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CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION
T. A STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Men are curious belngs. They like to know. According
to the Biblical account of the fall of man he was tempted and
fell at this vefy point. The frult of the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil was desired by Adam and Eve to
make them wise, The Biblé shows that they satisfled this
desire to thelr own detriment. By a little observatlon, or
even introspection, one can see that man still has this desire
to know. A trip to the 11brary; to inspect the multitudinous
volumes on a myrlad of subjects, should convince the most
skeptical person of the human desire to know. Men not only
want to know, they also want to know how and why they know.

The same library would contain many volumes treating
the sources and nature of knowledge. Some of the gresatest
minds in history have dealt with thls problem. Socrates,
Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, Aquinas, Roger Bacon, Francis
Bacon, Locke, Hume, Leibnitz, Splnoza, Kant, Hegel and many
other emlnent men have seriously studied the problem of
knowledge.

It has been possible to show that revelatlon 1is not

just a historical problem, but that 1t also has current



2
interest in many circles. Robert Hutchins, one of America's
leading educators, has expressed very cogently the need for
revelation.

If we omlt from theology falth and revelation, we are
substantlally In the position of the Greeks, who are
thus, oddly enough, closer to us than are the Middle
Ages. 1 '
Hutchins has come very close to the heart of the matter.
The glory of the Greek civilizatlion 1s undeniable. ‘The
Greeks, however, were still in search of the Good, the True,
and the Beautiful. They had progressed as far as the human
mind, unalded by Supernatural Revelatlon, could travel.
From much of the materlal avallable today, 1t seems that
twentleth~century man 1s in the same position.

One of the world's well-known scientists, In dealing
with the problem of 1ife, has admltted the inadequacy of
his own fleld of knowledge to provide a whole view of life,
and therefore has sought Iintegration with other sources of
knowledge. Without fércing his admission of need for a
proper philosophy into a need for revelation, the followlng
gquotation nevertheless has indicated the lack in his field.
It is the needs 1n the various flelds whilch point to the
overall need which 1s troubling the minds of some of the

great thinkers of today.

, 1 Robert Maynard Hutchins, The Higher Learning in
America (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1948), p. 65.




« » & problem not to be Investigated ccmpletely by
the analytic method of sclence, which deals with it in
successive aspects, and, in each tries to reduce it to
1ts simplest terms; a problem which needs also the
synoptic view of philosophy, by which we can "see life
steadily and see 1t whole"; a problem the solution of
which, could we reach 1t, would show us also the
solution of subordinate problems, and glve us a firm
basls for ethica, aesthetles, and metaphysics, the inner
meaning of the Good the Beautiful, and the True.

These quotations were not Intended to be extenslve, or even
representative, but they do illustrate the thinking of grest
men In the places of leadership In this day. If men in
these areas of learning are concerned with this source of
knowledge, 1t seems that theologlans ought also to attempt
a solution.

In moving from the flelds of education and sclence
to the fleld of theology, it has been found that one of the
world's best=known living theologlans has written much
pertinent comment on thls subject. Emil Brunner has sald,
"Christianlty is elither falth in the revelation of God in
Jesus Christ or it is nothing." S Bprunner has been a
popular exponent of the Crisis Theology snd is wldely-read
today. Due partly to this man and others in the same

movement, there has been ever increasing Interest in

2 Sir Willliam Cecil Dampler, A4 Hiatory of Sclence
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1949) P. 320.

S Emil Brunner, The Theology of Crisis (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 19355, Pe 2o



revelation. Regardless of the meaning of the word
"revelation”, as used by these writers in their various
flelds, it 1s evident that men are aware that nelther sclence
and reason together nor sclience and reason separately a;e
able to answer the problems of life. Something beyond these
is necessary. Thils demand 1s helghtened by the complexlty
and speed of the age in which we live. Men are looking for
an absolute. As Brunner has said, "An age ﬁhich.has 1ostrits
falth in an absolute has lost everything." 4 The search for
values, the quest for goals, the longling for an absolute, the
lack of motlvatien, tﬂe admission of the need of something
else has been, to the wrlter of this thesis, an indlecation
that men are In need of a revelation.

Some of the above quotatlions are very strohg statements
indeed, and the chronlec problem of knowledge, especlally that
phase of knowledge which men have called revelation, iIs under
more intensive conslderation than ever before. In times
past, a matter of indifference has been considered a safe ;
position to take. Today thls 1s not the case. Men's hearts
are falling them for fear. The world has shrunk into one
community. Ideologles seem 1rrecenqllable, and natlons are
afrald of one another. Weapons of war are more devastating

than ever before, and informed men are fearful as they

4 Ibid., p. 8.



speculate on the possible horrors of another war.

Education is in possession of more facts than at any
other time In history, but lacks Integration and unity. The
Harvard report, one of the latest and best known of education-
al works, dealt specifically with this problem of unity in
education. In this analysis there was an admlsslion that
Christian colleges have,

e « « namely, the conviction that Christianity g&ves
meaning and ultimate unlty to all parts of the
curriculum, indeed to the whole 11fe of the college.
Yet this solution is out of the questlon in publlicly
supported colleges and 1s practically, if not legally,
impossible in most others. S

No reason was given fer this hastf dismissal, but that
has not been the concern of this study. The pertinent fact is
that schools which respect revelation have a unifying force.
This must have been the implicatlion, because indifference
in regard to revelation is the major distinetion between
Christlan colleges and ether types of colleges.

