel”! I know how that
will sound to some. It will mean the soundness of the
church’s views on such questions as atonement, justification,
and faith. It will mean evangelical orthodoxy. Alas, I am
afraid evangelical orthodoxy has to answer for much decay
in the gospel's power and welcome. That is not what I
intend. The fallacy lies in the ambiguity of the word gospel.
This means two things. It means the mighty saving act of
God in Christ; and it means the news of that act by the
word of apostolic men. It means, first, God’s Word to man,
not spoken but done, by a Savior who spoke very little of
it, and less and less as he drew near the doing of it. It
means:

the matchless deed achieved,
Determined, dared, and done.
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And it means, secondly, man’s word under the influence of
that deed of God, its expansion, its reverberation, so to say,
in the souls it saved and inspired. It means the church’s
preaching of God’s mighty work. We have thus the church’s
gospel of God’s gospel. It is like the distinction between
history and a history. The Bible is a living history of God’s
history in man. The one is not the other. The first draws all
its value from the second. But the second without the first
would be unknown. That preaching, that Bible which I call
the precipitate of the first preaching of the apostles, has
no other object than this, to be the sacramental channel of
the power of God’s redeeming deed. When I speak of the
church’s own security in the gospel I do not use the word
gospel in the secondary sense. I do not mean the church’s
self-complacency with the way she has long delivered the
message. That is the sign of a church dead and done with.
And it is the badge of several churches. But I mean her
sole and central confidence and obedience towards God’s
act of saving grace in Christ. Our security in the gospel is
not our certainty of an evangelical creed, but our confidence
in God’s saving Son and grace. That is really the one article
of the Christian creed, God's grace redeeming from guilt in
Christ. And the response to it is the living, saving faith
that alone makes a church a church. From this teeming
center of Christian life there issues endless power and its
endless freedom of thought and life, especially in regard to
the letter and form of the Bible.

XI.

We have but one great sacrament. It is God’s redeeming
Word in Christ’s cross. In this sacrament the Bible as a book
takes the place of the elements. It is not the Bible that con-
tains God’s Word so much as God’s Word that contains the
Bible. These elements are involved in the sacrament, but
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they do not make its center of gravity. 1 have alluded to
this aspect of the matter already; let me develop it. For
us Protestants at least the virtue of the elements in a sacra-
ment is quite independent of their chemical structure. We
do not believe in transubstantiation. The power would come
to faith were the elements water and fruit just as surely as
by bread and wine. And it is just as great whatever our
views may be of their composition, or if we have none.
Now the Bible is the element which mediates the one great
sacrament—the historic grace of God in Christ. And the
structure, the chemistry, of the Bible is a secondary matter
in regard to the communication of that grace. So long as it
gives free course to God’s gospel we may reach very new
and strange conclusions as to items in it, the order of it,
and the way it came to exist. The question is not of the in-
tegrity of the Bible, but of its efficacy for grace, its sufficien-
cy for salvation, just as the question is not as to the punctilio
of the ritual in the sacrament, but as to its blessing for
living faith. To stake the gospel upon the absolute accuracy
of the traditional view of the Bible, its inerrancy, or its
authorship by apostles, is just to commit, in a Protestant
form, the Roman error of staking the sacrament on the cor-
rectitude of its ritual or the ordination of its priest. Both the
Bible and the church are living eucharistic things. But they
draw their life solely from God’s Word and act of institu-
tion in the cross, and from the spirit that proceeds from that
God and gospel there. God gives his Word a body as he will,
and he keeps giving that body, and keeps it fit for the pur-
pose of grace at a given time. He has continually revised
and readjusted the form of his church. There is not a church
that exactly reproduces the primitive Christian community.
Shall we be startled if the same is true of the Bible and
its form? We do not want in the case of the church to re-
store the primitive form (or absence) of organization. We
want to regain the first fine volume of faith and love through
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any church form that in our Christian judgment of the situ-
ation serves that end. And so with the Bible. We are not
absolutely wedded to the views either of the apostles about
Fhe Old Testament or of the fathers about the New. It
is the power, the efficacy, the sufficiency of the Bible for the
uses of grace that is our grand concern, because that was
the purpose which called the Bible into being as a whole
We are paying a very heavy penalty for using the Biblé
for texts and in sections. We have come to treat it in an
atomistic instead of an organic way. The churches have
almostE lost the sense of its books as wholes, and of the
bopk itself as a living whole submerging parts archaic or
otiose. And yet it is there, in its corporate unity of grace
that the Bible’s real power lies. There is its solidarit Wc:
have lost our center of authority because we would cofl.strue
t]'ne seat of authority as a document, a charter, a protocol
elt}'ler for history or for orthodoxy, instead of a,throne from,
which the charter issues and whose behests it serves. I
would not insist on textual preaching if we had evangelic;al
I would not require the preacher to start from a verse, or e;
passage, or a creed, if he expound the great gospel, and
true creed of faith, with any amount of scope in its treat-
ment that seems to him to light it up and carry it home.

XII.

