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Foreword

Writing in ����,Machen asked whether Christianity could remain
without compromise in that age of prevailing science. Those who
wished to embrace the modern science of that day and maintain
their respectable positions of leadership in the churches seemed to
adhere to the perceived essence of Christianity, but were anxious
to shed the historicity of the gospel and the meaning of the events
of Jesus’ life. Continuity with conservatives in word and work, but
not in meaning and motive, was maintained by altering the sense of
theological terms as understood by the common churchgoer so as to
conceal and, thus, deny the gospel message in the New Testament
writings. The practices of liberals were deceptive and un-Christian,
and gradually hollowed many conservative churches. Machen made
the case that the liberalism of his day—and by extension, its ex-
pressions in ours—was not Christianity at all. Despite its outward
appearance, liberalism was altogether another religion, hostile to
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Christianity. In purporting to support Christianity against the ad-
vancement of science, liberals sacrificed the distinctiveness of Chris-
tianity and, as Machen wrote, abandoned what was to be defended.
His call for a renewal of Christian education and a rebuttal of the
false notion that Christianity is a life without also being a doctrine
needs proclaiming even more so now.

One hundred years after publishing his analysis, the influence of
the liberals of Machen’s day can be calculated and their place on
the path of declared degeneration of biblical religion beginning in
the Age of Reason in the ��th to ��th centuries is writ large. Pre-
tenses of orthodoxy once proudly proclaimed by early ��th century
liberals have been replaced with post-modern arguments denying
the importance of biblical doctrine—doctrine is now divisive and
overly complex, immaterial and impractical. Belief in the infallible
revelation of the Bible, in some churches and teaching centers, has
moved from the position of settled truth to uncertainty to confusion
to inconsequence to ignorance or denial, and, today, to ridicule and
hostility.

Republications of Machen’s original work can be found.� This
edition was spawned by the complaints of a friend, expressing disap-
pointment in his inability to find a hardback copy of suitable quality
to read with our monthly reading group. So, Joel, I hope this mea-
sures up and finds a place in your library of over ���� beautifully
bound volumes.

� Additionally, a digitized copy presented to the theological library of
Princeton University by the author is available at https://archive.org/details/
christianitylibe00mach_0.
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Foreword

The index of Scriptural references has been redone to include pas-
sages not identified by chapter and verse in the original. The subject
index in this present edition is an amalgamation from three other
editions; the oldest one,an apparent photo-reproduction of the orig-
inal save for the title page and its reverse, did not use full pagination
consistently. It was frequently difficult to confirm intended pagina-
tion ranges of indexed subjects, and, in not a few cases,whether inci-
dental reference to a subject merited indexing. Inclusive pagination
is supplied here. Attempts were made to follow previous editions
in subjects indexed, both in pagination and in format. Additionally,
the present volume prioritizes American spellings over British.
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Preface

On November �, ����, the author of the present book delivered
before the Ruling Elders’ Association of Chester Presbytery an ad-
dress which was subsequently published in The PrincetonTheological
Review, vol. xx, ����, pp. ��–���, under the title “Liberalism or
Christianity.” The interest with which the published address was
received has encouraged the author to undertake a more extensive
presentation of the same subject. By courtesy of The PrincetonTheo-
logical Review, free use has been made of the address, which may be
regarded as the nucleus of the present book. Grateful acknowledg-
ment is also due to the editor ofThePresbyterian for kind permission
to use various brief articles which were published in that journal.
The principal divisions of the subject were originally suggested to
the author by a conversation which he held in ���� with the Rev.
Paul Martin of Princeton, who has not, however, been consulted as
to the method of treatment.
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Introduction

The purpose of this book is not to decide the religious issue of
the present day, but merely to present the issue as sharply and

clearly as possible, in order that the reader may be aided in deciding
it for himself. Presenting an issue sharply is indeed by no means a
popular business at the present time; there are many who prefer to
fight their intellectual battles in what Dr.Francis L.Patton has aptly
called a “condition of low visibility.”� Clear-cut definition of terms
in religious matters, bold facing of the logical implications of reli-
gious views, is by many persons regarded as an impious proceeding.
May it not discourage contribution to mission boards? May it not
hinder the progress of consolidation, and produce a poor showing
in columns of Church statistics? But with such persons we cannot
possibly bring ourselves to agree. Light may seem at times to be an
impertinent intruder, but it is always beneficial in the end. The type
of religion which rejoices in the pious sound of traditional phrases,

� Francis L.Patton, in the introduction toWilliam Hallock Johnson,TheChris-
tian Faith Under Modern Searchlights, [����], p. �.
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regardless of their meanings, or shrinks from “controversial”matters,
will never stand amid the shocks of life. In the sphere of religion,
as in other spheres, the things about which men are agreed are apt
to be the things that are least worth holding; the really important
things are the things about which men will fight.

In the sphere of religion, in particular, the present time is a time of
conflict; the great redemptive religion which has always been known
as Christianity is battling against a totally diverse type of religious
belief, which is only the more destructive of the Christian faith be-
cause it makes use of traditional Christian terminology. This mod-
ern non-redemptive religion is called “modernism” or “liberalism.”
Both names are unsatisfactory; the latter, in particular, is question-
begging. The movement designated as “liberalism” is regarded as
“liberal” only by its friends; to its opponents it seems to involve a
narrow ignoring of many relevant facts. And indeed the movement
is so various in its manifestations that one may almost despair of
finding any common name which will apply to all its forms. But
manifold as are the forms in which the movement appears, the root
of the movement is one; the many varieties of modern liberal reli-
gion are rooted in naturalism—that is, in the denial of any entrance
of the creative power of God (as distinguished from the ordinary
course of nature) in connection with the origin of Christianity. The
word “naturalism”is here used in a sense somewhat different from its
philosophical meaning. In this non-philosophical sense it describes
with fair accuracy the real root of what is called, by what may turn
out to be a degradation of an originally noble word,“liberal”religion.

The rise of this modern naturalistic liberalism has not come by
chance, but has been occasioned by important changes which have
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recently taken place in the conditions of life. The past one hundred
years have witnessed the beginning of a new era in human history,
whichmay conceivably be regretted,but certainly cannot be ignored,
by the most obstinate conservatism. The change is not something
that lies beneath the surface and might be visible only to the dis-
cerning eye; on the contrary it forces itself upon the attention of the
plain man at a hundred points. Modern inventions and the industri-
alism that has been built upon them have given us in many respects
a new world to live in; we can no more remove ourselves from that
world than we can escape from the atmosphere that we breathe.

But such changes in the material conditions of life do not stand
alone; they have been produced by mighty changes in the human
mind, as in their turn they themselves give rise to further spiritual
changes. The industrial world of today has been produced not by
blind forces of nature but by the conscious activity of the human
spirit; it has been produced by the achievements of science. The
outstanding feature of recent history is an enormous widening of
human knowledge, which has gone hand in hand with such per-
fecting of the instrument of investigation that scarcely any limits
can be assigned to future progress in the material realm.

The application of modern scientific methods is almost as broad
as the universe in which we live. Though the most palpable achieve-
ments are in the sphere of physics and chemistry, the sphere of hu-
man life cannot be isolated from the rest, and with the other sci-
ences there has appeared, for example, a modern science of history,
which, with psychology and sociology and the like, claims, even if
it does not deserve, full equality with its sister sciences. No depart-
ment of knowledge can maintain its isolation from the modern lust
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of scientific conquest; treaties of inviolability, though hallowed by
all the sanctions of age-long tradition, are being flung ruthlessly to
the winds.

In such an age, it is obvious that every inheritance from the past
must be subject to searching criticism; and as a matter of fact some
convictions of the human race have crumbled to pieces in the test.
Indeed, dependence of any institution upon the past is now some-
times even regarded as furnishing a presumption, not in favor of it,
but against it. So many convictions have had to be abandoned that
men have sometimes come to believe that all convictions must go.

If such an attitude be justifiable, then no institution is faced by a
stronger hostile presumption than the institution of the Christian
religion, for no institution has based itself more squarely upon the
authority of a by-gone age. We are not now inquiring whether such
policy is wise or historically justifiable; in any case the fact itself is
plain, that Christianity during many centuries has consistently ap-
pealed for the truth of its claims, not merely and not even primarily
to current experience, but to certain ancient books the most recent
of which was written some nineteen hundred years ago. It is no
wonder that that appeal is being criticized today; for the writers of
the books in question were no doubt men of their own age, whose
outlook upon the material world, judged by modern standards,must
have been of the crudest and most elementary kind. Inevitably the
question arises whether the opinions of such men can ever be nor-
mative for men of the present day; in other words, whether first-
century religion can ever stand in company with twentieth-century
science.
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However the questionmay be answered, it presents a serious prob-
lem to the modern Church. Attempts are indeed sometimes made
to make the answer easier than at first sight it appears to be. Re-
ligion, it is said, is so entirely separate from science, that the two,
rightly defined, cannot possibly come into conflict. This attempt at
separation, as it is hoped the following pages may show, is open to
objections of the most serious kind. But what must now be observed
is that even if the separation is justifiable it cannot be effected with-
out effort; the removal of the problem of religion and science itself
constitutes a problem. For, rightly or wrongly, religion during the
centuries has as a matter of fact connected itself with a host of con-
victions, especially in the sphere of history,which may form the sub-
ject of scientific investigation; just as scientific investigators, on the
other hand, have sometimes attached themselves, again rightly or
wrongly, to conclusions which impinge upon the innermost domain
of philosophy and of religion. For example, if any simple Christian
of one hundred years ago, or even of today, were asked what would
become of his religion if history should prove indubitably that no
man called Jesus ever lived and died in the first century of our era,
he would undoubtedly answer that his religion would fall away. Yet
the investigation of events in the first century in Judaea just as much
as in Italy or in Greece, belongs to the sphere of scientific history.
In other words, our simple Christian, whether rightly or wrongly,
whether wisely or unwisely, has as a matter of fact connected his
religion, in a way that to him seems indissoluble, with convictions
about which science also has a right to speak. If, then, those convic-
tions, ostensibly religious, which belong to the sphere of science, are
not really religious at all, the demonstration of that fact is itself no
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trifling task. Even if the problem of science and religion reduces it-
self to the problem of disentangling religion from pseudo-scientific
accretions, the seriousness of the problem is not thereby diminished.
From every point of view, therefore, the problem in question is the
most serious concern of the Church. What is the relation between
Christianity and modern culture; may Christianity be maintained
in a scientific age?

