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religious papers, and has since been distributed
in pamphlel Torm, the copy of & eermon, enoti-
tled, “Hhall the Funcamentalists Wine®
pr-r_uaultul:l by Dr.Harry Emersen Fosdick in the
pulpit of the Firat Preehyterion Chureh, New York, The
sermon hag all the neidity of thonght and outline, and
all the cherm of word grouping which have wou fur Dir.
Fosdick a well-deserved popularity., Tt is also frec from
the intolerance and arrogance which sometimes mar the
wrilings of the so-called “liberal” school of theclogians,
and whose own liberality and chuarlishness of spirt
zpenk much more loudly than anyrhing elee they zay.
‘Thia sarmon by Dr. Foadick will be read with varying
pruotions,  Those who agree with the position held b‘r
The, Fosdick will hail it with delight s a sorl of daclara-
tion of principles and an anm nt setting forth of the
Fourteen Points of modernistic tht'ulrﬂn, a manual by
which all on that side can march and drill and fight.
Parzons who are a-theclogieal in :h#:r thinking, bat who
alwaye applaud the Tevoll against what hasz breen held,
tatight and believed in the Church, will also rejoice in it.
But there are not a Tew olhers, who do not think of
themeelvea as either “Fundementalizts™ or “Modernizts,”
but as Christians, . etriving  amid the dust and
the confused clamor of thiz life to hold to the Christian
faith and follow the Lord Jesus Christ, who will read
this sermon wilh sorrow and pain. The FPreshyterians
who read it will deeply regret that such &n utterance, zo
hopelessly irreconcilable with the standardzs of helief
required by the Reformed Churches, could be made by
ihe stated cocupant of a Pr f‘wl‘.-rtf‘T]El.H pulpit, and appa-
rently withoul any protest or wonder on the part of
the Bezgion of the Church, or the Fresbytery to which
the Church belongs., T have just read a letter from a
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minister in the West in which the writer exprogscs the
parnesl hope that Dir. Foadick will awaken to the incon-
gigtency of hiz position and the nen-Christianity of his
views, and return, like many anolher wanderer, to the
Ctross of Chrigt. In this pious wish I am sure ‘that all
right-minded ministers who differ with Dr. Foedick will
join.  Ome of hig own school of thought, in conversation
with me, declared thal Dr, Foadick must he retained to
the Chureh beeamse of hie splendid emphasis on the
zorinl side of Christianity, None wonld deny that cm-
phagis. But why not keep him for a greuater service,
for an emphasis upon the redemplive gide of Christion
ity, the truth that takes in all else?  We may leel that
there ere few instances of men who have gone as far
from historie Chriztianity as he has gone ever relurning
to the faith, Buat what about Tomanes? What ahl_ut
ltegmald Camphell and his “New” Theology, now long
ginee recanted ! The citation of these names gives one
hope that De. Foedick too mey yet speak in aceents which
will rejoive the learts of helievers instend of causing
liem anxiely and sorrow.

But a gineers desire for the return of Dr. FPeadick to
pvangnlical frith, and the sense of pain and anxiety
wlhich lis sermon eccasions, musl nob be permitted o
gtand in the way of an LmI}h‘“LtlL. and earnest rejoinder
an the pari of those who hold the opposite views, and
who helieve that the views held by Th. Fosdick are sub-
vergive of the Christian faith. The greatest need of the
Church to-day i a few men of ability and faith who
are not afraid of being ecalled “bigots™ “parrow,”
“medizval” in their religions thought. T do not mean
to infer that Dr. Fosdick ever go thinka of Lhose who
reputciste his views, for he goes out of his way to rebuke
those of his side who indulge in thia childish pastime.
But more and more thers 13 a tendeney to brand as
illiberal, medizeval and negrrow any man wha differs from
the current of popular religions thought, and declares
it to be non-Chrietian in ifs tendencies. There is &
great discuzsion in the pulpit and out of it as o what
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the Church is to do or not to dn.  The state of opinion
on this subjecl is singularly chaotic at present. But
with all the diversity of opinion as to the work of the
Church, thera seerna Lo be a pretty menmeral agreement
as lo the oue thing whieh the Church iz not to do;
Whatever {he Church is to do or not {0 do, it is not to
defend the faith; it is nof t0 point ouwt the errors and
inconsistencies of those wha stand as the interpreters of
Christiamity. This amazing agrecment would lave
atruck the Christian helievera of slmost SOy nge in
Church history, save cur own, as a very extraordinary
one. The writer of {his ariicle dissents eotirely from
thie popular view, that when n Chrictian man hearas or
redds an utferance of Christian teachers and leaders
which he believes to be irreconcilable with the Gospel
the thing to do is Lo do melhing. Certainly this is not
the course followed by those who are blasting at the
Rock of Ages, and, conscionsly or uncnnacmush, adul-
terating dlst].uf*tl"e and New Testament Christianity
with the conclusions and vagarics of thiz world®: life and
thought. I do not believe iu letting them hold the field
all to themselvss. 1 believe that in {his dey one of the
greatest contributions thal a man cun make to the sncoesa
of the Gozpel is to contend earnestly and intelligently
and in a Christian zpiril, bul nevertheless, conrean, for
the faith,