' The charter of the church is not the Bible but the redemp-
tion. The prophets repeatedly forced the church of IsraZl
bac}c on the great redemption from Egypt which gave the
nation its fontal call. It was by his grasp of redemption
tha}t Athanasius saved the church in his day; his metaphp sic
be.mg but the dialect of the day. And it was the syam:
with Luther. The church’s charter is a deed, not in the
sense of a document but of an act of power’ reflected in
the document. It is the power of God today in all the
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churches with all their errors. It is a power which has sur-
vived ages when the Bible was much in abeyance, as in the
medieval church. It is a power which has dragged the Bible
from neglect, and set it on high again as the gospel’s candle-
stick and the gospel’s pulpit. But the Bible can never be the
surrogate of the gospel. The letter of the trust deed should
never submerge the bequeathing purpose it conveys. That
is the paganism of law which a law-church has drained of
the gospel and starved of intelligence. We never do the
Bible more honor than when it makes us forget we are
reading a book, and makes us sure we are communing with
a Savior. Secure in the gospel of God, we can take our true,
free attitude to its preaching by men, even by apostles. We
cannot do without their word. A revelation without historic
facts or personalities is no Christian, no real revelation. But
we may weigh by their theme their arguments and their
story, secure in our inheritance of grace by that word, in
which they stood. They have not dominion over our faith,

but they are helpers of our joy. There are sections of the.

Bible which are so unintelligible to many of the best Chris-
tians that for them they might as well not exist. There are
facts that do not appeal to them, and are not used now,
however useful once. It looks as if our Lord himself exer-
cised this spiritual selection on his Old Testament. There
were parts he found to have had their value only for their
own passing time. “Ye have heard—but I say.” Would it be
fatal to the manner of his gospel to find that there were
similar parts for us even in the New Testament? But, you
say, if criticism reduce Christ's “reliable sayings to half a
dozen”! Well, that does not make critical scholarship anti-
Christian. It only rouses other critics and scholars to correct
such one-sided criticism, criticism where the scholar’s mem-
ory has crushed his judgment, criticism with more pedantry
than historic sense, and without the sense of the gospel.
And it also warns us off the fatal error of interpreting the
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work of Christ by his teaching instead of his teaching by
his work. May we not select from among Christ’s words as
he selected from among those of the prophets? Surely. The
evangelists did. And of those they give they nowhere state
that it is a verbatim report exactly as it left his lips. Nor
were all his precepts meant by himself to be perennial.
Surely we may and must discriminate and exercise a critical
s?lection. But by what clue? Let us use the supreme prin-
ciple supremely. Those words of Christ are prime revelation
to us, and of first obligation, which carry home to us the
saving grace incarnate in his person and mission. The Holy
Spirit which illuminates the Bible is the spirit which pro-
ceeds from the cross, the spirit which made Paul, who was
made by the Christ not only as he lived, but chiefly as he
died and lives for ever the Son of God with power. It is
atoning grace that is our sanctification.

.And I say all this with a deep sense of both curiosa feli-
citas of the phrase of Scripture which made its verbal in-
spiration so plausible, and of that searching profundity
which is in the teaching of Christ. I have felt, as every scrip-
tural preacher must, the Bible’s avipifuov yéhaopa and its
mhotowy Bdbos, its endless charm and its wealthy depth.

XIIIL.

The Bible not only provides but compels its own criticism
by the Holy Spirit. It carries not only its own standard but
the untiring spirit which from age to age compels us to
apply that standard. This evangelical criticism is the most
constructive of all. It is the kind of criticism which is a per-
petual self-preservative. There is no diviner feature of the
gospel than its self-preservative power in history by self-
correction and self-recovery. The Reformation is the most
striking illustration of this action of the spirit, which has
been active in all ages in the church, though not successful
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in all. It is the correction, the sanctification of fai.th by
faith, the reform of religion by religion, the re-readl'ng o.f
the Bible by the gospel. What will remain of the Bxble is
whatever is essential to the gospel. In the Reformation the
gospel test was applied by the spirit to the church. qui{y
we apply it by the same spirit to its other vassal tl}e Bible.
We hear of the witness of the monuments to the .Blblt.?. But
the great ancient monument that verifies th.e Bible is the
cross, which stands in the Bible’s own territory. Th.e one
criticism which is adequately just to the Bible is this, the
Bible’s inner self and final purpose of grace. Amidst all re-
adjustments and dissolutions this must emerge freer anfl
ampler than ever. The great test of a religion must be reli-
gious, after all. .

The public mind is far too much and too 1gnorant1y occu-
pied with the higher criticism, and far too.lftt.le, t'oo faith-
lessly, with the highest. And the higher criticism itself has
gone too far alone. I mean without the stamp and help of
the highest. It has in quarters lost itself in literary acumen
and philological detail. It is passing into a ;Lt:pqwodmov‘r'l..orr]pwv.
In the German laboratories they split documents as minutely
as the scholastics used to split hairs in dialectic, or the
Puritans in the divisions of their preaching. Indeed, the
situation is reproducing the feature that marked the down-
fall of scholasticism, Catholic or Protestant—the extreme
insulation ‘of a method useful in its place. Now, as then, the
ruling scientific method breaks down of its own extravaga}nt
ingenuity and untempered acumen. Whe.n the Ref.ormatlon
came it applied religious criticism to religion. It rfadlscovered
the Bible by means of that gospel which made it challenge
the church. And today we carry the work on. The Refon.na-
tion is reforming itself. It is in much need of reformatlorf.
In a century after its origin it had sunk to a new scholasti-
cism. Orthodoxy took the place of faith for thfe church, and
inerrancy was inflicted more severely on the Bible. Powerful
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intellects went to work to systematize the great data of the
Lutheran age. And it is this hard, keen theologizing, and
not the large Reformation thought, that survives in much
popular orthodoxy of a metallic sort today. The mighty
stream was diverted into a thousand dialectic rills, and its
old power was lost accordingly. A like thing has happened
more recently to the speculative movement in philosophy.
The great idealist age has been frayed out into an immense
variety of scientific specialisms. The left of the movement
won the day, and it has broken up into so many runnels on
the field of mind that it can drive nothing. The meticulous-
ness of orthodoxy on the one hand, and of criticism on the
other, has joined with other influences in life, thought, and
literature to make religion either vague or trivial. Criticism
especially is now in danger of outstepping its high function,
and, not being joined with faith, is moving to suicide after
all it has so greatly done. It becomes the prey of the aca-
demic mind instead of the instrument of evangelical faith.
The learned clergy becomes dons or humanists. The Bible
scholars become pedants. They get out of touch with the
public and with the gospel. The New Testament becomes
an ancient text, dear to a scholarly church but ineffectual
for the living Word. The plowers plow upon its back and