It is this problem which modern liberalism attempts to solve. Ad-
mitting that scientific objections may arise against the particulari-
ties of the Christian religion—against the Christian doctrines of the
person of Christ, and of redemption through His death and resur-
rection—the liberal theologian seeks to rescue certain of the general
principles of religion, of which these particularities are thought to
be mere temporary symbols, and these general principles he regards
as constituting “the essence of Christianity.”

It may well be questioned, however, whether this method of de-
fense will really prove to be efficacious; for after the apologist has
abandoned his outer defenses to the enemy and withdrawn into
some inner citadel, he will probably discover that the enemy pur-
sues him even there. Modern materialism, especially in the realm
of psychology, is not content with occupying the lower quarters of
the Christian city, but pushes its way into all the higher reaches of
life; it is just as much opposed to the philosophical idealism of the
liberal preacher as to the Biblical doctrines that the liberal preacher
has abandoned in the interests of peace. Mere concessiveness, there-
fore, will never succeed in avoiding the intellectual conflict. In the
intellectual battle of the present day there can be no “peace without
victory”; one side or the other must win.
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As a matter of fact, however, it may appear that the figure which
has just been used is altogether misleading; it may appear that what
the liberal theologian has retained after abandoning to the enemy
one Christian doctrine after another is not Christianity at all, but a
religion which is so entirely different from Christianity as to belong
in a distinct category. It may appear further that the fears of the
modern man as to Christianity were entirely ungrounded, and that
in abandoning the embattled walls of the city of God he has fled in
needless panic into the open plains of a vague natural religion only
to fall an easy victim to the enemy who ever lies in ambush there.

Two lines of criticism, then, are possible with respect to the liberal
attempt at reconciling science and Christianity. Modern liberalism
may be criticized (�) on the ground that it is un-Christian and (�)
on the ground that it is unscientific. We shall concern ourselves
here chiefly with the former line of criticism; we shall be interested
in showing that despite the liberal use of traditional phraseology
modern liberalism not only is a different religion from Christianity
but belongs in a totally different class of religions. But in showing
that the liberal attempt at rescuing Christianity is false we are not
showing that there is no way of rescuing Christianity at all; on the
contrary, it may appear incidentally, even in the present little book,
that it is not the Christianity of the New Testament which is in
conflict with science, but the supposed Christianity of the modern
liberal Church, and that the real city of God, and that city alone,
has defenses which are capable of warding off the assaults of mod-
ern unbelief. However, our immediate concern is with the other
side of the problem; our principal concern just now is to show that
the liberal attempt at reconciling Christianity with modern science
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has really relinquished everything distinctive of Christianity, so that
what remains is in essentials only that same indefinite type of reli-
gious aspiration which was in the world before Christianity came
upon the scene. In trying to remove from Christianity everything
that could possibly be objected to in the name of science, in trying
to bribe off the enemy by those concessions which the enemy most
desires, the apologist has really abandoned what he started out to
defend. Here as in many other departments of life it appears that
the things that are sometimes thought to be hardest to defend are
also the things that are most worth defending.

In maintaining that liberalism in the modern Church represents
a return to an un-Christian and sub-Christian form of the religious
life, we are particularly anxious not to be misunderstood. “Un-
Christian” in such a connection is sometimes taken as a term of
opprobrium. We do not mean it at all as such. Socrates was not
a Christian, neither was Goethe; yet we share to the full the re-
spect with which their names are regarded. They tower immeasur-
ably above the common run of men; if he that is least in the King-
dom of Heaven is greater than they, he is certainly greater not by any
inherent superiority, but by virtue of an undeserved privilege which
ought to make him humble rather than contemptuous.

Such considerations, however, should not be allowed to obscure
the vital importance of the question at issue. If a condition could
be conceived in which all the preaching of the Church should be
controlled by the liberalism which in many quarters has already be-
come preponderant, then,we believe,Christianity would at last have
perished from the earth and the gospel would have sounded forth
for the last time. If so, it follows that the inquiry with which we
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are now concerned is immeasurably the most important of all those
with which the Church has to deal. Vastly more important than all
questions with regard to methods of preaching is the root question
as to what it is that shall be preached.

Many, no doubt, will turn in impatience from the inquiry—all
those, namely, who have settled the question in such a way that they
cannot even conceive of its being reopened. Such, for example, are
the pietists, of whom there are still many. “What,” they say, “is the
need of argument in defense of the Bible? Is it not the Word of
God, and does it not carry with it an immediate certitude of its truth
which could only be obscured by defense? If science comes into
contradiction with the Bible so much the worse for science!” For
these persons we have the highest respect, for we believe that they
are right in the main point; they have arrived by a direct and easy
road at a conviction which for other men is attained only through
intellectual struggle. But we cannot reasonably expect them to be
interested in what we have to say.

Another class of uninterested persons is much more numerous.
It consists of those who have definitely settled the question in the
opposite way. By them this little book, if it ever comes into their
hands,will soon be flung aside as only another attempt at defense of
a position already hopelessly lost. There are still individuals, they will
say, who believe that the earth is flat; there are also individuals who
defend the Christianity of the Church,miracles and atonement and
all. In either case, it will be said, the phenomenon is interesting as a
curious example of arrested development, but it is nothing more.

Such a closing of the question, however, whether it approve it-
self finally or no, is in its present form based upon a very imperfect
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view of the situation; it is based upon a grossly exaggerated esti-
mate of the achievements of modern science. Scientific investiga-
tion, as has already been observed,has certainly accomplished much;
it has in many respects produced a new world. But there is another
aspect of the picture which should not be ignored. The modern
world represents in some respects an enormous improvement over
the world in which our ancestors lived; but in other respects it ex-
hibits a lamentable decline. The improvement appears in the physi-
cal conditions of life, but in the spiritual realm there is a correspond-
ing loss. The loss is clearest, perhaps, in the realm of art. Despite the
mighty revolution which has been produced in the external condi-
tions of life, no great poet is now living to celebrate the change; hu-
manity has suddenly become dumb. Gone, too, are the great painters
and the great musicians and the great sculptors. The art that still
subsists is largely imitative, and where it is not imitative it is usually
bizarre. Even the appreciation of the glories of the past is gradu-
ally being lost, under the influence of a utilitarian education that
concerns itself only with the production of physical well-being. The
Outline of History of Mr.H.G.Wells,with its contemptuous neglect
of all the higher ranges of human life, is a thoroughly modern book.

This unprecedented decline in literature and art is only one man-
ifestation of a more far-reaching phenomenon; it is only one in-
stance of that narrowing of the range of personality which has been
going on in the modern world. The whole development of mod-
ern society has tended mightily toward the limitation of the realm
of freedom for the individual man. The tendency is most clearly
seen in socialism; a socialistic state would mean the reduction to a
minimum of the sphere of individual choice. Labor and recreation,
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under a socialistic government, would both be prescribed, and indi-
vidual liberty would be gone. But the same tendency exhibits itself
today even in those communities where the name of socialism is
most abhorred. When once the majority has determined that a cer-
tain regime is beneficial, that regime without further hesitation is
forced ruthlessly upon the individual man. It never seems to occur
to modern legislatures that although “welfare” is good, forced wel-
fare may be bad. In other words, utilitarianism is being carried out
to its logical conclusions; in the interests of physical well-being the
great principles of liberty are being thrown ruthlessly to the winds.

The result is an unparalleled impoverishment of human life. Per-
sonality can only be developed in the realm of individual choice.
And that realm, in themodern state, is being slowly but steadily con-
tracted. The tendency is making itself felt especially in the sphere
of education. The object of education, it is now assumed, is the pro-
duction of the greatest happiness for the greatest number. But the
greatest happiness for the greatest number, it is assumed further, can
be defined only by the will of the majority. Idiosyncrasies in educa-
tion, therefore, it is said, must be avoided, and the choice of schools
must be taken away from the individual parent and placed in the
hands of the state. The state then exercises its authority through
the instruments that are ready to hand, and at once, therefore, the
child is placed under the control of psychological experts, themselves
without the slightest acquaintance with the higher realms of human
life, who proceed to prevent any such acquaintance being gained by
those who come under their care. Such a result is being slightly de-
layed in America by the remnants of Anglo-Saxon individualism,
but the signs of the times are all contrary to the maintenance of this
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half-way position; liberty is certainly held by but a precarious tenure
when once its underlying principles have been lost. For a time it
looked as though the utilitarianism which came into vogue in the
middle of the nineteenth century would be a purely academic mat-
ter, without influence upon daily life. But such appearances have
proved to be deceptive. The dominant tendency, even in a coun-
try like America, which formerly prided itself on its freedom from
bureaucratic regulation of the details of life, is toward a drab utili-
tarianism in which all higher aspirations are to be lost.

Manifestations of such a tendency can easily be seen. In the state
of Nebraska, for example, a law is now in force according to which
no instruction in any school in the state, public or private, is to be
given through the medium of a language other than English, and no
language other than English is to be studied even as a language until
the child has passed an examination before the county superinten-
dent of education showing that the eighth grade has been passed.�

In other words, no foreign language, apparently not even Latin or
Greek, is to be studied until the child is too old to learn it well. It is in
this way that modern collectivism deals with a kind of study which
is absolutely essential to all genuine mental advance. The minds of
the people of Nebraska, and of any other states where similar laws
prevail,� are to be kept by the power of the state in a permanent
condition of arrested development.

� See Laws, Resolutions and Memorials passed by the Legislature of the State
of Nebraska at the Thirty-Seventh Session, ����, Chapter ���, p. ����.