Whatever one’s thenlngical position may be, one eannot
but feel glad thet Dr. Fosdick has spoken so frankly as
he has. He, ot least, eannot be charged with the c-JTEME
uf subtly cnr ru_phnu Christian doctrines by pretending
to henor them, while 11 the iime evamating them of
their meaning. The recent book by Dr. Sterrett on
“What Iz Modornism *” is mood Etﬂmlﬂﬂ of the for
and bog of much of the rationalistic movement i the
Church. One is puzzled t0 know just what (he man does
believe.  As an elder in one of our Presbyterian
churches paid of his cwn minister: “I really do not know
what our minigter believes ™  He Jnew il was something
atrange, gomething perhape out of harmony with historic
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Ohristianity, but just why or how, he eonld not tell.  Dul
noma can charge Dr, Fasdick wilh sach ehinseation, Both
ralirmaligtics and evangelicals, sherefore, will rejoice that
Dr. Foadick in this sermon leaves oo reader or hearcr
in thn Ieast doubt as to what he belioves, or dishelieves,
ahout the cardinal doctrines of the Christian religion.

Tt iz unforlomate that Dr. Posdick uses the name
“Fupdamentalist.” Tt ie a grand nams, and the man
who elaims it cerlainly puts the burden of prool on those
who differ from him. Put in recent years the name has
come to he applied to a group, who indeed hold
lo conservalive views, but whose chief emphasis s
npen the premillenninl  reign of Christ on this
parlh. In this sense wo are not interested in
the controverey, for we do not  believe that an
opivion, conviction or expectation as o the time of the
second Epiphany of Christ is a fondemental of the
Christian fuith.  Historie Christianity has been wisely
guided here, for no great hody of the Chrishian Chureh
has ever made an opinfon about the TIME of Chrizl’s
advent an article of ite ereed. Inopny recenl controversy
helween rativnulists and evangelicals there has heen
tendeney on the purt of the former to uge chilissm as= o
sort of emoke-sereen and raise the ery of “premillen-
arian,” whereas they know that the strongest amd most
influential currents of thonght in comservalive Profes-
tantiem TR in an altogether dfferent dircetion. The
Prinecton “school” of theology, fur example, as sumimed
up in Charles Hodge's famons eight reasons arainst pre-
millenmialism, has vever had any chiliastic leanings
whatever., But, as we shall see, Dr, Tosdick not enly,
and with some cause, protost: against lhe premillen-
arian propaganida, but goes far beyond that and reduces
the rreat New Testament teaching of the Second Adwilit
of Jesue Christ to & “glittering gensrality.”

Let ue now take up, one by one, the dillerent Christian
dnctrines mentioned in the sermon, and see how Dr.
Fusdick views them. His ¢laim iz that a group of
“Tundamentalists” are drawing a “dead line” in theology




BHALT UnpRLIE? WIN T ¥

nernss which no man may step and live.  Tn atating the
views of the se-called “Fundamentalisis,™ which is of
Little consequence, D, Fosdick statez hiz own viows and
thase of his schoeol of thought, and this 18 of the greates|
eongcguence, for it clears the atmosphere and lets us
pee  the religions chaos which reigns in rational-
istic eircles, They who, above all others, ought to read
thia sermon, ate not the o mservatives and not the ration-
aliats, but the middle-of-the-rosd people who are fondly
hoping that thase echools are divided only by a difference
in words and nemes, and that the two positions ran and
will be reconciled. Dr. Fosdicks sermon shows Lle
imposzibility and the non-desirahility of zuch reconcilia-
tion.  1E D, Fosdiek is right, his views ought to prevail,
and the creed of the reshyterian Churen and of every
other Church in Christendom, save the amaller humani-
larian bodies like the Tnitariang, snd which are really
erecdless, as to either a written or unwritten creed, nnght
to be revised. If this is truth, then let it prmml 110
matter how many churches Eink inte ohlivion. But
whether he is right, or whether the evangelical position
is right, ome thirg all musl now admil: bolh posilions
L-r.LIlﬂL"t be right; one atrst be wrong.

T. The Virgin FRirth, T, Fosdick does not accept
the "le'ir,l:,in Birth as an historie fact. He rejects what
he calls “a npﬁrtﬂ violagical miracle” a2 the explanation
tfor the way in which Christ came into the world. The
Virgin Birth to him is merely an effort on the part of
religions devotlion and fzth to aecount for the manifest
superiovity of the character and person of Jesnz, Buat
lest 1 ghould do him any injustice 1n my summary of this
paragraph of hiz sermon, let me quote his own words:

“Ta believe 1n virgin birth as an cxplanstion of great
personality ia one of the familiar wavs in which the
ancient world was acenstomed to account for unusual
guperiority. Many people soppose that only once in
history do we ron zeross & record of supernatural hirth.
Upun e conlLrary, stories of miracalous geperalion are
among the commonecst troditions of anfiqgmty. Espe-
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cially is this true about the founders of great religions.
According to the records of their friths, Buddha and
varoaster and Lao-Tsza and Mahavira were all super-
nzturully born, Mages, Cemfucing and Mohammeco are
the only great founders of religions in history to whum
miraculons birth fe not attributed,  That is to say, when
a persunalily arose so high that men adored him, the
anvient world attributed his enperiority (o some spoecial
Jivine infiuenee in his gererstion, and they commenly
phrased their Taith in terms of miraculous birth. =0
Pythagoras was called virgin born, aud Plato, and
Augmstus Caesar, and many more. Knowing this, there
are within the evangelical churches large groups of poo-
ple whose opinion sbout our TLord’s eoming would rom
az follows: thoze firat disciples adored Jesus—as we o
when they thought about hig coming, they wera sura
that he came specinlly from God—as we are; this ador-
tion and cmvietion they associated with Gud’s specinl
influsner and intention in his birth—as we do; bul they
phrased it in terms of a binlopizal mirsele that our
modern minds cannot use.  Ho far from thinking that
they have given up anything vital in the New Lesta-
ment's allitade toward Jezus, these Christiana remember
that the twoe men who contribufed most to the Chureh's
theught of the divine meaning of the Christ were Poul
and John, who never even distantly allnde to the virgin
birth.”