long their furrows draw. They provoke among the Christian

public a reaction which is ignorant enough, perhaps, but

which means more than it knows, and much that the critics

should heed. In their native land even the liberal theologians

grow impatient of them, and the public still more.

XIV.
The great test, I have said, of a religion is religious. Chris-
tianity will not stand or fall by its critical attitude to its

documents, but by its faithful attitude to its gospel. Tt is its
self-criticism that will decide its fate, not the criticism of
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the world, even of the learned world. Everything turns on
the criticism of faith by faith, on the final authority of the
gospel, standing at the altar and receiving the sound con-
tributions of the critical method. There are truths that need
to be restated in this light. But criticism alone cannot do
very much more. It has prepared for a higher reconstruc-
tion which is overdue, the serious use of a revised Bible for
its revising gospel. For instance, we do not need further
histories of Israel, nor histories of the religion of Israel.
That is not what the church needs at least. What we need
from a scholar equipped with the soundest results, however
new, is what Jonathan Edwards gave his day, a history of
redemption, a history of the revelation always welling up
through the religion of Israel and of Christendom at once
purifying it and condemning it. In the Old Testament we
have a blended record both of Israel’s religion and of God’s
revelation. In the New Testament there are traces of similar
action. And it is very striking in the history of Europe, in
the struggle (and infection) of Catholicism with the indige-
nous paganisms. We need now that the revelation which is
vital to the church that prolongs the gospel be disentangled
from the popular religion, ancient or modern, and shown on
its conquering way.

XV,

We need, in a closing word, that the free churches
should do what they have not yet done, that they should
really face the spiritual situation created by the collapse of
biblical infallibility for those communities that have long
repudiated the final authority of the church. To come to
terms with culture (in this sense of the word) is at least as
necessary for the churches in their action on society as to
come to an understanding with labor or the democracy. The
high church party began to do it in Lux Mundi by accept-
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ing critical results in the strength of the church and sacra-
ments. To us that way is closed. But the one true and living
way is open. It is the way of the gospel and the sole author-
ity of its grace, which is now, since the Catholic reaction,
the special charge of the free churches of this land.



2. The Distinctive Thing in
Christian Experience

In this article of 1908 Forsyth describes Protestant theol-
ogy as it rests on the Reformation and the Enlightenment
(Illuminism ). Forsyth agrees that there is a conflict between
these mental worlds and claims that we have accepted
much “which would have scared even the stout reformers.”
What is left is to believe in Christ, not like him. This is an
ethical conviction dependent on the inner witness of the
Holy Spirit. Historical documents and reliance on their
sober and solemn repose is to find in the peace of God a
deadening calm. Here on the scale of history the peace of
God is a mighty confidence in Christ. “We may respond to a
saint, but to Christ we belong.”

In The Principle of Authority Forsyth relates that con-
fidence as belief which wills to receive and obey. “A process
of thought apart from an act of will would bring us to no
conclusion, to nothing that could be called certainty.” By
such an act of will the Christian is transformed into a be-
liever.

From the Hibbert Journal
VI (1908)

I

Our present Protestantism is historically composed from the
union of two streams, which take their rise in two different
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sources. They still flow alongside with a fusion so far very
incomplete, and they react on each other with an amount of
irritation somewhat inexplicable till we perceive that the
streams are two, distinct in their origin and direction. They
are the Reformation and the Illumination: the Reformation
from the sixteenth century, and the diversified movement
which marked the eighteenth century, and which is com-
pendiously known as the Illumination or the Aufklirung.®
They are the old Protestantism and the new—the one resting
on the objectivity of a given revelation, the other on the
subjectivity of human nature or thought; the one finding its
standard in a divine intervention, the other in immanent
human reason more or less generously construed; the one
emphasizing a divine redemption, the other human goodness
and its substantial sufficiency. The face of the one move-
ment is towards the church and the Bible, the face of the
other is towards civilization and culture. The one falls back
upon historic humanity, upon the history and the revelation
there; the other on intrinsic humanity and the revelation
there. It is a distinction much more penetrating than the
somewhat vulgar antithesis of orthodoxy and heterodoxy.
It is not so much two theologies as two methods—if not two
religions. And neither is pure. The one, the Reformation
stream, carries down with it much of the debris of medieval
doctrine; because at its source, in the monk Luther, it was