� Compare, for example, Legislative Acts of the General Assembly of Ohio,
Vol. cviii, ����, pp. ���f.; and Acts and Joint Resolutions of the General Assembly
of Iowa, ����, Chapter ���, p. ���.
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Itmight seem as thoughwith such laws obscurantism had reached
its lowest possible depths. But there are depths lower still. In the
state of Oregon, on Election Day, ����, a law was passed by a ref-
erendum vote in accordance with which all children in the state are
required to attend the public schools. Christian schools and private
schools, at least in the all-important lower grades, are thus wiped out
of existence. Such laws, which if the present temper of the people
prevails will probably soon be extended far beyond the bounds of one
state,� mean of course the ultimate destruction of all real education.
When one considers what the public schools of America in many
places already are—their materialism, their discouragement of any
sustained intellectual effort, their encouragement of the dangerous
pseudo-scientific fads of experimental psychology—one can only be
appalled by the thought of a commonwealth in which there is no
escape from such a soul-killing system. But the principle of such
laws and their ultimate tendency are far worse than the immediate
results.� A public-school system, in itself, is indeed of enormous

� In Michigan, a bill similar to the one now passed in Oregon recently received
an enormous vote at a referendum, and an agitation looking at least in the same
general direction is said to be continuing.

� The evil principle is seen with special clearness in the so-called “Lusk Laws”
in the state of New York. One of these refers to teachers in the public schools.
The other provides that “No person, firm, corporation or society shall conduct,
maintain or operate any school, institute, class or course of instruction in any sub-
jects whatever without making application for and being granted a license from
the university of the state of New York to so conduct, maintain or operate such
institute, school, class or course.” It is further provided that “A school, institute,
class or course licensed as provided in this section shall be subject to visitation by
officers and employees of the university of the state of New York.” See Laws of
the State of New York, ����, Vol. III, Chapter ���, pp. ����–����. This law is so
broadly worded that it could not possibly be enforced, even by the whole German
army in its pre-war efficiency or by all the espionage system of the Czar. The exact
measure of enforcement is left to the discretion of officials, and the citizens are
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benefit to the race. But it is of benefit only if it is kept healthy at ev-
ery moment by the absolutely free possibility of the competition of
private schools. A public-school system, if it means the providing of
free education for those who desire it, is a noteworthy and beneficent
achievement of modern times; but when once it becomes monopo-
listic it is the most perfect instrument of tyranny which has yet been
devised. Freedom of thought in the middle ages was combated by
the Inquisition, but the modern method is far more effective. Place
the lives of children in their formative years, despite the convictions
of their parents, under the intimate control of experts appointed by
the state, force them then to attend schools where the higher aspi-
rations of humanity are crushed out, and where the mind is filled
with the materialism of the day, and it is difficult to see how even

placed in constant danger of that intolerable interference with private life which
a real enforcement of the provision about “courses of instruction in any subjects
whatever” would mean. One of the exemptions is in principle particularly bad.
“Nor shall such license be required,” the law provides, “by schools now or hereafter
established and maintained by a religious denomination or sect well recognized
as such at the time this section takes effect.” One can certainly rejoice that the
existing churches are freed, for the time being, from the menace involved in the
law. But in principle the limitation of the exemption to the existing churches really
runs counter to the fundamental idea of religious liberty; for it sets up a distinction
between established religions and those that are not established. There was always
tolerance for established religious bodies, even in the Roman Empire; but religious
liberty consists in equal rights for religious bodies that are new. The other exemp-
tions do not remove in the slightest the oppressive character of the law. Bad as the
law must be in its immediate effects, it is far more alarming in what it reveals about
the temper of the people. A people which tolerates such preposterous legislation
upon the statute books is a people that has wandered far away from the principles
of American liberty. True patriotism will not conceal the menace, but will rather
seek to recall the citizens to those great principles for which our fathers, in America
and in England,were willing to bleed and die. There are some encouraging indica-
tions that the Lusk Laws may soon be repealed. If they are repealed, they will still
serve as a warning that only by constant watchfulness can liberty be preserved.
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the remnants of liberty can subsist. Such a tyranny, supported as it
is by a perverse technique used as the instrument in destroying hu-
man souls, is certainly far more dangerous than the crude tyrannies
of the past, which despite their weapons of fire and sword permitted
thought at least to be free.

The truth is that the materialistic paternalism of the present day,
if allowed to go on unchecked, will rapidly make of America one
huge “Main Street,” where spiritual adventure will be discouraged
and democracy will be regarded as consisting in the reduction of all
mankind to the proportions of the narrowest and least gifted of the
citizens. God grant that there may come a reaction, and that the
great principles of Anglo-Saxon liberty may be rediscovered before
it is too late! But whatever solution be found for the educational and
social problems of our own country, a lamentable condition must be
detected in the world at large. It cannot be denied that great men are
few or non-existent, and that there has been a general contracting
of the area of personal life. Material betterment has gone hand in
hand with spiritual decline.

Such a condition of the world ought to cause the choice between
modernism and traditionalism, liberalism and conservatism, to be
approached without any of the prejudice which is too often dis-
played. In view of the lamentable defects of modern life, a type
of religion certainly should not be commended simply because it is
modern or condemned simply because it is old. On the contrary,
the condition of mankind is such that one may well ask what it is
that made the men of past generations so great and the men of the
present generation so small. In the midst of all the material achieve-
ments of modern life, one may well ask the question whether in
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gaining the whole world we have not lost our own soul. Are we
forever condemned to live the sordid life of utilitarianism? Or is
there some lost secret which if rediscovered will restore to mankind
something of the glories of the past?

Such a secret the writer of this little book would discover in the
Christian religion. But the Christian religion which is meant is cer-
tainly not the religion of the modern liberal Church, but a message
of divine grace, almost forgotten now, as it was in the middle ages,
but destined to burst forth once more in God’s good time, in a new
Reformation, and bring light and freedom to mankind. What that
message is can be made clear, as is the case with all definition, only
by way of exclusion, by way of contrast. In setting forth the cur-
rent liberalism, now almost dominant in the Church, over against
Christianity, we are animated, therefore, by no merely negative or
polemic purpose; on the contrary, by showing what Christianity is
not we hope to be able to show what Christianity is, in order that
men may be led to turn from the weak and beggarly elements and
have recourse again to the grace of God.
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Doctrine

Modern liberalism in the Church, whatever judgment may be
passed upon it, is at any rate no longer merely an academic

matter. It is no longer a matter merely of theological seminaries or
universities. On the contrary its attack upon the fundamentals of
the Christian faith is being carried on vigorously by Sunday-School
“lesson-helps,” by the pulpit, and by the religious press. If such an
attack be unjustified, the remedy is not to be found, as some devout
persons have suggested, in the abolition of theological seminaries, or
the abandonment of scientific theology, but rather in a more earnest
search after truth and a more loyal devotion to it when once it is
found.

At the theological seminaries and universities, however, the roots
of the great issue are more clearly seen than in the world at large;
among students the reassuring employment of traditional phrases
is often abandoned, and the advocates of a new religion are not at
pains, as they are in the Church at large, to maintain an appearance
of conformity with the past. But such frankness, we are convinced,
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ought to be extended to the people as a whole. Few desires on
the part of religious teachers have been more harmfully exagger-
ated than the desire to “avoid giving offense.” Only too often that
desire has come perilously near dishonesty; the religious teacher, in
his heart of hearts, is well aware of the radicalism of his views, but
is unwilling to relinquish his place in the hallowed atmosphere of
the Church by speaking his whole mind. Against all such policy of
concealment or palliation, our sympathies are altogether with those
men,whether radicals or conservatives,who have a passion for light.

What then, at bottom,when the traditional phrases have all been
stripped away, is the real meaning of the present revolt against the
fundamentals of the Christian faith? What, in brief, are the teach-
ings of modern liberalism as over against the teachings of Chris-
tianity?

At the outset, we are met with an objection. “Teachings,” it is
said, “are unimportant; the exposition of the teachings of liberalism
and the teachings of Christianity, therefore, can arouse no interest
at the present day; creeds are merely the changing expression of a
unitary Christian experience, and provided only they express that
experience they are all equally good. The teachings of liberalism,
therefore,might be as far removed as possible from the teachings of
historic Christianity, and yet the two might be at bottom the same.”

Such is the way in which expression is often given to the modern
hostility to “doctrine.” But is it really doctrine as such that is ob-
jected to, and not rather one particular doctrine in the interests of
another? Undoubtedly, in many forms of liberalism it is the latter
alternative which fits the case. There are doctrines of modern lib-
eralism, just as tenaciously and intolerantly upheld as any doctrines
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that find a place in the historic creeds. Such for example are the lib-
eral doctrines of the universal fatherhood of God and the universal
brotherhood of man. These doctrines are, as we shall see, contrary
to the doctrines of the Christian religion. But doctrines they are all
the same, and as such they require intellectual defense. In seeming
to object to all theology, the liberal preacher is often merely object-
ing to one system of theology in the interests of another. And the
desired immunity from theological controversy has not yet been at-
tained.

Sometimes, however, the modern objection to doctrine is more
seriously meant. And whether the objection be well-founded or not,
the real meaning of it should at least be faced.

That meaning is perfectly plain. The objection involves an out-
and-out skepticism. If all creeds are equally true, then since they
are contradictory to one another, they are all equally false, or at least
equally uncertain. We are indulging, therefore, in a mere juggling
with words. To say that all creeds are equally true, and that they
are based upon experience, is merely to fall back upon that agnos-
ticism which fifty years ago was regarded as the deadliest enemy of
the Church. The enemy has not really been changed into a friend
merely because he has been received within the camp. Very different
is the Christian conception of a creed. According to the Christian
conception, a creed is not a mere expression of Christian experience,
but on the contrary it is a setting forth of those facts upon which ex-
perience is based.

But, it will be said, Christianity is a life, not a doctrine. The as-
sertion is often made, and it has an appearance of godliness. But
it is radically false, and to detect its falsity one does not even need
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to be a Christian. For to say that “Christianity is a life” is to make
an assertion in the sphere of history. The assertion does not lie in
the sphere of ideals; it is far different from saying that Christianity
ought to be a life, or that the ideal religion is a life. The assertion
that Christianity is a life is subject to historical investigation exactly
as is the assertion that the Roman Empire under Nero was a free
democracy. Possibly the Roman Empire under Nero would have
been better if it had been a free democracy, but the historical ques-
tion is simply whether as a matter of fact it was a free democracy
or no. Christianity is an historical phenomenon, like the Roman
Empire, or the Kingdom of Prussia, or the United States of Amer-
ica. And as an historical phenomenon it must be investigated on the
basis of historical evidence.