Thiz speaks for itself, There wus no Virgin Rirth.
The opening chaptore of 8t Matthew and St. Luke are
pure myth, and the alleged Facts and acta of those pages
are merely a pious, devont and natural efforl of believing
men to aeeounl for the pereonality of Jeens, in mueh
the same way that the followers of Buddha, Zoroaster,
Lao-Taze and Mahavira tried to account for them. Not
only does he repudiate the Virgin Birth, but he states
that opinions on the subject are of litile imporlanec,
in no way affecring vital Christianity. In Lhis connec-
tion he makes the slock remark of the rationaliets about
the two great teachers aof Christianity, 8t. John and St.
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Panl, nover even dislanlly alluding to the Virgin Birth.
1 have often been asked if Dr. Fosdick believes in the
divinity, or better, the deity, of cur Lord. T hope that
he does, and even if in our New Testament we did not
have the accounts of Matthew and Tnke, the deity of
Jesus Christ would everywhere confront us.  We must
grant, too, that God beeoming lesh is a mystery which
the Virgin Birth only partially cxplains. Nevertheless,
{hat is tha explanation given in the Gospels, and the ornly
explanation given. Moreover, if we are to lake that
part of the Gospels as mere plons musing and guessing,
will it not weaken cur regard for the other paria? Ti
for example the slories of the nativily of Jesus are mere
human efforl to acecunt for a personality who defied
human classification, then who can find Tault with the
man who says that the accounts of the Crucifixion of
Jegua are merely imaginalions on the part of His fol-
lowers who wighed o have Him die a glorious and sacri-
ficial death? Or that the aceounts of the Hesnrreetion
are merely the tributes of devolion and admirstion, not
the records of fact, but etories arising out of the convie
tion that Christ was foo great and holy a man to be
held of deatl, and thus in keeping with other lales of
the reappenrancs and reincarnation of great men?  And
so with the Ascension and the Second Epiphany. The
moment we take this view of the account of the Virgiu
Birth, do we pol prepare the way for the repudiation
of anv other part of the Gospel etory by any man who
willa to do sof

No intelligent Christinn is disturbed by the reference
that neither John nor Paul “even distantly allude™ to
the Virgin Birth of Jemms. Tt is parlly ammsing and
partly irritating, the way the ralimalists make use of
Panl and John, When they are telking on the Virgin
Birth of Jesus they cite Paul and*John as the greaf
anthorities of the Church, and yet men who are silent
on this subject. But when they are on a subject euch
ng the Alomement, or the fate of the unbelievera in the
next world, there John and Paul appear in an altugether
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different licht., Now no one knowa whether John wrote
the Gospel that Lears his name; probably not; and as
for Taul, he took the simple teachings of the Galilean
peazant and grafted upon them a mase of doctrines aboul
gin and atonement and justifiention by faith which are
entively foreign bo tewe Christiaoily, For this redlon
it iz amueing to hoar them eite John and Paunl ag on
either side when it comes to the Virgin Birth. The
fact is that hoth 5t John and 8t Panl shove all other
writers of the New Testament teach the Incarnation of
(rod in Jesus and the supernaturval manner of Lhe en-
Lrance of the Soen of (God into this world., The fact that
Paul, for example, while he saye that Christ waz born
of & woman, does not esy that He wae born of o TIroln,
in no way invalidates the anthority of Matthew or Luke,
or lmphe-_-. that he had never heard of the birth of “that
holy thing™ in the womb of the Virgin Mary.

J. A, MacCullech, in the article on Virgin Birth in
Hastings' Encyelopsedia of Relipion and Kthics, points
out that in the case of Foroasler and Buddha, to which
Dr. Fozdick adverts, actual physical generation throngh
lather and molher iz implied in the birth slories of
I!mldhl and 1n the birth storics U" Zoroseter we hove
hiz m"'ruﬂI physical  zeneration™  Suprmatural  ele-
menls are added, but ag Dr. MacCulloch dearly pointe
out, thers 13 no ground whatever for saying ihat the
slories of Lhe birthe of Zovoaster ard Buldhs are com-
parable to the New Testament recount of the Virgin
Birth of Jeaus, Bot this iz a Geld into which it iz not
necessary for me to go, for even if there did exist storics
of the hirth: of great religions leaders throngh a virgin
znd without ordinery process of generation, this would
im no way repudiate nr invalidate the sublime acconnt
in the Goz pels of 21, Malthew and 31, Luke, which tell
of the mnr’*phun of JesuE by ths power -:u'f' the Holy
[Fhost in the womb of the Virgin Mary. The Virgin
Birth was universally aceepled in the early Church, and
1t can hardly be ﬂmmﬂ that to roject the Virgin Belief
iz to break with historie Christianity. The firet denials
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of the Virgin Birth came mainly [rom deistical writers
m the eighteenth century, ‘This rejeelion on the part
ol the deists iz now revived by their lineal descendants,
the retionaliets. Tt is fmportant to note that while
Matthew and Timke are the only Guoepels which give the
gecount of the Virgin Birth, these two Goapels are also
the only Gospels which profess to record 1:}}”_- events of
the birth of Jesus, If in John and Mark we had a
narrative of ths events of the birth of Jesus, and among
those events we shoald find no mention of the Virgin
Birth, then the omission would indsed perplex and
trouble us. Buat John and Muark do not proless to Te-
eordl the events of the birth of Jesus, snd therefore their
omission of the Virgin Birth ig ingigmificant. Certainly
no one would be justified in deawing the inference which
Dr. Fosdick scems to draw, namely, thet because John
and Mark are ailent on the subject they did not accept
the Tact of the Virgin Birlh.