*For a full account of the situation we should really have to recog-
nize three streams. We should have to distinguish within Protestantism
the old objective tendency, resting on history as the authoritative
source (in the Bible), and the newer subjective tendency, resting
on Christian experience, originating in Anabaptism, revised in pietism,
and rewritten in Schleiermacher. The one represents classic Protestant-
ism, the other romantic. But the present purpose it will be better
to confine our attention mainly to the two currents named in the text.
Of course, the subjectivity of human nature, which I mention im-
mediately, becomes in pietism, the subjectivity of Christianized human
nature.
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mainly a religious and ethical change r'ather. tha}n a theo;
logical. The other, the Illumination, c.arnes with it much 0
the pagan debris of the older Renaissance and of. f:lassm
ambiguity; since its element was not 50 much religion as
thought, and its achievement is not faith but culture, zjtnd
especially science. It was really directed at ﬁrsF not ag.a}nst
religion, but against what it thought a false basm of religion.
It sought to replace imagination by induction as the.fou.n-
dation of our conception of the world. It asserted tl?e 1n@-
sic divinity of nature, and it would make the spiritual life
but the highest of natural phenomena. While, therefore,
the direct legacy of the Reformation laid fundamental stress
upon the sense of guilt, and the action of grace, the legacy
of the Illumination laid stress on native goodness, the sense
of rational sympathy, and the sufficiency of hl:lmal} love
spiritualized. For the one, man was the lost t'hmg in the
universe, and the greatness of his ruin was the index of Fhe
dignity of his nature; for the other, man was th'e one savnTg
thing in the universe, and the greatness of his success in
subduing the world to his thought and will was the badge
of his heroic divinity, soiled perhaps, but indelible. The one
lived by redemption and regeneration, the other by evo.lu-
tion and education. For the one forgiveness was essential,
and it was identical with the new eternal life; it pu.t life on
a quite new track, it was a redemption, a revolution. For
the other forgiveness was incidental, and simply removed
obstacles or redressed lapses in man’s developing career;
it put the train on the old track, after some derailment. by
accident, or some loop-line by error. It was a restoration.
The one cultivated theology and sanctity, the other science
and sentiment, criticism and romance. The one saw the ‘fnfew
Jerusalem descending from God, the other saw it rise hlfe
an exhalation” from earth. The heaven of the one was in
the blue sky, for the other it was in the growing grass. For
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the one the great matter was God’s transcendence over the
world, for the other it was his immanence in it. The one
degenerated to deism, the other to pantheism. For the one
the incarnation was nothing but miracle, inexplicable but
sure; for the other it was nothing but universal immanence.
For the one redemption was an interference, for the other it
was an evolution. For the one Christ was absolute, for the
other he was but relative to the history from which he arose.
For the one he closes the old series totally in the new cre-
ation of another, for the other he but mightily prolongs it.
In the one case we believe in Christ, in the other we believe
like Christ. For the one Christ is the object of our faith, for
the other he is the captain of our faith, its greatest instance.
In the one we trust our whole selves to Christ for ever, in
the other we imitate him. In the one he is our God, in the
other our brother. It is well that the issue should be clear,
if our choice is to be as intelligent and effectual as a faith
should be.

These are the two streams whose junction forms current
Protestantism, and can you wonder that the situation is
complicated and even confused? We should trivialize the
whole subject if we saw in the serious religious differences
of the day no more than orthodoxy and heterodoxy—the
propriety of certain individuals on the one hand, faced by
the perversity of certain others on the other. The conflicting
views of Messrs X and Y are but the points where old oppos-
ing forces for the moment emerge and meet.

And we must own each movement has its relative justi-
fication. The old Protestantism had come to have great need
of the Illumination. It was becoming cumbrous, hard and
shallow. It needed especially to be trimmed down and
cleared up from the critical side of the Illumination, and to
be deepened and humanized from its romantic side. In just
the same way medievalism had called for the Renaissance.
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But all the same it was not the Renaissance that really took
Europe in hand at that crisis. It was no paganism that could
save Europe for the true church, or the church for Christian-
ity. That was done by the self-recuperative power of Chris-
tianity itself. It was done by the self-reformation of the
church, by the restoration of faith, and not the renascence
of culture. Remember, the Reformation was not something
done to the church, but by it, and therefore by its faith.
And so today it is not to the Illumination, it is not to any
culture, theological aesthetic, or scientific, that we are to
look for our salvation from the Protestant scholasticism
which choked faith by orthodoxy in the seventeenth century
and still survives in the popular levels. That deliverance can
only come by a movement from the interior of faith itself.
I know it would be untrue to say that all the liberalizing
influence in the Protestantism of today is due to the direct
action of the Reformation spirit of faith or religion. In so
far as that liberality is a correction of our views about God
in the cosmos, it is due quite as much, if not more, to the
Illumination, which was quite independent of the reformers
and rose rather from the philosophers. But the real matter
is not the correction of views but the correction of real reli-
gion, of practical relations between God and the soul. And
that is due, not to the action of either reason or romance,
but to the renovation of faith by the piety and genius of
men like Spener, Francke, Schleiermacher, and Wesley.*
It is not here a question whether each tendency must ban
the other, for we need both; but it is a question which of
them must be dominant for Christianity, and especially for
original, essential Christianity. I mean for Christianity as
first preached, the Christianity of the Bible and the apostle.
In proportion as it ceases to be a jpvypa, Christianity ceases
to be Christianity, whether it die in the direction of a sacra-