Is it true, then, that Christianity is not a doctrine but a life? The
question can be settled only by an examination of the beginnings of
Christianity. Recognition of that fact does not involve any accep-
tance of Christian belief; it is merely a matter of common sense and
common honesty. At the foundation of the life of every corporation
is the incorporation paper, in which the objects of the corporation
are set forth. Other objects may be vastly more desirable than those
objects, but if the directors use the name and the resources of the
corporation to pursue the other objects they are acting ultra vires�

of the corporation. So it is with Christianity. It is perfectly conceiv-
able that the originators of the Christian movement had no right to
legislate for subsequent generations; but at any rate they did have an
inalienable right to legislate for all generations that should choose to
bear the name of “Christian.” It is conceivable that Christianity may

� Meaning beyond their legal authority

��



� Doctrine

now have to be abandoned, and another religion substituted for it;
but at any rate the question what Christianity is can be determined
only by an examination of the beginnings of Christianity.

The beginnings of Christianity constitute a fairly definite histor-
ical phenomenon. The Christian movement originated a few days
after the death of Jesus of Nazareth. It is doubtful whether anything
that preceded the death of Jesus can be called Christianity. At any
rate, if Christianity existed before that event, it was Christianity only
in a preliminary stage. The name originated after the death of Jesus,
and the thing itself was also something new. Evidently there was an
important new beginning among the disciples of Jesus in Jerusalem
after the crucifixion. At that time is to be placed the beginning of
the remarkable movement which spread out from Jerusalem into the
Gentile world—the movement which is called Christianity.

About the early stages of this movement definite historical in-
formation has been preserved in the Epistles of Paul, which are
regarded by all serious historians as genuine products of the first
Christian generation. The writer of the Epistles had been in direct
communication with those intimate friends of Jesus who had be-
gun the Christian movement in Jerusalem, and in the Epistles he
makes it abundantly plain what the fundamental character of the
movement was.

But if any one fact is clear, on the basis of this evidence, it is that
the Christian movement at its inception was not just a way of life in
the modern sense, but a way of life founded upon a message. It was
based, not upon mere feeling, not upon a mere program of work, but
upon an account of facts. In other words it was based upon doctrine.
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Certainly with regard to Paul himself there should be no debate;
Paul certainly was not indifferent to doctrine; on the contrary, doc-
trine was the very basis of his life. His devotion to doctrine did not, it
is true,make him incapable of a magnificent tolerance. One notable
example of such tolerance is to be found during his imprisonment
at Rome, as attested by the Epistle to the Philippians. Apparently
certain Christian teachers at Rome had been jealous of Paul’s great-
ness. As long as he had been at liberty they had been obliged to
take a secondary place; but now that he was in prison, they seized
the supremacy. They sought to raise up affliction for Paul in his
bonds; they preached Christ even of envy and strife. In short, the
rival preachers made of the preaching of the gospel a means to the
gratification of low personal ambition; it seems to have been about
as mean a piece of business as could well be conceived. But Paul was
not disturbed. “Whether in pretense, or in truth,”he said, “Christ is
preached; and I therein do rejoice, yea, and will rejoice” (Philippians
�:��). The way in which the preaching was being carried on was
wrong, but the message itself was true; and Paul was far more inter-
ested in the content of the message than in the manner of its pre-
sentation. It is impossible to conceive a finer piece of broad-minded
tolerance.

But the tolerance of Paul was not indiscriminate. He displayed
no tolerance, for example, in Galatia. There, too, there were rival
preachers. But Paul had no tolerance for them. “But though we,”
he said, “or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you
than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed”
(Galatians �:�). What is the reason for the difference in the apos-
tles attitude in the two cases? What is the reason for the broad

��



� Doctrine

tolerance in Rome, and the fierce anathemas in Galatia? The an-
swer is perfectly plain. In Rome, Paul was tolerant, because there
the content of the message that was being proclaimed by the rival
teachers was true; in Galatia he was intolerant, because there the
content of the rival message was false. In neither case did personal-
ities have anything to do with Paul’s attitude. No doubt the motives
of the Judaizers in Galatia were far from pure, and in an incidental
way Paul does point out their impurity. But that was not the ground
of his opposition. The Judaizers no doubt were morally far from per-
fect, but Paul’s opposition to them would have been exactly the same
if they had all been angels from heaven. His opposition was based
altogether upon the falsity of their teaching; they were substituting
for the one true gospel a false gospel which was no gospel at all. It
never occurred to Paul that a gospel might be true for one man and
not for another; the blight of pragmatism had never fallen upon his
soul. Paul was convinced of the objective truth of the gospel mes-
sage, and devotion to that truth was the great passion of his life.
Christianity for Paul was not only a life, but also a doctrine, and
logically the doctrine came first.�

But what was the difference between the teaching of Paul and
the teaching of the Judaizers? What was it that gave rise to the stu-
pendous polemic of the Epistle to the Galatians? To the modern
Church the difference would have seemed to be a mere theological
subtlety. Aboutmany things the Judaizers were in perfect agreement

� See The Origin of Paul’s Religion, ����, p. ���. It is not maintained that
doctrine for Paul comes temporally before life, but only that it comes logically first.
Here is to be found the answer to the objection which Dr. Lyman Abbott raised
against the assertion inTheOrigin of Paul’s Religion. SeeTheOutlook, vol. ���, ����,
pp. ���f.
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with Paul. The Judaizers believed that Jesus was the Messiah; there
is not a shadow of evidence that they objected to Paul’s lofty view of
the person of Christ. Without the slightest doubt, they believed that
Jesus had really risen from the dead. They believed, moreover, that
faith in Christ was necessary to salvation. But the trouble was, they
believed that something else was also necessary; they believed that
what Christ had done needed to be pieced out by the believer’s own
effort to keep the Law. From the modern point of view the differ-
ence would have seemed to be very slight. Paul as well as the Judaiz-
ers believed that the keeping of the law ofGod, in its deepest import,
is inseparably connected with faith. The difference concerned only
the logical—not even, perhaps, the temporal—order of three steps.
Paul said that a man (�) first believes on Christ, (�) then is justified
before God, (�) then immediately proceeds to keep God’s law. The
Judaizers said that a man (�) believes on Christ and (�) keeps the
law of God the best he can, and then (�) is justified. The difference
would seem to modern “practical” Christians to be a highly subtle
and intangible matter, hardly worthy of consideration at all in view
of the large measure of agreement in the practical realm. What a
splendid cleaning up of the Gentile cities it would have been if the
Judaizers had succeeded in extending to those cities the observance
of the Mosaic law, even including the unfortunate ceremonial obser-
vances! Surely Paul ought to have made common cause with teach-
ers who were so nearly in agreement with him; surely he ought to
have applied to them the great principle of Christian unity.

As a matter of fact, however, Paul did nothing of the kind; and
only because he (and others) did nothing of the kind does the Chris-
tian Church exist today. Paul saw very clearly that the difference

��



� Doctrine

between the Judaizers and himself was the difference between two
entirely distinct types of religion; it was the difference between a
religion of merit and a religion of grace. If Christ provides only a
part of our salvation, leaving us to provide the rest, then we are still
hopeless under the load of sin. For no matter how small the gap
which must be bridged before salvation can be attained, the awak-
ened conscience sees clearly that our wretched attempt at goodness
is insufficient even to bridge that gap. The guilty soul enters again
into the hopeless reckoning with God, to determine whether we
have really done our part. And thus we groan again under the old
bondage of the law. Such an attempt to piece out the work of Christ
by our own merit, Paul saw clearly, is the very essence of unbelief;
Christ will do everything or nothing, and the only hope is to throw
ourselves unreservedly on His mercy and trust Him for all.

Paul certainly was right. The difference which divided him from
the Judaizers was no mere theological subtlety, but concerned the
very heart and core of the religion of Christ. “Just as I am without
one plea, But thatThy blood was shed for me”— that was what Paul
was contending for in Galatia; that hymn would never have been
written if the Judaizers had won. And without the thing which that
hymn expresses there is no Christianity at all.

Certainly, then, Paul was no advocate of an undogmatic religion;
he was interested above everything else in the objective and uni-
versal truth of his message. So much will probably be admitted by
serious historians, no matter what their own personal attitude to-
ward the religion of Paul may be. Sometimes, indeed, the modern
liberal preacher seeks to produce an opposite impression by quoting
out of their context words of Paul which he interprets in a way as
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far removed as possible from the original sense. The truth is, it is
hard to give Paul up. The modern liberal desires to produce upon
the minds of simple Christians (and upon his own mind) the im-
pression of some sort of continuity between modern liberalism and
the thought and life of the great Apostle. But such an impression is
altogether misleading. Paul was not interested merely in the ethical
principles of Jesus; he was not interested merely in general prin-
ciples of religion or of ethics. On the contrary, he was interested
in the redeeming work of Christ and its effect upon us. His pri-
mary interest was in Christian doctrine, and Christian doctrine not
merely in its presuppositions but at its center. If Christianity is to
be made independent of doctrine, then Paulinism must be removed
from Christianity root and branch.

But what of that? Some men are not afraid of the conclusion. If
Paulinism must be removed, they say, we can get along without it.
May it not turn out that in introducing a doctrinal element into the
life of the Church Paul was only perverting a primitive Christianity
which was as independent of doctrine as even the modern liberal
preacher could desire?

This suggestion is clearly overruled by the historical evidence. The
problem certainly cannot be solved in so easy a way. Many attempts
have indeed been made to separate the religion of Paul sharply from
that of the primitive Jerusalem Church; many attempts have been
made to show that Paul introduced an entirely new principle into
the Christian movement or even was the founder of a new religion.�

But all such attempts have resulted in failure. The Pauline Epistles
� Some account of these attempts has been given by the present writer in The

Origin of Paul’s Religion, ����.
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themselves attest a fundamental unity of principle between Paul and
the original companions of Jesus, and the whole early history of the
Church becomes unintelligible except on the basis of such unity.
Certainly with regard to the fundamentally doctrinal character of
Christianity Paul was no innovator. The fact appears in the whole
character of Paul’s relationship to the Jerusalem Church as it is at-
tested by the Epistles, and it also appears with startling clearness in
the precious passage in � Corinthians ��:�–�, where Paul summa-
rizes the tradition which he had received from the primitive Church.
What is it that forms the content of that primitive teaching? Is it a
general principle of the fatherliness of God or the brotherliness of
man? Is it a vague admiration for the character of Jesus such as that
which prevails in the modern Church? Nothing could be further
from the fact. “Christ died for our sins,” said the primitive disciples,
“according to the Scriptures; he was buried; he has been raised on
the third day according to the Scriptures.” From the beginning, the
Christian gospel, as indeed the name “gospel” or “good news” im-
plies, consisted in an account of something that had happened. And
from the beginning, the meaning of the happening was set forth;
and when the meaning of the happening was set forth then there
was Christian doctrine. “Christ died”—that is history; “Christ died
for our sins”—that is doctrine. Without these two elements, joined
in an absolutely indissoluble union, there is no Christianity.