The problem of revelatlion is drawing the attentlion
not only of individual men but also of movements. Revelation
is one of the most Important problems which can be entertalined

by the minds of men. In the light of the current emphasis

upon this subject a consideration of the matter has been in

5 Harvard University. Committes on the Objectives of
a General Education in a Free Soclety, General Educatlion in
8 Free Soclety (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1948), p. 39.




order. Recently, Carl F. H. Henry has said, ". . . the
choice 1s between Nihilism and Revelationism." ©
The whole area of eplstemology or criteriology has
been considered, some distinctions made, and some definitions
clearly staﬁed.k VWiebster's Unabridged Dictionary has listed
one definition of revelatlon as, "The act of revealing; the
disclosing to others of what was before unknown to them; also,
that which is revealed."™ 7 The theologlcal definition is,
The act of revealing or communicating divine truth:

specif., disclosure or manifestation of Himself or of

His will by God to man, as through some wondrous act

that awes and lmpresses, through oracular words, signs,

laws, etc., or through the insplration of the Holy Spirit:

as the revelation to the Jews assembled around Mt. Sinai." 8
The word "revelation" has been used, in thls paper, in the
theological meaning. Thils has made revelatlon a special and
separate source of knowledge. The writer has held that
other sources of knowledge are reason and experlisnce or
empirical knowledge. Probably the authors compared would
not all conform to thls simple treatment of the subject,

but clear definitions in approaching thelr position have

been helpful in ascertalning thelr definitiana. The word

, 6 Carl F. H. Henry, The Protestant Dilemma (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Wm, B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1948), p. 40.

7 Webster's New International Dictionary of the English
Language (Springfield, Mass.: G. C. Merriam Co,, 1911), D. 1824.

8 Loc. clt.



"doctrine" has had no speclal connotation but has meant
simply "a teaching." The problem of revelation is a

ma jor problem and can not be exhaustively treated in one
paper. The segment selected for this paper is but a minute
part of the whole toplc. Three contemporary theologlans
have been selected and thelr views of revelation compared

and contrasted wlth the Wesleyan view.
II. JUSTIFICATION OF THE PROBLEM AND PROCEDURE

The statement of the problem, consldering the
importance of the doctrine of revelation, and the variety\
of views on the subject was In the ﬁriter's opinion, the
strongest justlflicatlien for thls paper.

Voices from every quarter are crying fer the solution
of this problem which, in turn, answers many other queries
concerning man's origin, purpose, and destiny. ZElther God
has spoken or He has not. On a matter of such importanse,
there should be no room feor ignorance, dlstortion, or
speculation. The question of an absolute 1s in ﬁhe balance.
That the problem i1s critical has been evidenced by the host
of writers it has attracted. Just as the number of cooks
does not always improve the broth, so the number of writers
does not necessarily asgure light on any topic. On the
contrary, awareness may be‘kindled by the number of writers,

but the darkness only increased by the conflicting views in



thelr works. The lack of unanimlty calls for further
investigation.

This disagreement hés been especlally provocative of
further study since 1t arises from those who call theﬁselves
Christians and who should be in agreement at this point. A4
more striking difference has been found when two of the same
denomination differ at thls point. Nothing more would be
needed te warrant the study as a whole, but attentlon has
been glven to justifying the procedure and the persons and
systems selected.

With the many volces that are ralsed today on the
problem of revelation, 1t was necessary to be selectlve.

The Wesleyan vlew has been chosen as the standard of measure,
for several reasons. Wesley was a scholar and fellow at
Oxford. Thls university, although prominent among the
educational institutlons of today, does not enjoy the
dominance that %t had in Wesley's day. This now world-famous
man, from this great universlity, was the founder of what has
become the world's largest Prdtestant denomination. The view
of such a man should be respected. |

Also, the writer of this paper has been trained 1n the
Wesleyan tradition., This background and famillarlity with the
subject has been an asset. In additlon, the writer 1s a
member of the curlous race of which he has written and was
interested in examining the theological position In which he

finds himself as well as retalning, discarding, or correcting



thls position as the facts presented themselves. The
Wesleyan view must not be consldered the view of just John
Wesley. It 1s also the view of the men with whom he
laboured and#those who followed him.
In one sense, it is hardly just to limit an appralsal
of Methodlsm's theology to the writing of Wesley who
~ was the evangellst and organizer of the movement but
not 1ts scholar. For a more lelsurely and thorough
exposition of Methodist doctrine the standard authorities
are Flethcher, Clgrke, and Watdon. 9
The three contemporary theologlans, whose works have
been considered In this paper, are very wellwknown and very
influential. Their influence slone would seem to Justify
thelr selectlon yet more specific reasons were necessary
for an inclusion in this study. Georgla Harkness is professor
of applled theology at Garrett Biblical Institute, a Methodist
school. Edwin Lewls is professor of systematic theology at
Drew Theological Seminary, also a Methodlst school.
Although Nels F. S. Ferre is not, at present, teaching in
& Methodlst school he has been a lecturer at Garrett Bibllcal
Institute and is to begin teaching at Vanderbilt University
on approximately February 1, 1950, Vanderbilt University 1is

a Methodist school. These various professors should present

the Wesleyan vliew, to be conslstent with the traditional

9 George Allen Turner, "Is Entire Sanctification
Scriptural?® %unpubllshed Doctor's dissertation, Harvard
University, Cambridge, Mass., 1946), p. 211,
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Methodist doctrine.
III. ORGANIZATION OF MATERTAL