*1 do not forget the influence of the romantic movement on Schleier-
macher, but it was perhaps upon his weaker and less permanent side.
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mentalism or a humanism. It seems to me that this is
constantly overlooked by the spokesmen of a Christianit
which is liberal or nothing. They become as much thz
doctrinaire victims of a speculative theology as our fore-
1.cathers were the victims of an orthodox theology. The exper-
imental gospel in each case ceases to be life, and evaporates
to a caput mortuum of certain views broad or narrow. I
read a criticism of a positive theologian by a liberal of the
academic stamp in which occurred this naive saying: “It
lo?ks as if the problems of theology were here confused
with t}’1e practical declaration of the gospel by preacher or
p?stor. " There is not one of the apostles that would not be
hit by the remark. And it applies with even more force to
our Lord himself. Where are we to go for our Christian
theology except to their practical declaration of the gospel?
The New Testament is no collection of theological loci
And how are we to test a theology at last but by its service'
for the purpose of the gospel? Of course, if it is not a theol-
ogy we are after but a theosophy, if our interest is in the
philosophy or psychology of religion as a product of the
human spirit, the case is altered. But with that the gospel
fmd the preacher have little directly to do. It is very interest-
ing, .but it is not vital. It belongs to the schools, to the inter-
pretive efforts of man upon the world; it has litte to do
\fnth the church and its interpretive message of man’s des-
tiny and its gospel of God’s reality in his redemptive work
. When the question is forced, therefore, whether the posi-.
tive or the liberal movement must rule in a historic gospel
we have no hesitation about our choice. We take the Refor:
m?.tion side of our Protestantism for a stand, and not the illu-
minationist. We may even go so far, when the issue is forced
as to say that illuminationism or rationalism is not Protes:
tantism. We find our charter in history, and not in human
n.atulre; in the Word, and not the world. The seat of revela-
tion is in the cross, and not in the heart. The precious thing
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is something given, and not evolved. Our best goodness is
presented to us rather than achieved by us. The kingdom of
God is not a final goal, but an initial boon. You will say,
perhaps, the one does not exclude the other. But for the
practical issue on which all turns (except to a doctrinaire
intellectualism), for the last reality, it is more true at this
juncture to press the antithesis than to slur it. The gospel
stands with the predominance of intervention, and it falls
with the predominance of evolution. Grace is essentially
miraculous. Christ is more precious to us by what distin-
guishes him from us than by what identifies him with us.
The gospel turns entirely upon redemptive forgiveness; and
if evolution explain all, there is no sin, and therefore no for-
giveness. The gospel turns on the finality of Christ; but on
an evolutionary idea there is no finality except at the close;
it is therefore inaccessible, for the end is not yet. There
can be no finality on that basis, in anyone who appeared in
a middle point of the chain. So far, therefore, Christ is pro-
visional and tentative till a greater arise. The positive gospel,
we say, is the dominant thing by which modern thought
must be gauged and its permanence tested. We may take
from the modern mind and its results so much only as is
compatible with a real, historic, redeeming, final gospel.
That gospel is the preamble, and the subsequent clauses
that contradict it must go out.

We shall not be foolish enough, sectarian enough, to
make a sweeping condemnation of modern thought in ad-
vance. For one thing, it is very hard to know what is meant
by it. Does it mean the mental world of Kant, and Goethe,
and Browning, or of Spencer, Fiske, and James, or of Nietz-
sche, Tolstoi, and Ibsen? Because they are in many respects
as incompatible with each other, and hated by each other, as
they are opposed to evangelical Christianity. And, for an-
other thing, we have already accepted many of the results
of modern civilization. It has thrust back the frontier of the
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church, and given a mandate to the state to take up province
after province which the church used to control in art,
science, philanthropy, education, and the like. Well, we
largely agree. We accept the emancipation of these from
religious dictation. Church discipline gives way to civic
rights and police protection. The number of public subjects
on which the preacher is entitled to a respectable opinion
grows fewer, while at the same time there are more aspects
than ever of his own subject opened to his study and de-
manding his official attention. We accept the modern repu-
diation of an external authority in the forms of belief and
uniformity of confession. We accept the essential inwardness
of faith even when we press its objective. We accept the
modern freedom of the individual. We accept the modern
passion for reality, which owes so much to science. We
accept the methods of the higher criticism, and only differ
as to its results. We accept the modern primacy of the moral

and the modern view of a positive moral destiny for thf;
world. And we repudiate imagination, whether aesthetic
or speculative, as the ruling factor in the religious life. We
have assigned another place and function to the miraculous
in connection with faith. We accept the modern place
claimed for experience in connection with truth; we recog-
nize that the real certainty of Christian truth can only come

with the experience of personal salvation. In these and other

respects we have already accepted much which would have
scared even the stout reformers.

IIL

I would single out for particular stress the place now
given to experience in religion in consequence of the Refor-
mation view of faith, cooperating with the inductive method
of science—our experience of Christ especially. What nature
is to science, that is Christ to positive faith. I would direct
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notice to the form of the great issue presented in the ques-
tion: Are we to believe in Christ or like Christ? Are we to
trust ourselves to him, or to the type of religion he repre-
sents?