It is perfectly clear, then, that the first Christian missionaries did
not simply come forward with an exhortation; they did not say: “Je-
sus of Nazareth lived a wonderful life of filial piety, and we call upon
you our hearers to yield yourselves, as we have done, to the spell
of that life.” Certainly that is what modern historians would have
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expected the first Christian missionaries to say, but it must be recog-
nized that as a matter of fact they said nothing of the kind. Conceiv-
ably the first disciples of Jesus, after the catastrophe of His death,
might have engaged in quiet meditation upon His teaching. They
might have said to themselves that “Our Father which art in heaven”
was a good way of addressing God even though the One who had
taught them that prayer was dead. Theymight have clung to the eth-
ical principles of Jesus and cherished the vague hope that the One
who enunciated such principles had some personal existence beyond
the grave. Such reflections might have seemed very natural to the
modern man. But to Peter, James and John they certainly never
occurred. Jesus had raised in them high hopes; those hopes were
destroyed by the Cross; and reflections on the general principles of
religion and ethics were quite powerless to revive the hopes again.
The disciples of Jesus had evidently been far inferior to their Master
in every possible way; they had not understood His lofty spiritual
teaching, but even in the hour of solemn crisis had quarreled over
great places in the approaching Kingdom. What hope was there
that such men could succeed where their Master had failed? Even
when He had been with them, they had been powerless; and now
that He was taken from them, what little power they may have had
was gone.�

Yet those same weak, discouraged men, within a few days after
the death of their Master, instituted the most important spiritual
movement that the world has ever seen. What had produced the
astonishing change? What had transformed the weak and cowardly

� Compare History and Faith, ���� (reprinted from Princeton Theological Re-
view for July, ����), pp. ��f.

��



� Doctrine

disciples into the spiritual conquerors of the world? Evidently it
was not the mere memory of Jesus’ life, for that was a source of sad-
ness rather than of joy. Evidently the disciples of Jesus, within the
few days between the crucifixion and the beginning of their work in
Jerusalem, had received some new equipment for their task. What
that new equipment was, at least the outstanding and external ele-
ment in it (to say nothing of the endowment which Christian men
believe to have been received at Pentecost), is perfectly plain. The
great weapon with which the disciples of Jesus set out to conquer the
world was not a mere comprehension of eternal principles; it was an
historical message, an account of something that had recently hap-
pened, it was the message, “He is risen.”�

But the message of the resurrection was not isolated. It was con-
nected with the death of Jesus, seen now to be not a failure but a
triumphant act of divine grace; it was connected with the entire ap-
pearance of Jesus upon earth. The coming of Jesus was understood
now as an act of God by which sinful men were saved. The primitive
Church was concerned notmerely with what Jesus had said,but also,
and primarily, with what Jesus had done. The world was to be re-
deemed through the proclamation of an event. And with the event
went the meaning of the event; and the setting forth of the event
with the meaning of the event was doctrine. These two elements
are always combined in the Christian message. The narration of the
facts is history; the narration of the facts with the meaning of the
facts is doctrine. “Suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead

� Compare A Rapid Survey of the Literature and History of NewTestamentTimes,
published by the Presbyterian Board of Publication and Sabbath School Work,
Student’s Text Book, pp. ��f.
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and buried”—that is history. “He loved me and gave Himself for
me”—that is doctrine. Such was the Christianity of the primitive
Church.

“But,” it may be said, “even if the Christianity of the primitive
Church was dependent upon doctrine,we may still emancipate our-
selves from such dependence; we may appeal from the primitive
Church to Jesus Himself. It has already been admitted that if doc-
trine is to be abandoned Paul must be abandoned; it may now be
admitted that if doctrine is to be abandoned, even the primitive
Jerusalem Church, with its message of the resurrection, must be
abandoned. But possibly we can still find in Jesus Himself the sim-
ple, non-doctrinal religion that we desire.” Such is the real meaning
of the modern slogan, “Back to Christ.”

Must we really take such a step as that? It would certainly be
an extraordinary step. A great religion derived its power from the
message of the redeeming work of Christ; without that message Je-
sus and His disciples would soon have been forgotten. The same
message, with its implications, has been the very heart and soul of
the Christian movement throughout the centuries. Yet we are now
asked to believe that the thing that has given Christianity its power
all through the centuries was a blunder, that the originators of the
movement misunderstood radically the meaning of their Master’s
life and work, and that it has been left to us moderns to get the first
inkling of the initial mistake. Even if this view of the case were cor-
rect, and even if Jesus Himself taught a religion like that of modern
liberalism, it would still be doubtful whether such a religion could
rightly be called Christianity; for the name Christian was first ap-
plied only after the supposed decisive change had taken place, and it
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is very doubtful whether a name which through nineteen centuries
has been so firmly attached to one religion ought now suddenly to
be applied to another. If the first disciples of Jesus really departed
so radically from their Master, then the better terminology would
probably lead us to say simply that Jesus was not the founder of
Christianity, but of a simple, non-doctrinal religion, long forgotten,
but now rediscovered bymodernmen. Even so, the contrast between
liberalism and Christianity would still appear.

But as a matter of fact, such a strange state of affairs does not pre-
vail at all. It is not true that in basing Christianity upon an event
the disciples of Jesus were departing from the teaching of theirMas-
ter. For certainly Jesus Himself did the same thing. Jesus did not
content Himself with enunciating general principles of religion and
ethics; the picture of Jesus as a sage similar to Confucius, uttering
wise maxims about conduct,may satisfy Mr.H.G.Wells, as he trips
along lightly over the problems of history, but it disappears so soon
as one engages seriously in historical research. “Repent,” said Jesus,
“for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand.” The gospel which Jesus
proclaimed in Galilee consisted in the proclamation of a coming
Kingdom. But clearly Jesus regarded the coming of the Kingdom
as an event, or as a series of events. No doubt He also regarded the
Kingdom as a present reality in the souls of men; no doubtHe repre-
sented the Kingdom in one sense as already present. We shall not re-
ally succeed in getting along without this aspect of the matter in our
interpretation of Jesus’ words. But we shall also not get along with-
out the other aspect, according to which the coming of the King-
dom depended upon definite and catastrophic events. But if Jesus
regarded the coming of the Kingdom as dependent upon a definite
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event, then His teaching was similar at the decisive point to that of
the primitive Church; neither He nor the primitive Church enun-
ciated merely general and permanent principles of religion; both of
them, on the contrary, made the message depend upon something
that happened. Only, in the teaching of Jesus the happening was
represented as being still in the future,while in that of the Jerusalem
Church the first act of it at least lay already in the past. Jesus pro-
claimed the event as coming; the disciples proclaimed part of it at
least as already past; but the important thing is that both Jesus and
the disciples did proclaim an event. Jesus was certainly not a mere
enunciator of permanent truths, like the modern liberal preacher;
on the contrary He was conscious of standing at the turning-point
of the ages, when what had never been was now to come to be.

But Jesus announced not only an event; He announced also the
meaning of the event. It is natural, indeed, that the full meaning
could be made clear only after the event had taken place. If Jesus
really came, then, to announce, and to bring about, an event, the
disciples were not departing from His purpose, if they set forth the
meaning of the event more fully than it could be set forth during
the preliminary period constituted by the earthly ministry of their
Master. But Jesus Himself, though by way of prophecy, did set forth
the meaning of the great happening that was to be at the basis of
the new era.

Certainly He did so, and grandly, if the words attributed to Him
in all of the Gospels are really His. But even if the Fourth Gospel
be rejected, and even if the most radical criticism be applied to the
other three, it will still be impossible to get rid of this element in
Jesus’ teaching. The significant words attributed to Jesus at the Last
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Supper with regard to His approaching death, and the utterance of
Jesus in Mark ��:�� (“The Son of Man came not to be ministered
unto but to minister, and to give His life a ransom for many”), have
indeed been the subject of vigorous debate. It is difficult to accept
such words as authentic and yet maintain the modern view of Jesus
at all. Yet it is also difficult to get rid of them on any critical theory.
What we are now concerned with, however, is something more gen-
eral than the authenticity even of these precious words. What we
are now concerned to observe is that Jesus certainly did not content
Himself with the enunciation of permanent moral principles; He
certainly did announce an approaching event; and He certainly did
not announce the event without giving some account of its mean-
ing. But when He gave an account of the meaning of the event, no
matter how brief that account may have been,He was overstepping
the line that separates an undogmatic religion, or even a dogmatic
religion that teaches only eternal principles, from one that is rooted
in the significance of definite historical facts; He was placing a great
gulf between Himself and the philosophic modern liberalism which
today incorrectly bears His name.

In another way also the teaching of Jesus was rooted in doctrine.
It was rooted in doctrine because it depended upon a stupendous
presentation of Jesus’ own Person. The assertion is often made, in-
deed, that Jesus kept His own Person out of His gospel, and came
forwardmerely as the supreme prophet of God. That assertion lies at
the very root of the modern liberal conception of the life of Christ.
But common as it is, it is radically false. And it is interesting to ob-
serve how the liberal historians themselves, so soon as they begin
to deal seriously with the sources, are obliged to admit that the real

��



Christianity & Liberalism

Jesus was not all that they could have liked Jesus to be. A Houston
Stewart Chamberlain,� indeed, can construct a Jesus who was the
advocate of a pure, “formless,” non-doctrinal religion; but trained
historians, despite their own desires, are obliged to admit that there
was an element in the real Jesus which refuses to be pressed into
any such mold. There is to the liberal historians, as Heitmüller has
significantly said, “something almost uncanny” about Jesus.�

This “uncanny” element in Jesus is found in His Messianic con-
sciousness. The strange fact is that this pure teacher of righteous-
ness appealed to by modern liberalism, this classical exponent of the
non-doctrinal religion which is supposed to underlie all the histor-
ical religions as the irreducible truth remaining after the doctrinal
accretions have been removed—the strange fact is that this supreme
revealer of eternal truth supposed that He was to be the chief actor
in a world catastrophe and was to sit in judgment upon the whole
earth. Such is the stupendous form in which Jesus applied to Him-
self the category of Messiahship.