As for 8t Paul, 1t is well to remember that he makes
hardly any referenee to the eacthly life of Jesus beyond
the facts of the Crucifixion and the Resurrection. In
hie work on the Virgin Birth of Christ, Dr. J. Qrr
points ont the indisputable fact that 8t Panl regarded
Whe eulry of Christ into the world as no ordinary event,
and that in speaking of i Taul always employs “some
significant peeuliarity of expression,” such az,“Gad send-
ing Hig Son™ {(Romang 1: 3; §: 12) ; “hecoming in the
Lkeness of men” (Philippians 2: ¥); and the unusazl
Greek form in (alatiang 4: 4, “born of & woman.” The
girple and yel majestic acconnis of Matthew and Take
are inlegral parts of Lhe parratives and cannot be re-
garded as interpolutions ; neither van thev be compared,
a3 one would mnfer Dr. Pordick compares them, with the
pagan myths of mirarlous generation. The reader
knowa that he ia moving in a different world.

One wonld gather from D, Fosdick’s zermon that
beliel in the Virgin Birth is of no matler. even to an
evingelical Christian, and that it iz guite possible (o be-
lieve in the divinily of Christ without believing in the




=]

SALL Uvszninr Won?

Virgin Birth. 17 we pul the matter this way, and imagineg
the New Testament to stand as it is, minus Uhe narmative
of the Yirgin Birth, that is, that none of us had ever
beard of the Virgin Birth, then, of a troth, we could
slill believe in the divinity of Christ. But when one
save, “May I not dismise the Virgin Birth and atill
believe in the divinity of Jeens#* the only sensible and
logieal answer is, “No.®  And for this reazon: The man
who rejects the tremendous miracle given in the Goespels
s explanation for the entry into this wozld of Jasus
Chrisl, shows therehy that although he may elaim to
believe in the divinity of Christ, his idea of that divinily
muzt differ from that of these who secepl the Vicgin
Birth. By their fruits ys shall knew them, and the
real test iz the practical test. Applying (s test we
fdizcover that the great number of those who rejeet the
Yirgin Birth also reject the divinity of our Tord,  "'heo-
relically, the rationalists might argue Lhat they rould
Atill believe in the divinity of Christ although rejecting
the Virgin Dirth; bul as matter of fact and history,
the great mumber of those who repudiate the Vircin
Birth also repadiate the divinity of our Tord.  If a man
really accepts the wonderful fact of the Son of God
bzcoming flesh and enlering our humanity he will not
stumble el the only New Testament acerunt of the
manner of that entry, bt will find in it 4 ground of
laith and an instance of the marvellous condescension
of the God of all grace. If we had the story of the
Sen of God withoat the story of TTis Virgin Bivth, cer-
tainly men would ontdo the pagans in their wild dreams
and gueezcs as to the manner of Tlis coming. Bul
against all that God has provided by giving ug the
revelalion of the facl that Jesus was “conceived of rhe
Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary,”

Dr. Wosdick 18 not a Preshyterian, but he stands in 2
FPresbyterian pulpit and gets hiz bread from a Proshy-
terian congregation. In wiew of this fact how ean lig
holding the purely naturslistie aeecunt of {he stories of
the birth of Jesus be in harmony with his preaching
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in the pulpit of a Church whose Creed, never revoked,
declares  (The Confrasion of Faith, Chapter VITT,
Ariale XT), “The Son of God—when the fulness of
lime was come did take upon Fim man’s nature heing
eonczived by the power of the Holy Ghoel, in the womb
of the ‘."T**n Mary, of her substance™ ¢ Thi ig article of
Lhe creed may be impessible for the “modern®™ mind to
hold ; it may be myth and rubhizh. But myth or fact,
i-'ruth ot Tubbizh, il is 8 soleinn declaration of the Eh:m:h
Trom which Dr. Fosdiek takes his bread,

II. The Inspiralion of fhe Hible. Dr. Fosdick
deseribes two ideas of the inspiration of the DBible,
neither of which, however, are held by a great number of
mtellizent and devou: Chrizlians. On the one zide
there ia whal he calls the “static (note the word, for
it iz the word of the rationalists, and should it go out
of currency, we koow not what they would do) and
mechanical theory of inspiration.” Aceording to this
theory, &ll the parts of the Bible from the Dukes of
Ldsm to the thiresnih Chapter of First Corinthians
Were inerrantly dietated by God to men a good deal