I am struck with the absence of any sign of an experience
distinctively Christian in many of those who discuss the
sanctuaries of the Christian faith—such as the nature of the
cross, or of the self-consciousness of Christ. To them Christ’s
first relation is to human power, or love, and not to sin.
They cultivate not trust in Christ, but the “religion of
Jesus.” We are driven from pillar to post, and left with no
rest for the sole of our foot. Can we rest on the Gospels? No.
Criticism will not allow that. Can we on the epistles? No.
Protestantism will not allow that. It would be taking the
external authority of an apostle for our base, and that ends
in Rome. But is there no such thing any more as the testi-
monium Sancti Spiritus? No. These scholars, to judge from
their writings alone, do not seem even so much as to have
heard of a Holy Ghost. And they have a fatal dread of
pietism, and methodism, and most forms of intensely per-
sonal evangelical faith. They are, like Haeckel, in their own
way, the victims of an intellectualism which means spiritual
atrophy to Christianity at last. No, they say, if you fall back
on your experience, you may land anywhere.

But am I really forbidden to make any use of my personal
experience of Christ for the purposes even of scientific
theology? Should it make no difference to the evidence for
Christ’s resurrection that I have had personal dealings with
the risen Christ as my Savior, nearer and dearer than my
own flesh and blood? Is his personal gift of forgiveness to
me, in the central experience of my life, of no value in
settling the objective value of his cross and person? My
personal contact with Christ, our commerce together, may
I found nothing on these? “No,” it is said, “nothing of scien-
tific objective value. These experiences may be of great
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personal value to you, but they give you no warrant for
stepping outside your own feelings. They may be useful
illusions in their place, but you must outgrow them. You
can never be quite sure that the Savior you meet is a per-
sonal reality. You can never make it certain to any that he
is a continuous personality with the historic Jesus. And it is
even laid upon us to make it doubtful for yourself.” “In
your so-called communion with Christ you have no more
real right,” we are told, “to build on the objective personal
reality of your vis ¢ vis than the Roman Catholic girl had to
believe in the real presence and speech of the virgin at
Lourdes. If it is Christ who visits you, it was the virgin
that visited her. Of so little worth is the fact of the experi-
ence in vouching for the content of experience. If you
commune with Christ, do not grind at those who traffic
with the saints.”

Now, might I have leave to say that I had to meet that
problem for myself several years ago? And the answer I
thought satisfactory was twofold. First, it was personal;
second, it was historical. ’

I take the first first. There is, and can be, nothing so cer-
tain to me as that which is involved in the most crucial and
classic experience of my moral self, my conscience, my real,
surest me. A vision might be a phantom, and a colloquy
an hallucination. But if I am not to be an absolute Pyrrho-
nist, doubt everything, and renounce my own reality, I must
find my practical certainty in that which founds my moral
life, and especially my new moral life. The test of all philos-
9phy is ethical conviction. That is where we touch reality—
in moral action, (God as spirit is God in actu), and espe-
cially in that action of the moral nature which renews it in
Christ. Now, my contention is that my contact with Christ
is not merely visionary, it is moral, personal and mutual.
Nor is it merely personal, in the same sense in which I
might have personal intercourse from time to time with a
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man in whom I am little concerned between whiles. Be-
cause what I have in Christ is not an impression, but a life
change; not an impression of personal influence, which
might evaporate, but a faith of central personal change. I do
not merely feel changes; I am changed. Another becomes
my moral life. He has done more than deeply influence me.
He has possessed me. I am not his loyal subject, but his
absolute property. I have rights against King Edward,
however loyal I am, but against Christ I have none. He
has not merely passed into my life as even a wife might do,
but he has given me a new life, a new moral self, a new
consciousness of moral reality. In him alone I have forgive-
ness, reconciliation, the grace of God and therefore the
very God (since neither love nor grace is a mere attribute
of God). There has been what I can only call a new creation,
using the strongest word in my reach. I owe him my total
self. He has not merely healed me, in passing, of an old
trouble, but he has given me eternal life. He has not only
impressed me as a vision might—even one projected from
my own interior—but he has done a permanent work on me
at my moral center. He has made a moral change in me
which, for years and years, has worked outwards from the
very core of my moral self, and subdued everything else to
its obedience. In my inmost experience, tested by years of
life, he has brought me God. It is not merely that he spoke
to me of God or God’s doings, but in him God directly spoke
to me; and more, he did in me, and for me, the thing that
only God’s real presence could do. Who can forgive sin b1.1t
God only, against whom it was doneP Thus the real Catholic
analogy to his action on me and in me is not visions of the
virgin, or the ecstasies of saints, but it is the sacraments. In
the Catholic view these are objective and effective upon the
inmost substantial self; so is Christ objective, effective, cre-
ative, upon my moral, my real self, upon me as a conscience,
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on sinful me. He is the author not of my piety merely but
of my regeneration. My experience of him is that of one
who does a vital, revolutionary work in that moral region
where the last certainly lies. And in that region it is an
experience of a change so total that I could not bring it to
pass by any resource of my own. Nor could any man effect
it in me. And any faith I have at all is faith in Christ not
merely as its content nor merely as its point of origin, but
as its creator. The Christ I believe in I believe in as the cre-
ator of the belief, and not merely its object. I know him as
the author as well as object of my faith, The great change
was not a somersault I succeeded in turning, with some
divine help; it was a revolution effected in me and by him.
The very fact that in its nature it was forgiveness and re-
generation makes it a moral certainty, the kind of certainty
that rises from contact with my judge, with the last moral
and personal reality, who has power even to break me, and
with my redeemer, who has power to remake me as his own.
If certainty does not lie there, where can it be found in
life? If he is not real, moral reality has no meaning. There
are hallucinations in religious experience, but not here.
They might be connected with the affections but not with
the conscience at its one life-crisis. They might be as im-
pressive as a revenant, but not creative, redemptive. If you
claim the right to challenge the validity of my experience,
you must do it on the ground of some experience surer,
deeper, getting nearer moral reality than mine. What is it?
Does the last criterion lie in sense, or even in thought? Is it
not in conscience? If life at its center is moral, then the
supreme certainty lies there. It must be associated, not with
a feeling nor with a philosophic process, but with the last
moral experience of life, which we find to be a life morally
changed from the center and forever. To challenge that
means rationalism, intellectualism, and the merest theos-
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ophy. Do not forget that philosophy is but a method, while
faith, which is at the root of theology, presents us with a
new datum, a new reality.