It is interesting to observe how modern men have dealt with the
Messianic consciousness of Jesus. Some, like Mr.H.G.Wells, have
practically ignored it. Without discussing the question whether it
be historical or not they have practically treated it as though it did
not exist, and have not allowed it to disturb them at all in their con-
struction of the sage of Nazareth. The Jesus thus reconstructed may
be useful as investing modern programs with the sanctity of His
hallowed name; Mr. Wells may find it edifying to associate Jesus

� Mensch und Gott, ����. Compare the review in PrincetonTheological Review,
xx, ����, pp. ���-���.

� Heitmüller, ����, p. ��. See The Origin of Paul’s Religion, ����, p. ���.
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with Confucius in a brotherhood of beneficent vagueness. But what
ought to be clearly understood is that such a Jesus has nothing to
do with history. He is a purely imaginary figure, a symbol and not a
fact.

Others,more seriously, have recognized the existence of the prob-
lem, but have sought to avoid it by denying that Jesus ever thought
that He was the Messiah, and by supporting their denial, not by
mere assertions, but by a critical examination of the sources. Such
was the effort, for example, of W. Wrede,� and a brilliant effort it
was. But it has resulted in failure. The Messianic consciousness of
Jesus is not merely rooted in the sources considered as documents,
but it lies at the very basis of the whole edifice of the Church. If,
as J. Weiss has pertinently said, the disciples before the crucifixion
had merely been told that the Kingdom of God was coming, if Je-
sus had really kept altogether in the background His own part in
the Kingdom, then why when despair finally gave place to joy did
the disciples not merely say, “Despite Jesus’death, the Kingdom that
He foretold will truly come”? Why did they say rather, “Despite His
death, He is the Messiah”?� From no point of view, then, can the
fact be denied that Jesus did claim to be the Messiah—neither from
the point of view of acceptance of the Gospel witness as a whole,
nor from the point of view of modern naturalism.

And when the Gospel account of Jesus is considered closely, it
is found to involve the Messianic consciousness throughout. Even
those parts of the Gospels which have been regarded as most purely

� Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien, ����.
� J.Weiss, “Das Problem der Entstehung des Christentums,” in Archiv für Re-

ligionswissenschaft, xvi, ����, p. ���. See The Origin of Paul’s Religion, ����, p.
���.
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ethical are found to be based altogether upon Jesus’ lofty claims.
The Sermon on the Mount is a striking example. It is the fashion
now to place the Sermon on the Mount in contrast with the rest of
the New Testament. “We will have nothing to do with theology,”
men say in effect, “we will have nothing to do with miracles, with
atonement, or with heaven or with hell. For us the Golden Rule is
a sufficient guide of life; in the simple principles of the Sermon on
the Mount we discover a solution of all the problems of society.” It
is indeed rather strange that men can speak in this way. Certainly
it is rather derogatory to Jesus to assert that never except in one
brief part of His recorded words did He say anything that is worth
while. But even in the Sermon on the Mount there is far more than
some men suppose. Men say that it contains no theology; in reality
it contains theology of the most stupendous kind. In particular, it
contains the loftiest possible presentation of Jesus’own Person. That
presentation appears in the strange note of authority which pervades
the whole discourse; it appears in the recurrent words, “But I say
unto you.” Jesus plainly puts His own words on an equality with
what He certainly regarded as the divine words of Scripture; He
claimed the right to legislate for the Kingdom of God. Let it not
be objected that this note of authority involves merely a prophetic
consciousness in Jesus, a mere right to speak in God’s name as God’s
Spirit might lead. For what prophet ever spoke in this way? The
prophets said, “Thus saith the Lord,”but Jesus said, “I say.” We have
no mere prophet here, no mere humble exponent of the will of God;
but a stupendous Person speaking in a manner which for any other
person would be abominable and absurd. The same thing appears in
the passage Matthew �:��–��: “Not everyone who says to me Lord,
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Lord, shall enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, but he who does the
will of my Father who is in heaven. Many shall say to me in that
day: Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name, and in thy
name cast out demons, and in thy name done many mighty works?
And then I shall confess to them, ‘I never knew you; depart from
me, ye that work lawlessness.’ ” This passage is in some respects a
favorite with modern liberal teachers; for it is interpreted—falsely,
it is true, yet plausibly—as meaning that all that a man needs to
attain standing with God is an approximately right performance of
his duties to his fellow men, and not any assent to a creed or even
any direct relation to Jesus. But have those who quote the passage so
triumphantly in this way ever stopped to reflect upon the other side
of the picture—upon the stupendous fact that in this same passage
the eternal destinies of men are made dependent upon the word of
Jesus? Jesus here represents Himself as seated on the judgment seat
of all the earth, separating whom He will forever from the bliss that
is involved in being present with Him. Could anything be further
removed than such a Jesus from the humble teacher of righteousness
appealed to by modern liberalism? Clearly it is impossible to escape
from theology, even in the chosen precincts of the Sermon on the
Mount. A stupendous theology,with Jesus’own Person at the center
of it, is the presupposition of the whole teaching.

But may not that theology still be removed? May we not get rid
of the bizarre, theological element which has intruded itself even
into the Sermon on the Mount, and content ourselves merely with
the ethical portion of the discourse? The question, from the point of
view of modern liberalism, is natural. But it must be answered with
an emphatic negative. For the fact is that the ethic of the discourse,
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taken by itself,will not work at all. TheGolden Rule furnishes an ex-
ample. “Do unto others as you would have others do unto you”—is
that rule a rule of universal application, will it really solve all the
problems of society? A little experience shows that such is not the
case. Help a drunkard to get rid of his evil habit, and you will soon
come to distrust the modern interpretation of the Golden Rule. The
trouble is that the drunkard’s companions apply the rule only too
well; they do unto him exactly what they would have him do unto
them—by buying him a drink. The Golden Rule becomes a power-
ful obstacle in the way of moral advance. But the trouble does not
lie in the rule itself; it lies in the modern interpretation of the rule.
The error consists in supposing that the Golden Rule, with the rest
of the Sermon on the Mount, is addressed to the whole world. As
a matter of fact the whole discourse is expressly addressed to Jesus’
disciples; and from them the great world outside is distinguished in
the plainest possible way. The persons to whom the Golden Rule is
addressed are persons in whom a great change has been wrought—a
changewhich fits them for entrance into theKingdomofGod. Such
persons will have pure desires; they, and they only, can safely do unto
others as they would have others do unto them, for the things that
they would have others do unto them are high and pure.

So it is with the whole of the discourse. The new law of the Ser-
mon on the Mount, in itself, can only produce despair. Strange in-
deed is the complacency with which modern men can say that the
Golden Rule and the high ethical principles of Jesus are all that they
need. In reality, if the requirements for entrance into the Kingdom
of God are what Jesus declares them to be, we are all undone; we
have not even attained to the external righteousness of the scribes
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and Pharisees, and how shall we attain to that righteousness of the
heart which Jesus demands? The Sermon on the Mount, rightly in-
terpreted, then,makes man a seeker after some divine means of sal-
vation by which entrance into the Kingdom can be obtained. Even
Moses was too high for us; but before this higher law of Jesus who
shall stand without being condemned? The Sermon on the Mount,
like all the rest of the New Testament, really leads a man straight to
the foot of the Cross.

Even the disciples, to whom the teaching of Jesus was first ad-
dressed, knew well that they needed more than guidance in the way
that they should go. It is only a superficial reading of the Gospels
that can find in the relation which the disciples sustained to Jesus
a mere relation of pupil to Master. When Jesus said, “Come unto
me, all ye that labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest,”he
was speaking not as a philosopher calling pupils to his school; but as
One who was in possession of rich stores of divine grace. And this
much at least the disciples knew. They knew well in their heart of
hearts that they had no right to stand in the Kingdom; they knew
that only Jesus could win them entrance there. They did not yet
know fully how Jesus could make them children of God; but they
did know that He could do it and He alone. And in that trust all the
theology of the great Christian creeds was in expectation contained.

At this point, an objection may arise. May we not—the modern
liberal will say—may we not now return to that simple trust of the
disciples? May we not cease to ask how Jesus saves; may we not
simply leave the way to Him? What need is there, then, of defining
“effectual calling,”what need of enumerating “justification, adoption
and sanctification and the several benefits which in this life do either
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accompany or flow from them”? What need even of rehearsing the
steps in the saving work of Christ as they were rehearsed by the
Jerusalem Church; what need of saying that “Christ died for our
sins according to the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he has been
raised on the third day according to the Scriptures”? Should not our
trust be in a Person rather than in a message; in Jesus, rather than
in what Jesus did; in Jesus’ character rather than in Jesus’ death?

Plausible words these are—plausible, and pitifully vain. Can we
really return to Galilee; are we really in the same situation as those
who came to Jesus when He was on earth? Can we hear Him say
to us, “Thy sins are forgiven thee”? These are serious questions,
and they cannot possibly be ignored. The plain fact is that Jesus
of Nazareth died these nineteen hundred years ago. It was possi-
ble for the men of Galilee in the first century to trust Him for to
them He extended His aid. For them, life’s problem was easy. They
needed only to push in through the crowd or be lowered through
some Capernaum roof, and the long search was over. But we are
separated by nineteen centuries from the One who alone could give
us aid. How can we bridge the gulf of time that separates us from
Jesus?