- The individual poslitlions have been set forth one at a
time. Blographlcal information has been glven first. Then
the phllosophlcal approaches or presuppositions were
considered. Next, the theologlcal position was set forth as
élearly as possible. Syﬁmetry was striven for to facllltate
comparison., The W§sleyan view was treated separately. After
this waé done, a chapter was devoted to comparing, contrasting,
and evaluating the vliews of each of the three contemporary
theologlans with the Wesleyan view. Chapter VII 1s the

conclusion of the subject.



CHAPTER IT
THE POSITION OF GEORGIA HARKNESS
I. BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Georgla Harkness was born in Harkness, New York in
1891. She was ordained In the Methodlst ministry in 1926.
The instltutions at which she has studled and the degrees
she has attalned form an Impressive list. Some of these
schools and degrees are as follows: Cornell University
( A.B. 1912 ); Boston University ( M.A. 1920, M.R.E. 1920,
Ph.D, 1923 ); Harvard University; Yale Unlversity; and
Unioﬁ Theological Seminary. Also, from Boston University,
she now has the degree of Litt.D. The record of service
of Georgia Harkness 1s one of notable achlevements. She
has been the teacher of English Bible at the Boston Unlver-
sity School of ﬁéligieus Education, 1919-1920; assistant
professor of religious educastion, Elmira College, 1922,
associate professor of phllosophy 1923, professor of philo-
sophy 1926-1937; assoclate professor, Mount Holyoke Ceollege,
1937-1939; and slnce 1939 she has been the professoyr of
applied theology, Garrett Biblical Institute. According to
one blographer, she 1s the flrst woman to hold a professorship
In theology at & semlnary, and 1s the only woman member of

the American Theologlcal Soclety. She 1s not only a
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theologlan but a poet. Her experilence in ecumenical
conferences is broad, having been a delegate to the Oxford
and Madras Conferences, and a member of the Board of Strategy
on the international crisis called by the World Council of
Churches. As with most contemporary authors 1little blograph-
l1cal materlal has been made available. Nevertheless, the

above Information should aid in apprecleting her work.

ITI. PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE _OF REVELATION

Before the doctrine of revelation can be properly
consldered, the phllosophical assumptions of the writer
should be examined. If a person were a thorough and
conslstent naturalist, when anything In the Scriptures
would appear as Supernatural he would be obligated to explain
it according to-his presuppositions. Consclously or unconsci-
ously one judges &ll thlngs by that which he has accepted as
his authorlity. Whille there was nowhere an extensive treatise
speciflically on this subject, at least a fair idea of
Harkness' philosophy may be galined by studying some of her
many writings.

In treating of the subject of authority in the
Christian church, and how that authorlty has shifted from
time to time, she deélarés an attitude toward the Bible which

may be helpful.
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For centuries 1t was the authorltarian Church, wilth

its prlesthood and sacraments, that held Christianity

and the soclal order together. Then came the Protestant
Reformation, vhich substituted an authoritarlion Beok

for an authoritative church. The Reformation theology,
with 1ts doctrine of sols Seriptura, sola gratia, sola
fide, was powerful but obdurate In the teeth of sclentific
fact and 1t was bound to be challenged by the rationalism
of the Enlightenment. Yet Christian faith could not die,
and delsm, with 1ts defence of a spiritual universe

Yoy the natural light of reason", became the refuge of '
many minds.l

There seem to be implicatlions, in this phrase, that Harkness
believes that the Bible 1s unscientific, unreasonable, and
unessential for the Christlan falth. The Bible was sald to
stubbornly withstand the scilentiflc facts, which certalnly
would be unnecessary if it were In harmony with science.

The Bible was inevitably to be challenged by reason, which
could not be done if the Bible were logically consistent and
also in harmony with other truth. In splte of these things
the "Chrilstian falth could not die." While this may not
imply that the Bible 1s entirely unessential to the Christian
falth, there appears no necessity for an infalllble Bible.
Cerﬁainly any such views as these are materlally important
in dealing with revelation as a whole or with any specifie
problems pertaining to revelation. In the same dissertation
two warnings are glven against using the Bible as autﬁority

for the Christian faith.

1 Georgia Harkness, The Falth §z Which the Church Lives
(New York: The Abingdon Press, 1 1946), p. 53.
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As for the Blble, most people, at least most people

sufflclently informed to be minlsters of the gospel,

recognlze the dangers inherent in the proof text method.