You refuse the mere dictum of an apostle. But if we may
not rest upon the mere dictum of an apostle, may we not
upon our own repetition of the apostolic experience, the
experience which made them apostles? I say repetition, but
might I not say prolongation? We rest on our own participa-
tion in the ageless action of the same redemption in the
cross as changed them, after many waverings, for good and
all. Is it not the same act, the same spirit, the same real
personality acting on us both, in the same moral world?
And, expanding my own experience by the aid of theirs, may
I not say this: I am not saved by the apostle or his experi-
ence, nor by the church and its experience, but by what
saved the apostle and the church. When Christ did for me
what I have described, was it not the standing crisis of the
moral macrocosm acting in its triumphant way at the center
of my microcosm? Was not the moral crisis of the race’s
destiny on Christ's cross not merely echoed but in some
sense re-enacted at my moral center, and the great conquest
reachieved on the outpost scale of my single crisis? The
experience has not only a moral nature, as a phase of con-
science, but an objective moral content, as is shown by the
absolute rest and decisive finality of its moral effect in my
life and conduct. If it be not so, then we are asked to believe
that men can produce in themselves these changes which
permanently break the self in two, or can lift themselves
to eternal moral heights by their own waistband. But, if so,
what need is there for a God at all? Do not even the posi-
tivists likewise?

There is no rational certainty by which this moral cer-
tainty could be challenged; for there is no rational certainty
more sure, or so sure, and none that goes where this goes,
to the self-disposing centers of life. This moral certainty is
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the truly rational certainty. Christ approves himself as a
reality by his revolutionary causal creative action on that
inmost reality whereby man is man. That center from which
I act (and therefore am real) meets, in a way decisive for
all life, with Christ in his act on the cross. If this contact
represent no real activity on me, if it be but impressionist
influence, then the whole and central activity of my life,
whereby I confront it in kind, is unreal. If the Savior be
unreal and my communion an unreality, a mere mystic or
moody mingling of being, then there is no reality, and
everything is dissolved into cloud and darkness and vapor
of smoke.

I do not wish to say anything disrespectful of these aca-
demic critics to whom we owe so very much in the way of
laboratory theology, but they are the second, not the first.
A higher hand must make them mild. A deeper insight must
enlarge their truth. And I much wish they had more of that
ethical realism of Carlyle or Ibsen, only turning it upon the
conscience at the cross. But so often (just as a vast memory
may impair the power of judgment) you find the finest
critical faculty, and the most powerful scholarly apparatus,
conjoined with a moral nature singularly naive and beauti-
fully simple and unequal to the actual world. Their experi-
ence of life and conscience has no record of lapse or shame.
Their world is a study of still-life; it has not the drama, the
fury, the pang, the tragedy, the crisis of the actual world at
large, with its horrible guilt and its terror of judgment. It
opens to them none of the crevasses where glow the nether
fires. They inhabit, morally, the West End. They are in no
touch with damned souls. They have lived in an unworldly
purity, and have never been drawn from the jaws of hell,
or taken from the fearful pit and its miry clay. They have
been reared, many of them, in the sacred and pious atmo-
sphere of the German manse, and cradled in the godliness
of the most Christian of homes. The paradox is this, that if
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purity be the test of truth, and obedience the organ of theo-
logical knowledge, if that be the meaning of “will do, shall
know” (as it is not), if they are as right in their views as
they are of heart, then evangelical Christianity would be
dying of its own moral success.

II1.

The second part of my answer to the suggested analogy
between communion with a saint and communion with
Christ is this. It would enlarge what I have been saying
to the scale of history. Christ has entered actual history,
with piercing, crucial, moral effect, in a way the virgin never
has, nor any saint. He has entered it not only profoundly,
but centrally and creatively; she is adjutorial at most. By his
effect upon human experience he created that church within
which the worship and contact of the saints arose. The
church arose as a product of something which Christ
produced. And it is not only the effect of Christ on the
church that I speak of, but, through the church, his effect
on history at large. Christ affects the moral springs of history
as no saint has done. They but color the stream; he struck
from the rock. I make all allowance for the fact that, by
the church’s fault, he has affected history less than he might
have done. But it remains true that all we have and hope
in the new humanity owes to Christ what it owes to no
other. And it owes it to a Christ felt and believed to be
generically different from every rival or every believer. What
we owe to Christendom, or to great Christians, they owe to
a Christ who owed himself to no man. He has entered the
history of the church at least as he has entered my history
—not as the mere postulate, nor even as the spring, but as
the creator of the new life, the new self, while he himself
needed no new self or new life. I make all allowance for the
reasonable results of historic criticism, yet he stands in his-
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tory as a defined consciousness and a creative person, who
is powerful not in the degree in which he is appreciated by
our experience, but in a way which creates experience and
which can only be appreciated by something greater than
our experience—by our faith. We know him by faith to be
much more than he has ever been to our experience. I know
him, and the church knows him, as a person of infinite power
to create fresh experience of himself. My contact with him
by faith is continually deepening my experience of him. And
as my experience deepens it brings home a Christ objective
in history, and creative of the experience, and the life, and
the deeds of a whole vast church meant, and moving, to
subdue mankind not to itself, but to the faith of the gospel.