Some persons would bridge the gulf by the mere use of the his-
torical imagination. “Jesus is not dead,” we are told, “but lives on
through His recorded words and deeds; we do not need even to
believe it all; even a part is sufficient; the wonderful personality of
Jesus shines out clear from the Gospel story. Jesus, in other words,
may still be known; let us simply—without theology, without con-
troversy, without inquiry about miracles—abandon ourselves to His
spell, and He will heal us.”
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There is a certain plausibility about that. It may readily be admit-
ted that Jesus lives on in the Gospel record. In that narrative we see
not merely a lifeless picture, but receive the impression of a living
Person. We can still, as we read, share the astonishment of those
who listened to the new teaching in the synagogue at Capernaum.
We can sympathize with the faith and devotion of the little band
of disciples who would not leave Him when others were offended
at the hard saying. We feel a sympathetic thrill of joy at the blessed
relief which was given to those who were ill in body and in mind.
We can appreciate the wonderful love and compassion of Him who
was sent to seek and to save that which was lost. A wonderful story
it is indeed—not dead, but pulsating with life at every turn.

Certainly the Jesus of the Gospels is a real, a living Person. But
that is not the only question. We are going forward far too fast.
Jesus lives in the Gospels—so much may freely be admitted—but
we of the twentieth century, how may we come into vital relation to
Him? He died nineteen hundred years ago. The life which He now
lives in the Gospels is simply the old life lived over and over again.
And in that life we have no place; in that life we are spectators, not
actors. The life which Jesus lives in the Gospels is after all for us
but the spurious life of the stage. We sit silent in the playhouse and
watch the absorbing Gospel drama of forgiveness and healing and
love and courage and high endeavor; in rapt attention we follow the
fortunes of those who came to Jesus laboring and heavy laden and
found rest. For a time our own troubles are forgotten. But suddenly
the curtain falls, with the closing of the book, and out we go again
into the cold humdrum of our own lives. Gone are the warmth and
gladness of an ideal world, and “in their stead a sense of real things
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comes doubly strong.” We are no longer living over again the lives
of Peter and James and John. Alas, we are living our own lives once
more, with our own problems and our own misery and our own sin.
And still we are seeking our own Savior.

Let us not deceive ourselves. A Jewish teacher of the first cen-
tury can never satisfy the longing of our souls. Clothe Him with all
the art of modern research, throw upon Him the warm, deceptive
calcium-light of modern sentimentality; and despite it all common
sense will come to its rights again, and for our brief hour of self-
deception—as though we had been with Jesus—will wreak upon us
the revenge of hopeless disillusionment.

But, says the modern preacher, are we not, in being satisfied with
the “historical” Jesus, the great teacher who proclaimed the King-
dom of God,merely restoring the simplicity of the primitive gospel?
No, we answer, you are not, but, temporally at least, you are not so
very far wrong. You are really returning to a very primitive stage in
the life of the Church. Only, that stage is not the Galilean spring-
time. For in Galilee men had a living Savior. There was one time
and one time only when the disciples lived, like you, merely on the
memory of Jesus. When was it? It was a gloomy, desperate time.
It was the three sad days after the crucifixion. Then and then only
did Jesus’ disciples regard Him merely as a blessed memory. “We
trusted,” they said, “that it had been he which should have redeemed
Israel.” “We trusted”—but now our trust is gone. Shall we remain,
with modern liberalism, forever in the gloom of those sad days? Or
shall we pass out from it to the warmth and joy of Pentecost?

Certainly we shall remain forever in the gloom if we attendmerely
to the character of Jesus and neglect the thing that He has done, if

��



� Doctrine

we try to attend to the Person and neglect the message. We may
have joy for sadness and power for weakness; but not by easy half-
way measures, not by avoidance of controversy, not by trying to hold
on to Jesus and yet reject the gospel. What was it that within a few
days transformed a band of mourners into the spiritual conquerors
of the world? It was not the memory of Jesus’ life; it was not the
inspiration which came from past contact with Him. But it was the
message, “He is risen.” That message alone gave to the disciples a
living Savior; and it alone can give to us a living Savior today. We
shall never have vital contact with Jesus if we attend to His person
and neglect the message; for it is the message which makes Him
ours.

But the Christian message contains more than the fact of the res-
urrection.�� It is not enough to know that Jesus is alive; it is not
enough to know that a wonderful Person lived in the first century
of the Christian era and that that Person still lives, somewhere and
somehow, today. Jesus lives, and that is well; but what good is it to
us? We are like the inhabitants of far-off Syria or Phoenicia in the
days of His flesh. There is a wonderful Person who can heal every
ill of body and mind. But, alas, we are not with Him, and the way
is far. How shall we come into His presence? How shall contact be
established between us and Him? For the people of ancient Galilee
contact was established by a touch of Jesus’hand or a word from His
lips. But for us the problem is not so easy. We cannot find Him by
the lake shore or in crowded houses; we cannot be lowered into any

�� For what follows compare ARapid Survey of the History and Literature of New
Testament Times, published by the Presbyterian Board of Publication and Sabbath
School Work,Teachers Manual, pp. ��f.
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room where He sits amid scribes and Pharisees. If we employ only
our own methods of search, we shall find ourselves on a fruitless
pilgrimage. Surely we need guidance, if we are to find our Savior.

And in the NewTestament we find guidance full and free—guid-
ance so complete as to remove all doubt, yet so simple that a child
can understand. Contact with Jesus according to the New Testa-
ment is established by what Jesus does, not for others, but for us.
The account of what Jesus did for others is indeed necessary. By
reading how He went about doing good, how He healed the sick
and raised the dead and forgave sins, we learn that He is a Person
who is worthy of trust. But such knowledge is to the Christian man
not an end in itself, but a means to an end. It is not enough to know
that Jesus is a Person worthy of trust; it is also necessary to know
that He is willing to have us trust Him. It is not enough that He
saved others; we need to know also that He has saved us.

That knowledge is given in the story of the Cross. For us Jesus
does not merely place His fingers in the ears and say, “Be opened”;
for us He does not merely say, “Arise and walk.” For us He has done
a greater thing—for us He died. Our dreadful guilt, the condemna-
tion of God’s law—it was wiped out by an act of grace. That is the
message which brings Jesus near to us, and makes Him not merely
the Savior of the men of Galilee long ago, but the Savior of you and
me.

It is vain, then, to speak of reposing trust in the Person without
believing the message. For trust involves a personal relation between
the one who trusts and him in whom the trust is reposed. And in
this case the personal relation is set up by the blessed theology of
the Cross. Without the eighth chapter of Romans, the mere story
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of the earthly life of Jesus would be remote and dead; for it is through
the eighth chapter of Romans, or the message which that chapter
contains, that Jesus becomes our Savior today.

The truth is that whenmen speak of trust in Jesus’Person, as being
possible without acceptance of the message of His death and resur-
rection, they do not really mean trust at all. What they designate as
trust is really admiration or reverence. They reverence Jesus as the
supreme Person of all history and the supreme revealer of God. But
trust can come only when the supreme Person extends His saving
power to us. “He went about doing good,” “He spake words such as
never man spake,” “He is the express image of God”—that is rever-
ence; “He loved me and gave Himself for me”—that is faith.

But the words “He loved me and gave Himself for me” are in
historical form; they constitute an account of something that hap-
pened. And they add to the fact the meaning of the fact; they con-
tain in essence the whole profound theology of redemption through
the blood of Christ. Christian doctrine lies at the very roots of faith.

It must be admitted, then, that if we are to have a non-doctrinal
religion, or a doctrinal religion founded merely on general truth, we
must give up not only Paul,not only the primitive JerusalemChurch,
but also Jesus Himself. But what is meant by doctrine? It has been
interpreted here as meaning any presentation of the facts which lie
at the basis of the Christian religion with the true meaning of the
facts. But is that the only sense of the word? May the word not also
be taken in a narrower sense? May it not also mean a systematic and
minute and one-sidedly scientific presentation of the facts? And if
the word is taken in this narrower sense,may not the modern objec-
tion to doctrine involve merely an objection to the excessive subtlety
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of controversial theology, and not at all an objection to the glowing
words of the NewTestament, an objection to the sixteenth and sev-
enteenth centuries and not at all to the first century? Undoubtedly
the word is so taken by many occupants of the pews when they lis-
ten to the modern exaltation of “life” at the expense of “doctrine.”
The pious hearer labors under the impression that he is merely be-
ing asked to return to the simplicity of the New Testament, instead
of attending to the subtleties of the theologians. Since it has never
occurred to him to attend to the subtleties of the theologians, he
has that comfortable feeling which always comes to the churchgoer
when some one else’s sins are being attacked. It is no wonder that
the modern invectives against doctrine constitute a popular type of
preaching. At any rate, an attack upon Calvin or Turretin or the
Westminster divines does not seem to the modern churchgoer to be
a very dangerous thing. In point of fact, however, the attack upon
doctrine is not nearly so innocent a matter as our simple churchgoer
supposes; for the things objected to in the theology of the Church
are also at the very heart of the New Testament. Ultimately the at-
tack is not against the seventeenth century, but against the Bible and
against Jesus Himself.

Even if it were an attack not upon the Bible but only upon the
great historic presentations of Biblical teaching, it would still be un-
fortunate. If the Church were led to wipe out of existence all prod-
ucts of the thinking of nineteen Christian centuries and start fresh,
the loss, even if the Bible were retained, would be immense. When
it is once admitted that a body of facts lies at the basis of the Chris-
tian religion, the efforts which past generations have made toward
the classification of the facts will have to be treated with respect. In
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no branch of science would there be any real advance if every gener-
ation started fresh with no dependence upon what past generations
have achieved. Yet in theology, vituperation of the past seems to be
thought essential to progress. And upon what base slanders the vi-
tuperation is based! After listening to modern tirades against the
great creeds of the Church, one receives rather a shock when one
turns to the Westminster Confession, for example, or to that ten-
derest and most theological of books, the Pilgrim’s Progress of John
Bunyan, and discovers that in doing so one has turned from shallow
modern phrases to a “dead orthodoxy” that is pulsating with life in
every word. In such orthodoxy there is life enough to set the whole
world aglow with Christian love.