It 1s a trulsm that one can prove anythlng one likes

from the Bible. . . . The revolt against Fundamentalism

has centered upon the other great plitfall of reliance

on the authority of the Blble, namely, the disregard

of hilstorieal and scientiflic fact that ensues from bellef

in the literal inspiration.2
In both points 1t 1s plain that Harkness definitely does not
belleve in the literal Ilnsplration of the Seripture. To
briefly sum up these views, one might say that the Bible is
Inconsistent with 1tself and that 1t 1s inconsistent with
selentiflc and historlical facts. More reasons for rejecting
the Bible as final authority are found In another section

of the same book, The Faith By Which the Church Lives.

I have sald that for our ultimate authorlity we must

locok to the mind of Christ, and that here we find the

Index to the proper use of every other kind of Christian
authority. I have not clalmed that here we find eny
meter-stick, any infallible rule or mechanlically applicable
guide to Christian bellef or aetion. It is only as one
finds within his own ex%erienee the meaning of the

first Christlan creed, Jesgs is Lord" that the mind of
Christ has meaning for him.,*

This 1s not the place for elsboration or criticism of
Harkness' views, but since the intention 1s to set forth
her views coneérning revelation as clearly as possible, 1t

wlll sufifice to hote that In the above paragraph she has

2 Ibld., p. 56.
3 Ibido, Pe 74.
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raised an "index" to every other kind of Christian authority.
In speaking of the various kinds of Christian authority she
refers to flve maln sources: The church, the Bible, the
world of nature, the Holy Spirit, and the person of Jesus
Christ.? It does seem as if the index, by which the other
authorities are judged, has become a higher authority.
Perhaps thls should be borne Iin mind as she deals wlth the
Bible in different aress and difcumstances. The important
fact, for immedliate consideration, is that the Blble is not
an unique authority. The:Bible is but one of five authorities.
These authoritles, she warns, can be abused. However, for
the fullness of the gospel, she suggests that all be used.

Any of these approaches may be perverted or it may
be used with power. The full richness of the gospel
message requires that all be employed, and used wlthout
the narrowness that has too often made them snares
instead of guldes.®
The problem of authority 1s so important that more time has
been spent at this point. For her, the alternatives of
Christlan authorlty are threefold. She rejects the choosing
of one of the authoritlies to the exclusion of the rest. She
also rejects the possibility of finding a new basis of falth,

because she feels it woﬁld be leaving the bounds of historle

Christlianlty. The third alternative 1s to make a synthesis

4 Ipta., p..s2.
5 Ibid., p. 55.
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of these approaches under some gulding and uniting principle.
This is the attempt of evangelical liberalism, with which she
classes herself. Thls synthesizing principle Hgrkness has
designated as "the mind of Christ."™ Earlier in this paper
1t was stated that Harkness held that the Bible was not
essentlal to the Christlan faith as the sole or final
authofity. She does believe that revelation 1s possible
and that authority is in some way tled up wlth revelation.

She recognizés that authorlty 1s essential, and therefore
revelation as well, Nétural theology 1s held to be lnadequate.
Some other revelatlon 1s needed. After speaking of the values
of natural theology, while revealing the Ilnadequacies, she i-
treats of the need of further revelatlon:

But I do not find, save in the Bible, the assurance of

a God who 1s Father and Redeemer - - of a living, loving,
saving Delty who in grace and mercy condemns, yet forgives
his sinning children and empowers them to new life... . .
If there 1is no revelatlon, or only such general revelation
as 1s discernible through nature, there is only such
salvation as man can discover for himself through a

right use of nature. This 1s much, but not enough.
Without a living God who takes the Inltiastive 1n reveallng
himself in love and saving men from sin, there can be

no religion -~ good religion. But %t 1s not the religion
of Christianifgith. It is primarily thils lack of
authorlty for the central assumptions of the Christian
gospel of redemption that makes deflclent any philosophy
of religlon that excludes the more-than-natural.?

6 Ibid., p. 70.
7 Ibid., p. 60.
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The last phrase sounds like a very cautlous departure from
naturalism with no Indlecation of how far the journey from

that terminal has been. Webster'!s New International

Dictionary gives us a theologlcal definition of naturalism,

"The doctrine that religious truth is derlived from nature
and not from revelation; the denlal of the miraculous and
supernatural in religion."8 It should be observed that where
any decision must be made concerning naturalism or super-
naturallsm she, Iln nearly every case, decldes from the point
of vliew of the naturalist. Such a crucial lssue as this is
of major importance when dealing with speclal revelatlion.
Therefore some preclse statements have besen quoted that
helped to determine her stand at thls point. A rather
interesting approach to the phllosophlcal basis of revelation
1s found iIn her sontrast of first and twentieth century
throught. Stating that 1t is difficult to appreciaste thelr
point of view, she contlinues,

Yet 1t 1s not Impossible to do so, and barring the fact

that miracle was e concept far more congenial %o that

day than to ours, the lripression which Jesus made upon

his contemporaries and thelr immediate successors was

not radically different from what happens In our day

when men are confronted wlth Christ. . . . Jesus spoke

mainly to the needs of Indivlduals -~ fearful, lonely,

bewlldered, possessed of the demons of psychic dlsorder,
1llness and sin: So does he now.