“az a mman might diciste to a stenographer.”  We pass
by the irreverence of this statement, with its offense not
& mnch against url:lmdm.? as against good taste, and
remark that those who hold the New Testament idea
of inapiration, that holy men of old “spuke as they
wore moved by the TToly Ghost have never thought
ol the loly Ghost ﬂwtﬂtm,’z to Moses, [saiah or St
Paul ez The, Tosdick, for instanee, 1o wse his own illus-
tration, might dictate ona of his sermons to a stenog-
rapher.  Wor have the multitudes of Christian: ever
felt that for Paul to remind Timothy Lo feleh the cloak
which he left al Troas, in the house of Carpus, Tequired
the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, ar any kind of inspira-
tion save that of the gloom and dump of the Mamertine
dungeon. Bul there are places in the writings of 8.
Taul whers he makes the most carefnl and solemn elaim
to divine inspiralion, and that what he declares, that is.
hig magnificent interpretation of the Clospel of Christ,
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has been revealed to him by the Holy Spirit.  Every
intelligent Chrislion knows that it i= not entrect to say
that E]ur:n!larutv depends upen the Seriplures in the
historieal #enan, “far Christianit ¥ had established itaci
m the world ae a mnquerm r and regeneraling powsr
hetore there waz an iy New Testament. The Now Tests-
ment was the cxpression of thal Christian life and faith
and the record ol itz establishment. Therefore, every
intellizent Christien knows loo that while Lh“ﬁh“ﬂnn
cama hefore the New Testament, if the New Testument
18 lalge, Christianity also must be false.  The great qnes-
tion at issue 1s not any pecnliar theary of 11131:-11':1%4[111 but
the credibility and sutherity of the Bikle. Perasanally,
T have never heen troubled by the controversics which
have raged nver Uhe guestion of inspiration, Tanging all
the way from harsh, petrified and illogical theovies,
which wenld make a genealogical calalogue with its
gruveyurd of names of equal authority with St Panls
staterment of the redzeming and reconciling lova of (fod
in Christ—all the way rom that to Dr. Fosdick’s ratian-
glizrie theory, Jld].t.-;.l_'_t: that God revesled [limsclf, o
rather misrevealed Tlimself, in crude and false *.wx-t.
in times pasl, sanctioning and appraving much that was
false, but gradually drew away fTom thar misTETTRzET LA
tiom and geve a clearer knowledge of Himsell in the New
Testament, but which reprresentation will EJ'nr]nuhrm’u!hr
e murh l'rn}'n‘rrwl on 1n the furture, rinee there is no
reazon to believe that this “'rn-n;-guuﬁh-a” revelation came
Ly 4 eudden stop witk 8 John or 9t Panl, Tor me the
oreat question is this: Can we rely npon the Bible es
giving us the greal facls as o what God reqmires of man,
and that [:Tm of redemprion which God has rovealed
threugh Jeens Christ? - Does it contain the way of Lifo
Eterral? 0 w0, 1t is inspived of God. Theories of
inzpiration are of ltlle consequence, for the inspiration
of the Holy "4]'r111L iz like the wind—thon hearast the
gound Lhereof, but eanst not tell whenee it cometh or
whither 1t gocth,

But although there iz such a thing az accepling the
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inspivation of the Bible and not being sure as to how it
wag inepived, that is an aliogether dillerent thing from
a theory of inspivation which breaks down the whole
authority of the book., Whenever we Lear men speak as
Drr. Fosdick does abont the Bible, the question of a mode
of inspiration sinks out of gight, and the greater queation
cmerees: Do these men believe that the Bible has any
special authority? Tho they helieve that God spake in
times past by the prophet to the fathers in any clearer
note than He did to Socrates, Confuciv: or Buddha?
Tio they really believe the proplets, to quote the words
of Dr, (lore in his recent aud notable book, “Belief in
God,” “were in touch—as other men were not—wilh
renlity, with the real God; and thal in s long and eon-
tinuous process, more or less gradual, TTe was Teally
coromunieating to them the truth by which men could
live, both about the Divine nature and purpose and about
human nainre?  The Confession of Faith of the Pres-
byterian Church comiences with a declaration about the
Soriptures whieh sayz: “Althengh the light of nature
and the works of creation gnd providence do so far mani-
feat the govdness, wisdom and power of God, as to leave
men inexensable; yet they are not sufficient io give that
kaowledge of Cod, and of Hiz will, which 1s necessary
unte salvation ; therefore it pleazed God to reveal Him-
self and declare ITis will unta His Chureh.”  One puts
down a sermon of Dz, Fosdick and all his schoal with the
improssion that the light of nature was sufficient for
the salvation of wen, and that the Bible is bot a redec-
tion of thut lighl of nalure, coming frim man cnly, and
not from God.

I am sure that even Lhe most pmancipaled modernists
will regret Tir, Fosdiek's unhappr esmpariscn of the
Bible with the Koran, and all believers in the Bible, and
who not anly talk about it but read it, will indignantly
repmdiate hiz assertion that most of the repulsive ideas
which are taught in the Koran are taught somewhere in
the Bible. I deny that the Bible teaches that “God iz an
Oriental monarch, Tatal submission to his will men’s
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chief duty, the nse of force on unbelievers, polygamy

and slaverv.”™ When we come to appalling stalements

such as thiz, the best plan iz not o argue i (o deny,
Farr II.