But how can an individual experience give an absolute
truth? How can an experience (which is a thing personal
to me in, say, my own forgiveness) assure me of the world?
How can my experience, my forgiveness, assure me of the
world’s redemption? How can it assure me of the final and
absolute establishment of the kingdom of God? I may ex-
perience my salvation, but how can I experience the salva-
tion of the world—which is for all (and is so felt by some) a
greater concern than their own?

The answer is this. My experienced salvation is not a
passing impression but a life faith. It is not a subjective
frame but an objective relation, and even transaction. The
peace of God is not glassy calm but mighty confidence. My
experience here is the consciousness not of an impression
on me, but of an act in me, and by me. It is not an afferent
but an efferent consciousness, as the psychologists would say,
like the muscular sense, the sense not of rheumatism but of
energy. And, to go on, it is the sense not only of myself as
acting in the experience called faith, but it is the sense that
that act is not perfectly spontaneous but evoked, nay, cre-
ated by its content. And, still to go on, it is the sense that it is
created by another and parent act—which is the one eternal
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decisive act of an eternal person saving a world. I am for-
given and saved by an act which saves the world. For it not
only gives me moral power to confront the whole world and
surmount it, but it unites me in a new sympathy with all
mankind, and it empowers me not only to face but to hail
eternity. And this it does not for me, but for whosoever will.
This is the report of my faith and of the church’s faith upon
the act to which it owes its own existence as an act. Is it
amenable to unfaith? Actor sequitur forum rei, said Roman
law. The venue of criticism is in the court of the challenged
faith. That is, the true and fruitful criticism is that within
the believing church. It is a part of that self-criticism of the
church whose classic case is the Reformation.

What Christ has done for me has become possible only
by what he did even more powerfully for others whose faith
and experience have been deeper and richer than mine, but
who reflect my experience all the same, even while they
diversify and enlarge it mightily. Standing over my experi-
ence is the experience of the whole evangelical succession.
And standing over that is the historic fact of Christ’s own
person, and his consciousness of himself (“All things are
delivered to me of the Father”) as Lord of the world, Lord
of nature in miracle, of the soul in redemption, and of the
future in judgment. When I meet him in my inmost soul,
I meet one whose own inmost soul felt itself to be that, and
who has convinced the moral power of the race in the
whole historic church that he is what he knew himself to
be. And in that conviction the church has become the
mightiest power that ever entered and changed the course
of history from its moral center.

Our experience of Christ is therefore an absolutely dif-
ferent thing from our experience of saint or virgin. In their
case, granting it were actual, the visitation might be but my
experience; in his case it is my faith, which concerns not a
phase of me whereof I am conscious, but the whole of my
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moral self and destiny whereof I am but poorly conscious.
We may respond to a saint, but to Christ we belong.

Iv.

The third part of my answer would expand what I have
touched on, a few words back, in regard to the conscious-
ness of Christ.

I have referred to the individual experience, and to its
expansion in the experience of the church. But is this enough
to give us the reality of a supernatural (or rather a super-
historic) Christ? If it were, then we should be in this
difficulty, that the experience of believers would be the seat
of God’s revelation to us. And fresh difficulties arise out
of that. If it be so, then do we not give the church (as
the collective experience) a prerogative which, even if it
does not rise to the claim of Rome, yet puts the individual
conscience too much at its mercy, and obtrudes the church
between it and Christ? And, again, if it be so, what was
the seat of God’s revelation to the very first church of all,
to the first believers with no church behind them? And what
place is left for the Bible, the record, at all except a mere
subsidiary one in support of the supreme experience of a
church? Whereas the Bible, no less than the church, was a
parallel result of the gospel, and part of the revelationary
purpose of God. The gift of the spirit® to the apostles was
not simply to confirm personal faith but to equip them
efficiently for their apostolic, preaching, witnessing work.

We must pass within the circle of the first church’s ex-
perience and testimony, and find a means of stepping off
the last verge of its direct documentation on to sure moral
ground where the documents cease. We must pass by faith

*The difficult question as to the relation between Christ and the
spirit (especially for St. Paul) is too large for side treatment. I only

note that our communion is not with the spirit, but in the spirit, with
the Father and Son.
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from the field of the first faith certificated in the documents
to the historic reality behind the wall of documents, and
within the ring fence of the testifying church.

And we are compelled to do so by the very nature of
that faith and those documents themselves. If we are not
to stultify the first church and all its history, we must
recognize a point on which critics so antagonistic to each
other as Schaeder and Lobstein agree,® that the gospel
about Jesus in the first church truly reflected Jesus’ gospel
of himself, and grew inevitably out of it. We could not speak
of Jesus with any respect if his influence not only could not
protect his first followers from idolatry in placing him where
they did—beside God in their worship—but actually pro-
moted that idolatry. If they included Christ in his own
gospel, then he did. It was not in the teeth of him that they
made him an object of faith and worship along with the
Father. They could never have treated him, those disciples
who had been with him, in a way which would have hor-
rified him a