8 Webster's New Interna¥ional Diectionary of the English
Language, p. 1439, )

9 The Faith By Which the Church Lives, p. 75.
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Why was miracle a more congenlal coneept to that day than
to ours? The answer lies In the fact that in Jesus' day
supernaturalism was a soclally acceptable philosophy, though
not even then was 1t a unlversal belief. It must be admltted
that the twentieth century has been largely dominated by
the philosophy of naturalism. As no mention 1s made of
Harkness' personal polnt of vliew, 1t can only be impliled
that she agrees with the twentleth century attitude in
which she has been tralned. An evidence that thils is not
an 1njnsticeyto her 1s the last sentence which dé-personalizes
’demons. The demons In the Bible are beings with names, who
speak and hear, think and act. The right view 1s not the
question here, but rather which vliew 1s the one accepted by
Harkness. 4&nother quotation has assisted In determining her
philosophical approach to the Bible and iIn vindicating what
apprasisal has already besn made by the writer. Treating the
humanity of Jesus, Harkness has written,
e « « Insofar as he was a human figure - - and he mst
have been fully human, else he could not be the Word
made flesh -~ he stands In direct historical continuity
with his past. When God chose to manifest himself in
human flesh, he d1d not go outslide of the stream of

history to do it. Jesus 1s the revelation of God in
history -- not as a mutatlon or sport, an aberration or

an Incident in discontinulty from environing circumstance--

but as the chlld of his past and the child of his times.
This I believe to be in keeping with all dilvine
revelation. God cannet be reduced to a natural pheno-
menon or to a soclal process; yet God never speaks save
through nature and socliety. The more-than-natural 1is
to be dlscerned in the natural, not outside of 1t; the



19
more-than-humen in the human, not in some 1lsclated
realm. All the problems of the revelation of the natursl
to the supernatural, of the hlstorical to the trans-
historical, of the lmmanence to the transcendence of CGod,
are foreshadowed, and the answer to these problems given
in its most convincing form, in the fact that the Son of
God was the son of man, and a good Jew,l0

Out of all the phillosophlcal signiflcance compressed into

the above sentences there should be no doubt as to the

matter presented. The concepts of, and even the vernacular
of , the naturalists are evident. The writer of this thesls
confesses amazement at such phrases as "the more-than-human
in the human." However, the denial of discontinulty would
surely keep Harkness out of the ranks of the supernaturalists.
After speaking of the doctrine of man, noting the historical
Augustinisn and Pelaglan controversy, she refers to the
present controversy as only between the Barthlan and liberal
schools. No mention is made of the Wesleyan position,

which Indlcates that, to her, 1t 1s represented by one of

the above or 1s too insignificant to mention. Without
becoming involved in her doctrine of man, there are other
positions besides the one just mentioned which will have a
bearing on any of her doctrines, including that of revelation.
For instance, in dealing with the problem of the freedom and

the finlteness of man Harkness tends toward paradox and mskes

a statement that will be far reaching in interpreting the

10 1p14., p. 81.
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Bible. "The judgements of Christian falth when 1t is

virile are always paradoxlical."ll

In her newest book, The Gospel and Our World, Harkness

speaks at length of Roman Cathollclism, fundamental Protestent-
ism and liberal Protestantism. It 1s an sttempt at an appralsal
of the liberal Protestant church with a view toﬂlisting its
assets and liabllities. There 1s little 1n this book relative
to the subject of revelatlon but whatever can be gleaned
will be helpful. She classifies herself as a "middle-of -
the-roader" theologlan, between the right of neo-orthodoxy
and the left of scientific humanism. "Saving faith" is
suggested as a needed emphasis in liberal churches. The
authoritarian groups seem to exceed the liberal groups in
amount and concreteness of religious Instruction. Her
suggestion, as contalned in the following paragraph, glves
evidence that she believes the liberal group has a broader
concept of revelation.
Is indoctrination wrong? It depends on what is
indoctrinated. There can be no real educstlon without
the passing on to the next generation of the herltage of
the past. If liberal Protestantism has a broader
conception of revelation and hsence a rlcher content of

truth, 1t has accordingly the greater obligation to

Impart them to the people with concreteness and power.12

1l 1pig., p. 147.

12 Georgia Harkness, "The Gospel in the Churches,"
The Christian Advocate, 124:7, October 27, 1949,
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Whatever revelation there 1s will be approached from the
liveral point of view, With somewhat of a basis for
understanding Harkness' approach to revelation it is time

to examine her trestment of revelation inself,
ITII. THE THEOLOGICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

It is one thing to make an intelligent distinction
between theory and practice and qulte another to maintain
this distinction consistently. Is not theory practical, and
the practical merely an expressién of thaory? Even in the
field of science, which 1s the fleld of controlled experiment,
exact measurement, and sclientific method, this distinctlion
1s not always apparent. Many current wrliters deal with the
relationshlp of research sclence to practical sclence.