TII. The Recond Advent,

I have alrendy intimated that L do not adhere to the
premillennial wchool of the New Testament, interprote-
tion. T do belinve that the Charch has been inexensably
silent and negligent in its teaching ns to the future
chaplers in the drama of Thvine redemption, and that
this wide mneglect has prepaved the  wey for much
of the extravagance of the popular premillena-
rian,  Thoughtful eonservatives are mol a  little
perplexed  over the atlilude of some premillen-
ariuns, and sometimes feel that their defenze of historic
Christianity ia not altogether a helpful ome: and
when we hear our pramillenarian brethren dwell with
more emphasis and zeal upon the mechanism of (he tem-
poral kingdom that. i to be sel np here upan thiz carth
than they do upon the redesming love of Chrizt and the
conquest of human nature through the mild reign ol
the Holy Spirit, we are tempted to become impatient
wilh them and 19 ery out gz the prinrez of the Philistines
did, when, sbout to campaign apaiust Israel, they saw
David and his men in their ranks, and said to Achish,
“What do these Hebrews here?®  But there i one thing
ahout the premillenarian concerning which there is o
doubt, and that ia hiz lovalty to the Person and the
claims of Jesus Christ. However much he may be
tempted 1o write history before it has heen made, his
ahzolute loyalty to the Deity of Jesus, Tis Atonement,
and His reign of righteouszness and judgment, is never
questioned.  This ie far more than we can say aboni the
rationalisls and the medernists.  We feel thal it iz but
R poor Christ that they have laft ns, and only a shadow
of the tremendous persanality of the New Testament,

If perchanec the premillenarian has besn a little too
gure in his exegesia and in easting the horoscope of the
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Church and the race, the rationalizi haz gone fo the
other exlreme and has reduced the greal dos {rnu_* of the
Second Advent of Chriet to a mere figure of speech.  So
Tir. Fosdick regards it, for he says, “They" (that iz, the
rationalizte and J.uud&rm-_-.iaj ‘i.hey, 'I:L:-u, gay ‘0 hrist is
coming '  They say it with all their hearts, bt they are
not thinking of an cxternal arrival on the Llﬂud.:. T hey
have assimilated as part of the Divine revalation the
exhilarating inzight which these recent generations have
given us, that development iz God’s way of working out
his will. Man'’s music has been developed from  the
rthythmie neise of beaten sticks ; mun’s painting from the
crude outlines of the cavemen ; man®s architecture from
the crude huls of primitive men. And these Christians,
when ther say Lhat Chrizt is coming, mean that slowly
it may be, but surely, Hie will and principles will be
worked ol by God’s grace in human life and inatifn-
tionz, until He shall ges of the travail of His zoul and
be satisfied? The best possible comment on this iden
of the Second Advent of Chrizt end the final jurispru-
dence of our gpecies i3 Lo sel it alongzide the myste-
vioug vet mighty wilerances of Jesus 1 the last ‘part
of Matthew's l.’:n:ns:]'l-el or the equally mysterions and tre-
mendous utterances of SL. Paul and of 3t, Peter. . What-
ever Chrizl or Paul or Pefor mean or do not mean, we
can be sure of this, that they imply a process of progress
and arrival at perfertion which 15 zomething far different
from Dr. Fosdick’s mild workiog out of the tangles of
life, The Bibla teaches progress and rln:w:lu:upmcnt and
# final arrival at a state of universal peace and righteons-
ness, but it alse feaches that erisis and eataclvam play
their part in bringing ths great goal which meers,
propheta and poets have salufed afar off and contem-
plated throogh their tears. The first advent of Christ
was not acconnted for by any ]rrn,f_-'-ﬂmwn-ﬂut natural
development, althongh it did come in the “fulbess of
timne,” and it is 4:!1111:1'- possible that the Second Advent
will be just as much of an intervention and interruption
ag the first advent was. The rationalizsts do not do jus-
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tiea to thiz plain portion of (he eschatological tenching
of ihe Bible. And even were tkeir ubsurd dreamn lo coma
true, even should the world by the slow working oul of
the powera and principles now lodged in hmanity arrive
2t moval perfection, slill the goal would nol have heen
reached, for there would yet remain a fearful contrast
between this perfect creatnre and his enviranment. S
Father Tyrrell, a viuch more thoughtful modernist than
thase who to-day nre o voeal, sska: “Shall [ITOETRSR eveT
wipe away the wars from all eyes? Prolong lile as it
will, can progress ever conquer dealh, with its terrars
lor the dying, ils toars for the survaving ! (lan it ever
control the earthquake, the tempest, tha lightning, the
cruclties of a nature indifferenl to the ot of man
What Father Tvrrell meant by thede questiona was (hat
net ouly man, but man’s enw ronment, the platform of
hia vivilizetion and life, must he changed and reeon-
structed.  Have Dr. Foadick and his fellow-rvaiionalists
any prezeription for the sacuring of that preat end?
They have not, and they krow that they have not. "Ihus,
even if it ad not been revealed in Scripture, common
serse and common experience would demand enrne such
intervention and snming np of humen affairs as is
involved in the doctrine of the Second Advent.