As a matter of fact, however, in the modern vituperation of “doc-
trine,” it is not merely the great theologians or the great creeds that
are being attacked, but the New Testament and our Lord Him-
self. In rejecting doctrine, the liberal preacher is rejecting the simple
words of Paul, “Who loved me and gave Himself for me,” just as
much as the homoousion of the Nicene Creed. For the word “doc-
trine” is really used not in its narrowest, but in its broadest sense.
The liberal preacher is really rejecting the whole basis of Christian-
ity,which is a religion founded not on aspirations, but on facts. Here
is found the most fundamental difference between liberalism and
Christianity—liberalism is altogether in the imperative mood,while
Christianity begins with a triumphant indicative; liberalism appeals
to man’s will, while Christianity announces, first, a gracious act of
God.
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In maintaining the doctrinal basis of Christianity, we are particu-
larly anxious not to be misunderstood. There are certain things that
we do not mean.

In the first place,we do notmean that if doctrine is sound it makes
no difference about life. On the contrary, it makes all the difference
in the world. From the beginning, Christianity was certainly a way
of life; the salvation that it offered was a salvation from sin, and sal-
vation from sin appeared not merely in a blessed hope but also in an
immediate moral change. The early Christians, to the astonishment
of their neighbors, lived a strange new kind of life—a life of honesty,
of purity and of unselfishness. And from the Christian community
all other types of life were excluded in the strictest way. From the
beginning Christianity was certainly a life.

But how was the life produced? It might conceivably have been
produced by exhortation. That method had often been tried in the
ancient world; in the Hellenistic age there were many wandering
preachers who told men how they ought to live. But such exhor-
tation proved to be powerless. Although the ideals of the Cynic
and Stoic preachers were high, these preachers never succeeded in
transforming society. The strange thing about Christianity was that
it adopted an entirely different method. It transformed the lives of
men not by appealing to the human will, but by telling a story; not
by exhortation, but by the narration of an event. It is no wonder that
such a method seemed strange. Could anything be more impractical
than the attempt to influence conduct by rehearsing events concern-
ing the death of a religious teacher? That is what Paul called “the
foolishness of the message.” It seemed foolish to the ancient world,
and it seems foolish to liberal preachers today. But the strange thing
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is that it works. The effects of it appear even in this world. Where
the most eloquent exhortation fails, the simple story of an event suc-
ceeds; the lives of men are transformed by a piece of news.

It is especially by such transformation of life, today as always, that
the Christian message is commended to the attention of men. Cer-
tainly, then, it does make an enormous difference whether our lives
be right. If our doctrine be true, and our lives be wrong, how terrible
is our sin! For then we have brought despite upon the truth itself.
On the other hand, however, it is also very sad when men use the
social graces which God has given them, and the moral momentum
of a godly ancestry, to commend a message which is false. Nothing
in the world can take the place of truth.

In the second place, we do not mean, in insisting upon the doc-
trinal basis of Christianity, that all points of doctrine are equally
important. It is perfectly possible for Christian fellowship to be
maintained despite differences of opinion.

One such difference of opinion,which has been attaining increas-
ing prominence in recent years, concerns the order of events in con-
nection with the Lord’s return. A large number of Christian people
believe that when evil has reached its climax in the world, the Lord
Jesus will return to this earth in bodily presence to bring about a
reign of righteousness which will last a thousand years, and that
only after that period the end of the world will come. That be-
lief, in the opinion of the present writer, is an error, arrived at by
a false interpretation of the Word of God; we do not think that the
prophecies of the Bible permit so definite a mapping-out of future
events. The Lord will come again, and it will be no mere “spiritual”
coming in the modern sense—so much is clear—but that so little
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will be accomplished by the present dispensation of the Holy Spirit
and so much will be left to be accomplished by the Lord in bodily
presence—such a view we cannot find to be justified by the words
of Scripture. What is our attitude, then, with regard to this debate?
Certainly it cannot be an attitude of indifference. The recrudescence
of “Chiliasm”or “premillennialism” in the modern Church causes us
serious concern; it is coupled,we think,with a false method of inter-
preting Scripture which in the long run will be productive of harm.
Yet how great is our agreement with those who hold the premillen-
nial view! They share to the full our reverence for the authority of
the Bible, and differ from us only in the interpretation of the Bible;
they share our ascription of deity to the Lord Jesus, and our super-
naturalistic conception both of the entrance of Jesus into the world
and of the consummation when He shall come again. Certainly,
then, from our point of view, their error, serious though it may be,
is not deadly error; and Christian fellowship, with loyalty not only
to the Bible but to the great creeds of the Church, can still unite
us with them. It is therefore highly misleading when modern lib-
erals represent the present issue in the Church, both in the mission
field and at home, as being an issue between premillennialism and
the opposite view. It is really an issue between Christianity, whether
premillennial or not, on the one side, and a naturalistic negation of
all Christianity on the other.

Another difference of opinion which can subsist in the midst of
Christian fellowship is the difference of opinion about the mode of
efficacy of the sacraments. That difference is indeed serious, and to
deny its seriousness is a far greater error than to take the wrong side
in the controversy itself. It is often said that the divided condition
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of Christendom is an evil, and so it is. But the evil consists in the
existence of the errors which cause the divisions and not at all in
the recognition of those errors when once they exist. It was a great
calamity when at the “Marburg Conference” between Luther and
the representatives of the Swiss Reformation, Luther wrote on the
table with regard to the Lord’s Supper, “This is my body,” and said
to Zwingli and Oecolampadius, “You have another spirit.”That dif-
ference of opinion led to the breach between the Lutheran and the
Reformed branches of the Church, and caused Protestantism to lose
much of the ground that might otherwise have been gained. It was
a great calamity indeed. But the calamity was due to the fact that
Luther (as we believe) was wrong about the Lord’s Supper; and it
would have been a far greater calamity if being wrong about the
Supper he had represented the whole question as a trifling affair.
Luther was wrong about the Supper, but not nearly so wrong as
he would have been if, being wrong, he had said to his opponents:
“Brethren, this matter is a trifle; and it makes really very little dif-
ference what a man thinks about the table of the Lord.” Such in-
differentism would have been far more deadly than all the divisions
between the branches of the Church. A Luther who would have
compromised with regard to the Lord’s Supper never would have
said at theDiet ofWorms,“Here I stand, I cannot do otherwise,God
help me, Amen.” Indifferentism about doctrine makes no heroes of
the faith.

Still another difference of opinion concerns the nature and pre-
rogatives of the Christian ministry. According to Anglican doc-
trine, the bishops are in possession of an authority which has been
handed down to them, by successive ordination, from the apostles
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of the Lord, and without such ordination there is no valid priest-
hood. Other churches deny this doctrine of “apostolic succession,”
and hold a different view of the ministry. Here again, the difference
is no trifle, and we have little sympathy with those who in the mere
interests of Church efficiency try to induce Anglicans to let down
the barrier which their principles have led them to erect. But de-
spite the importance of this difference, it does not descend to the
very roots. Even to the conscientious Anglican himself, though he
regards the members of other bodies as in schism, Christian fel-
lowship with individuals in those other bodies is still possible; and
certainly those who reject the Anglican view of the ministry can re-
gard the Anglican Church as a genuine and very noble member in
the body of Christ.

Another difference of opinion is that between the Calvinistic
or Reformed theology and the Arminianism which appears in the
Methodist Church. It is difficult to see how any one who has really
studied the question can regard that difference as an unimportant
matter. On the contrary, it touches very closely some of the pro-
foundest things of the Christian faith. A Calvinist is constrained to
regard the Arminian theology as a serious impoverishment of the
Scripture doctrine of divine grace; and equally serious is the view
which the Arminian must hold as to the doctrine of the Reformed
Churches. Yet here again, true evangelical fellowship is possible be-
tween those who hold, with regard to some exceedingly important
matters, sharply opposing views.

Far more serious still is the division between the Church of Rome
and evangelical Protestantism in all its forms. Yet how great is
the common heritage which unites the Roman Catholic Church,
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with its maintenance of the authority of Holy Scripture and with
its acceptance of the great early creeds, to devout Protestants to-
day! We would not indeed obscure the difference which divides us
from Rome. The gulf is indeed profound. But profound as it is, it
seems almost trifling compared to the abyss which stands between
us and many ministers of our own Church. The Church of Rome
may represent a perversion of the Christian religion; but naturalistic
liberalism is not Christianity at all.

That does not mean that conservatives and liberals must live in
personal animosity. It does not involve any lack of sympathy on
our part for those who have felt obliged by the current of the times
to relinquish their confidence in the strange message of the Cross.
Many ties—ties of blood, of citizenship, of ethical aims, of humani-
tarian endeavor—unite us to those who have abandoned the gospel.
We trust that those ties may never be weakened, and that ultimately
they may serve some purpose in the propagation of the Christian
faith. But Christian service consists primarily in the propagation of
a message, and specifically Christian fellowship exists only between
those to whom the message has become the very basis of all life.

The character of Christianity as founded upon a message is
summed up in the words of the eighth verse of the first chapter of
Acts—“Ye shall be my witnesses both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea
and Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth.” It is entirely
unnecessary, for the present purpose, to argue about the historical
value of the Book of Acts or to discuss the question whether Jesus
really spoke the words just quoted. In any case the verse must be
recognized as an adequate summary of what is known about primi-
tive Christianity. From the beginning Christianity was a campaign
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of witnessing. And the witnessing did not concern merely what
Jesus was doing within the recesses of the individual life. To take
the words of Acts in that way is to do violence to the context and
to all the evidence. On the contrary, the Epistles of Paul and all the
sources make it abundantly plain that the testimony was primarily
not to inner spiritual facts but to what Jesus had done once for all
in His death and resurrection.

Christianity is based, then, upon an account of something that
happened, and the Christian worker is primarily a witness. But if so,
it is rather important that the Christian worker should tell the truth.
When a man takes his seat upon the witness stand, it makes little
difference what the cut of his coat is, or whether his sentences are
nicely turned. The important thing is that he tell the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth. If we are to be truly Christians,
then, it does make a vast difference what our teachings are, and it
is by no means aside from the point to set forth the teachings of
Christianity in contrast with the teachings of the chief modern rival
of Christianity.

The chief modern rival of Christianity is “liberalism.” An exam-
ination of the teachings of liberalism in comparison with those of
Christianity will show that at every point the two movements are in
direct opposition. That examination will now be undertaken, though
merely in a summary and cursory way.
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