Frank H. Hurley, professor of qualitative analysis at Reed
College in Portland, Oregon, has remarked that theory 1s

the most practleal thing«in the world. Now 1t seems that

if, in the emplirical sclences, such dlsablility to clearly

set forth this difference exlsts, perhaps 1t will be excus-
able In flelds generslly consldered as abstract as phi}esophy
and theology to admlt of difficulty in this realm. A thorough
or exhaustive examination is impossible in the light of
Harkness' many writings. The endeavor of this study 1s to
extraet and set forth the heart of her writings as to the

nature of revelstlon, with speclal reference to 1ts exlstence,
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its form, lts authority, and content. Also some special
mention will be made of her treatment of the Bible.

If one is to understand what 1s true sbout the
Christian religlon, he must read and understand the Bible.
This 1s not to say there 1s no truth to be found else-
where. God spesks through the marvelous orderliness and
beauty of nature, and he speaks through great souls and
the highest thoughts of men wherever they are found.
Nevertheless, there 1s no substitute for this central
source of our knowledge of God. This makes it imperative
that we not onlg read the Bible, but read it with
understanding.l

The theological definition of the word "revelation" which
has been referred to in the Introduction of this paper will
be used here. God does communicate with men. There 1is
revelation. Revelation exists, but this means little unless
we conslder 1lts form, authority, and content.

One should not base all comment or appralisal on one
paragraeph, but a more comprehensive statement would be
difficult to find. The Bible 1s the central source of our
knowledge of God according to Harkness. In the Bible
revelation 1s written. Besldes the Bible there 1s revelation
through nature, through the souls of men, and through the
thoughts of men. Harkness follows a broad definition of
revelation, 1.e., God speaking to men. It 1is necessary to

note that In the souls and thoughts of men, it 1s difficulst,

1f not impossible, to distingﬁish what is of men and what

13 Georgla Harkness, Understanding the Christian Faith
(New York: The Abingdon FPress, (n.d.;), p. 24.
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is of God, 1f there 1s a dlstinetion. In all these forms
of revelation few dlstlinctlons of any kind were made, other
than the fact that the Bible 1s central. One other form of
revelatlon was mentioned and 1t 1s Important enough to quote
a reference to it.
God knew this, and in his wisdom and love he sent His
Son, that men might know what God 1s like. DBecause
there once lived in a simple peasant soclety a godlike
Christ, we today In a very different world find assurance
of the living reality of God the Redeemer -- the Christlike
Gode In the fact that there was once In human flesh a
man who lived like God, who prayed to God, who triumphed
over sin and pain and death, who gave himself In love and
suffering for men -- there we havi4éur surest revelation
of the nature and reallty of God. .
It 1s far easler to merely list the forms of revelation, as
has been done, than to search out thelr authorlity and content.
An attempt must be made at this point because these are
important aspects of any revelation.

As to authorlty, because of the lack of distinction
between revelatlon and any other sources of knowledge, there
is no distinction possible here. If God speaks through Nature,
and the minds of men, and through His son Jesus, with equal
importance and clarity, none 1s prior. Authority is difflicult
to 1solate. In dealing with this problem, Harkness herself

writes, "It 1s the most deepseated and most dlfficult problem

14 The Faith By Which the Church Lives, p. 157.
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of Christian leadership."™® She places all of religlous
 authority in two realms: personallty and epistemology. The'
férmer is lrrelevant to thils study and she wrote nearly an
entire book explaining the latter, and this book has been
freely used in thils study. After this much material has
been written by'Harkness about thisvvery problem, the answer
st11l 1s not easy to ascertain. In Chfist and His death on
the cross we have the "surest revelation" of the nature and
reality of God. Experience can carry us to the God of
redemption when intellectual approaches cannot. Perhaps
as close %a the answer as one csan come is to say that the real
seat of authdrity, to Harkness, 1s mysticism. Between
knowledge, revelation, and authority little distinetion can
be made from the writings of this theologlan.

It wuld be futile to spend much time considering the
content of regelation when the sources of revelatlon are so
many. All reslity has become revealed: nature, the lives of
men, and the work of men. Jesus most clearly reveals God,
with nature also throwing light upon Him, The Church, the
Bible, the Holy Spirlt, and Jesus all reveal God's will. The
content of any or all of these revelations 1s determined by

~the "!mind of Christ." Perhaps 1t even varies with individuals

.15 Ibid., p. 46,
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and individual experlences. "At any rate there 1s no
absolute objective revelatlion for 'there is no s'ngle closed
system of beliefs that a religious person must acoept.'"15

The Bible deserves speclial consideration because of
the place of sole authorlty given 1t by so many religilous
leaders and because of the bltter attacks upon 1t by others
who are also relliglous leaders. In an endeavor to help
people understand the Bible, and thls she thinks 1s essentlal
to understanding the Christian faith, Harkness has given
four principles of Biblieal interpretation, First, the Bible
i3 a mixture of truth and error. In it we find "heavenly
treasure in earthen vessels.," Because the men who wrote
knew not they were penning holy scripture they mixed thelr
own erroneous ideas Into the truths they had recelved from |
God. "The Bible contalins human error as well as divine
truth, "7 Second, the historical setting must be considered.
This is not for the lalty to deo flrst-hand, but they must
refer to the experts for thelr findings. Third, the type of
literature found in each book is Iimportant. Fourth, try to
understand 1ts timeless message. This, of course, assumes
that some of the Bible was dated and 1s not relevant today.