Then we shall have not only a Messionie vace of -
deemed men, but a Messianic world, In which there ghall
bee complete and blezasd pesce not only between man and
(ocl, and between man and man, but betwesn man and
the beast and betwoeen man and the sarth,  This was the
age saluted by rapl Tsaiah when he sang, “Apd the wolf
ahall dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down
with the kid; and the ealf and the ¥oung lion and the
fatling together ; and a little child shall lead them. And
the cow and the bear shall feed ; their young ones ghall
lic down together, and the Tem shall et etraw like the
ox, and the sucking child shall play on the hole of the
aep, and the weaned child shall put his hand on the
vockatrice® den. They shall net hurt nor destroy in
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all My holy mountain ; for the sarth shall be full of the
knowledge of the Lord, as the walers cover the sea”

The great error of the Hetionalizte in their sketch of
the futnre and in their dealing with the New Testament
teachingr of the coming of (thrist, iz that they confine
!hf‘lh-—{']'.-:“-“. to laws and principles, and forget that there
1% something  beyond this. “And these  Christian: 0
writes Dr. Fosdick, meaning himsell and other Ration-
alista, “when they say that Chrizt is coming, mean that
slowly it may be, but gurely, Tlis will and prineiples will
he worked out by God's grace in human life and insti-
tutions, until lle shall see of the travail of His soul and
he satisfied.”  Hvangelical, New Testament Chriztians,
believe that too. DBut they believe that the coming of
Chirisl means more than just e eslablishment of juslice
in the carth. To them it means alzo the bostific vision:
1t means the Tresemee and the companionship of Him
Whom, not having seen, we yet love ; on 1IF'F’]'L-:mzl thnuﬂ'h
now wo sce Him nnl, el Leliz vmf‘-" e _l!‘l_'JliJII:_:-E “lth Joy
unspeaksble,  This and gooree of passaaes like it in the
Now Testament can have only one meaning, namely, that
rich and precmuﬂ- though the present relationship of
the bhaliever with Jesus Chrisl is, there iz something vet
egreater in store.  When, ac :'Ur-:hta-* to the old leg: nd
Jeang appearaed io T}lulrlﬂa Aguings and said to hun
“Thomas, thon hast written well of Me; what 1.1-'{:-:11d5t
theun have 7 the greal schoolman replied, “Thyself,
Lord I “Thyeslf, Lord | that iz the consummation of
the Christian life and expertence.  Here we have if in
[aith and anticipation, but when Christ comes the second
time we shall have il in glogious realily.,  Righleonsness
i to come, and the Chuarch is fo ke vindicated, and sin-
nara ave to be judped, and erooked ways made straight,
and the rough places pl.un hut it ought not to be neres-
sary, yel apparently is, to remind the rationalists that
Chrizt 12 more thean a principle of righfeonsness and jus-
tice, and that the coming of 1lim upon Whose breast
John Teaned al the Bupper, Who said to the fishermen
of Galilee, “Follow Me!” to Peter, “Lovest thou Me?”
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and fo Paul, “Why persecutest thoy M ' —the coming
0f this Christ must mean nothing less lhan & personal
uud hlessed and glovious manifestation of Wimself to
those whe have believed on Him, and who, amid the
shadows and teials of this world, have followad Him as
Lord and Mastor.  'I'n the Hatiomalists this hlessed can.
aummation of the Christian experience speme to moan
nothivg,  They talk about Chrizt as if He wore only a
name for a prineiple, snd seem nol to know that Josys
to Whom Thomas eried out, “My God and my Twrd 1
And when Chriat eomes, low zhall they preet Him who
in thia lile, and even sz Hiz ministers, have spoken of
1im in sach a way aa to lead men to believe that He was
not eonceived by the Holy Ghost and born of the Virgin
Mary ; that TTe did not take our place and lear onr eins
ou the cursed tree; that He did cot rise again from (he
dead, and that He will noi come again n glory?  Tlow
shall they greet Him, and what shall they say o Him?
Ta talk neceptahly to slkeptical university boys, or per-
gons inclined do unbelief, and write for racionsliziio
papers, 18 one thing; it fa another thing to stand before
Lhe judgmenl seat of Christ. Now thoso great swelling
words abuut “progressive” revelation, “dynamie” Chris
tanity, “the modern mind,” ete., ele., sink ard shrivel
and disappest.  Wo minieter ghould Preach or write a
sermon which he would not be willing to place in the
hands of Jesns should He appear in peraon.  Conld the
suthore of these ralionalistic SErmIQns, sermon: which
tend to destroy men’s faith in the Etornal Son of (Gad
as their alone Iledeemer, meet Christ with canfidence,
and would they feel like placing in Tlis hands the sermon
wlueh hag denied Him before moen?