To be more specific on her interpretations of the Bible we

16 Georgia Harkness, Rellgious Living (New York:
Assoclation Press, 1940), p. 19,

17 Understanding the Christian Faith, p. 46.
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could £1il1 the baper wlth quotations. As thils is impract-
ical; brief references will be made to some passages., The
gospels are held to be unrelliable and therefore Jesus'
opinion of his own messliahship and tec what extent he
prophesied 1s nearly unanswerable.la The story of the
resurrection is poetry and mythélogy,l® and the story of
the flood is ridiculed.?® To belleve in the literal
inspiration of the Scriptures leads to dlsregard of sclentl-

fic and historical fact.21
IV. IMPLICATIONS

Our religious concepts come from our sources of
religlous knowledge. What we think of God depends on vwhere
we recelive our knowledge of God. One point may suffice to
f1llustrate this. The Bible tells of a personal God who
ereated the earth by speclal ereation. Harkness belleves
rather, what sclence purpbrts to tell us about God. She
believes in thelstic evolution. When sclence or reason
appears to contradict the Bible, it is the Bible which suffers.
Needless to say, thls approach affects many of Harkness!'

religious concepts.

18 The Faith By Which the Church Lives, p. 100.

19 1p14., p. 98.
20 Ipid., p. 148.
2l Ipia., p. 57.
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God is liable to be the Creator, if only of

orderliness -- God is judge, but this does not mean that he
1s a God of wrath ého visits vengeance upon sinners. God
is also a saviour. Jesus ls the unique son of God, but
only in degree, not in kind. She 1is Sabelllan rather than
Trinitarien in her view of God. The virgin birth is held
to be an addition to the gospels by bellevers trying to
make others reallze the delty of Jesus, of whilch they had
become convinced on other grounds.gg Because of her fame
as a poet 1t 1s fitting to inelude her expression of this

doctrine in verse,

GOD IS TO ME

God 1is to me like radlant sunset glow,
White fllmy tracery agalnst the blue,
And bluer hllls in yonder distance, low
Agalnst a sky that cradles many a hue.

Ged 1s to me like freshness of green fields,
New-clad in verdure after weeks of drought;
His loving kindness 1s as rain that ylelds
Its coolness to the desert of my doubt.

God 1s to me like trees that bud and bloom
And yield thelr increase after many days;
In trust of frultage I can blde the gloom
And walt for Him to move in His own ways.

God 1s to me like hush of evening time

That speaks, and makes my littleness sublime.2®

22 Ibid., p. 76

23 Georgla Harkness, The Glory of God (New York:
Abingdon Cokesbury Press, 1943), p. 40.
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In viewing man, 1t is basiec to realize his kinship
with God. Harlkness treats of man's greatness and also of
hils finitude. She states that the Christian view of man
comes from the 014 and New Testaments.24 As te man's
deétiny, she belleves in universallsm. There are some
- things that we should belleéve about man to be religious,
One thing is that man is a spiritual personality. This
doesn't mean that you must believe in a body and soul
dicotomy. This belief is useful to keep man above material-
ism and to make ideals and worship possible.25 A second
essentlal belief 1s to acknowledge man's inadequacy. Man
is great, but he cannot save himself. To be truly great he
must look to God .26

Sin is said to be an act or attitude that 1s sinful
"and runs counter to the nature and righteous will of God.
Original sin, as heriditary corruptlion passed on from
Adam, 1s not taught by Harkness, but rather that there is
a biological tendency to sa).f--eenteredness..2'7 In itself
this is not sinful, but unless curbed and mastered 1t can

become willful selfishness and the root of all sins. The

24 The Falth By Whlch the Church Lives, p. 94.

25 Religious Living, p. 20.

26 Ibnig., p. 22.

27 Georgia Hgrkness, The Recovery of Ideals (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1937), p. 55.
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most salntly soul cannot be wholly free from sin.

Redemption 1s centered around love. Hell becomes
unnecessary and impossible. Nearly all of the hlstorieal
terms of redemption are used, but nearly all have a private
or personal definition. More attention will be given this

point in the comparison of this view with the Wesleyan view.

28 The Faith By Which the Church Lives, p. 102.




CHAPTER ITI
THE POSITION OF NELS F. S. FERRE
I. BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Nels F. S. Ferré was born in Luled, Sweden, in 1908.
At the age of thirteen he came to thls country alone to work
for an education. He was educated in Boston University
( AB., 1931 ); Andover Newton Theologlcal Seminary ( B.D.,
1934 ); and Harvard University ( AM. 1938; Ph.D., 1938 ).
From the first two Institutions he was graduated with high
honors. From Harvard University, as a Sheldon Travelling
Fellow, he studied in Upsala and Lund Universities in 1936-
1937. In the Fall of 1937 Ferré joined the Faculty of the
Andover Newton Seminary and served as an instructer of
philosophy during the year 1937-1938. He served as assoclate
professor of philosophy of religion, 1938-1940. Since 1940
he has been Abbott Professor of Christlan Theology, one of
the most historle and distingulished chalrs in American
seminaries. In the decade that he has served 1n this
capaclty he has steadlly added to his stature as a leading
American theologlan. He 1s viewed as a very outstanding and
promising young theologian. John C. Bennett says Ferré 1is
"one of the most original and religlously sensitive among