IV. Tke Atonement,

Dr. Fosdick docs not dwell at lemgth on this eenfral
docirine of Christianity, bat in the vory eentencs in
which he cariealures the traditional evangelical balicf
i the Atonement, he revealz his complete and profound
aversion to the New Testament toachi ng on that great
and mysierious subject, Lle thus deseribes the theary
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of the Atomement as held by the Fvangelical Schonl
“That the blood of vur Lord, shed in a substitulionary
death, placates an alienated Deily and makes poszible
weleome for the relurning siuner,”

Lvery Christian knows that there is a differegee be-
tween the faet of the Atonement and any theory of ir.
But it ia inconceivable (lut any 1man should receive The
fact of the Alonemant, the death of Christ [ur gin, and
nol be inlerested in the explination of that fact, The
rationslizts now write of the theclogy of St Paul as
an intelligent man’s honest effort o give some rationnl
explanation of how he is saved, and how it ig that the
death of Chrisl makes possible the forgiveness of sin.
Why, may we nsk, are the rationalisls not interestad in
giving some explanstion of the Afonement? If the
great primary fact of Christinnity, the death of Christ

for the remiszsion of sing, is (e rock upon which their.

feet stand, their refums and their hope, why are they
nat inure interested in the meaning of that fact? Wh

i 1t that the only time they talk aboot the Atonement is
when they arc assailing the tradilional views of his
toric Christianity ? Why ia it that the only interest
they betray in the Atonement is to deny the explanations
of other believers? 8t Paul, whom Dr. Fosdick quotes
13 one of the two great Christian tenchers, made the
death of Christ, and the substitutinnary and vicarious
explanation of that death, the one grand themeo of his
preaching. To the Corinthiane he said, “T delivered
unto you, first of ail, how that Christ died for cur sins
according to the Seriptures. ls there in the whole
world to-day a rationalist or a modernist whe ean BELY
that to any ity or church where he has preached ?

At the eloze of his scvmon Dr, Fosdick Bayz, “Tt is
almnsl unforgivable that men should tithe mint and
alige and cummin, and quarrel over thom, when ihe
world is perishing for tlie lack of the weighlier mattera
of the law, justice, merey and faith® Te thus likens
the guestion of the Virein Birih of our Tiord, the Inspira-
tion of the Bible, the Second Advent of Christ, and the
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Atonement to mint, anize and esommin, To me thia geems
an almost unpardonable flippancy on the part of one who
:-'E_F,—_:zI]-ZI:I as a teacher of Eh‘rjﬁﬁanil__-r', ?Ij]:-jpe;_;iul[:r nstonnd-
ing it 15 to hear a man =0 speak of opinions about the
teath of the Lierd Jesus Christ. Francis Lurretin, whom
Dale calls the greatest of Cualvinistic theologians, evi-
dently thounght differently aboui the Atonement, for
he wrote of it as “the chief part of cur salvation, the
znchor of Faith, the refuge of Hope, the mle of Charity,
the sure foundation of the Christien religion, and the
richest treasure of the Christien Church, 8o long as
this doctrine is maintained in itz integrity, Christianity
itself and the peace and blessedness of all who believe in
Jesus Chrigt, urs beyond the reach of danger; but if it
is rejected, or in any way lmpaired, the whale structare
of the Christisn faith musl sink into decay and min,”

Our chief complaint against the vationalist and mod-
ernist is not their writings and sayingme about the Deity
of our Lovd, the Bille, the Second Advent, but their
rejection of the one great truth of Christianity, thet
throngh Lis death we have remission of our sing and are
justified wilh God.

Div. Foedick contends against a conspiracy on the part
¢f those whom he calle “Fondamertaliats,” and who
perhaps so name themselves, to put out of the Charch
all thoae who do not agree with them in every particular.
T have not heard of such a conspiracy and have never
been asked to join it. At the same tire, I believe that
a8 long as the Preshylerian Church has nol abanduned
and repudiated it: Confessiom of Faith, any man in any
of ils pulpits holding and declaring the views of Dr.
Fozdick oveapies an anomalons and inconsistent position,
Their “New™” Theology seems to carry with it a “new™
maralily aleo. As for puiting them out, that eonld easily
be done, for (hey are a small minority in the Church:
althowgh at present the seeel minority. But I am coming
to think less and less of excizion and excommunication
az o means of preserving the Church from false teaching,
not heenuse of any base and ignoble fear on the part of
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thse who might sp proeeed of heing ealled “heresy hun-
ters,™ “mn:u._Lml ™ e, bul beewse T wm convineed ihat
the Tar more useful course to pursuc ie to declare the
whole connsel of God so clearly and fearlessly that the
whole world may know that there is a dilference betwesn
what iz Christianity and what 1a not Christienity. How-
ever D, Foedick and his companions may worry about
processe: of cxeision and ecclesiastieal trial, and so
being put cut of the Church, the sad thing 1s that in the
minds of thousands upon thousands of Christians they
are alroady owd of the Chureh, and no act of an ecele-
siaglical court eould malke the fast more real.  Our duty
is to pray thot they may be brought back into the C hurch
and help to tmld np and adorn where hitherlo they
have only wounded Llis mystical Body, which is the
Church.

In hiz celebrated Awtobiography, John Stuart Mill,
in deseribing the attitnde of his father towards Clris-
tiznity, says that he looked with indignation upon the
identification of the worship of the Christian God with
Christianity. The son confesses the same aversion, and
thinks the day will come when we shall have a Chris-
tianity with God left out. Tor me this sums up better
than snything T have ever read the menace of the
rationalistic and modernist movement in Protestant
Christianily. The movement iz slowly secularizing the

‘hurch, and if permitted to go nnehecked and nnchal-
lenged, 1.“]] gre long produes in our churches o new kind
of Ch wiskinnity, o Christinnity of opinions and principles
and good purposes, bt a C hristinmity without worship,
wit muL God, and without Jesus Christ.
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