American theologians." Henry P. Van Dusen describes him as
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"one of the most promising yonger leaders of Christian
though in the United States."
No small part of the prestige and influence of Ferre

is due to hls literary accomplishments. Among Ferre's books

are Swedlsh Contributions to Modern Theology (1939), The

Christlsn Fellowshlp (1940), The Christisn Faith (1942),

Return to Christianity (1943), Faith and Reason (1948),

Evil and the Christian Faith (1947), and Pillars of Falth

(1948). A significant contribution of Ferré has come both
through hls own books and his translation of Swedish wrltings

whilch has opened up new vistas regarding the meanlng of God
as agape.

II. PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

Although the philosophical basls or the approsch to
the doctrine of revelatlon, or any other doctrine, 1s the
most iagioal place to begin, it somtimes 1s the most difficult.
Whether clearly staied or not, the phllosophical approach
bears fruilt which enables one to discern the type of tree.
Ferré has glven evidence in his writings that this very
problem is his own grestest problem. There are also senough
clear statements and particulars of Interpretation to faiprly
well ascertaln hils own approach to the doctrine of revelation.
The problem of eplstemology has persistently reappeared

in the writings of Ferré. He calls himself neilther a trad-
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itionalist nor a modernlst and 1s free ﬁo point out their
faults. In each case thelr fallure has been in some way
connected with a faulty eplstemology. In speaking of trad-
1tional Christlians he has written,

Modern man cannot force his spirit into the straight

jacket of such a repulsive religlion. Only those who

have never opened thelr eyes to the light of the fuller

truth can live with deep conviction within the inconsist-

encies of traditional theology. . « . They are true to

the whole dogma because they possess no adequate principle

of diseriminatlion by which to dlscard the false and release

the true.l
The fallure lay in their inablllty to know the truth. This
failure of traditional theology in the realm of falth also
carried over into the realm of practice.2 Traditlons have
value as well as danger. They preserve and nourlsh the truth
which gave them birth, whlle at the same tlime they may pervert
and obscure it. While traditional theology was rather severely
criticlzed by Ferré, modernism fared little better, and was
also held to be inadequste in theory and practice. Agaln
Ferre has named, as the trouble, a faulty epistemology.

Here, then, was the basic inconsistency within modernism:

While science and reason deal competently only within

the created realm, the center of Chrlistian falth 1s

always beyond what is here and now actual, and can there-

fore never be proved In its terms . . .

If the ideal which 1s far greater and more real than

1l Nels F. S. Ferre, Return to Christianity (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 19455, Pe 7

- 2 Ibid., p. 8.
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the actual can be proved in 1lts terms . . . it is
precisely by this very fact not the ideal of high
faith. Religion.®

In his progress on this subject Ferre has stated his own
view,
Modernism falled because 1t falled to understand that
religion has 1ts own standards, 1lts own perspectives,
its own sources of assurance. God's spirit can never
be reduced or wholly proved in terms of Hls created
works, especially as obscured by the demonlc elements
of historiec process. God can be known concretely only
to a falth that sees and feels beyond present attalnment.
e « « The standard of Christian faith, however, is 1its
highest revelation, a transcendent God of Love who is
both the Most High and the Most Real.4
Not only did Ferré allew the possibllity of revelatien, but
he constructed a standard of discernment for the revelation
he thought existed., In thls arrangement falth was the door
to knowledge. The concept of God was the standard of faith.
By "falth", Perre did not .mean just an easthetlic realization
or appreciation. He took pains to point out that that
aesthetic level was satlsfactory only to partial solutions
of lsolated problems and d1d not give a whole picture,.S
As history dealt only with facts 1t too was Insufficlent to
provide adequate content or criterion for the full truth.b

Falth seemed to be nearly equivalent to the "personal-

3 Ibid., p. 11.
4 Ibid., p. 12.

| 5 Nels F. S. Ferre, Evil and the Christian Falith
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1947), p. 15.

% Ibig., p. 4.
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spiritual level." This "level" was elaborately expounded
and was given many areas of interpretation.’ The problem
of knowing in one area was similiar to thls same problem
in another area, and In some way Ferre tied knowledge to
obedlence or action.

One of these trials i1s surely the relation between the
explanatory and the exlstentlal perspectlive on the
- problem ef evil. Both are essential. Without knowing
we cannot do; without doing we cannot know in any
adequate sense in either case.B
Reason was considered valld asnd with experlience 1t was to
glve direction to the motivation provided by faith.
Another fallure of the liberals was thelr failure,
in thelr sole dependence on reason, to recognize that man
i1s a sinner, "and thet with regard to religlon his reason
1s darkened by sin."9 Falth and grace free our reason,
and reason should be used to its fullest possible extent.
Neo-orthodoxy also recelved lts share of criticism
from Ferré.
Neo-orthodoxy came close to belng s wounded wing of
faith, representing mostly a general mood of irrational-
1sm, despalr, and existentlalist revolt against an

inadequate liberalism. . . . I came to see that it was
demonic rather than divine, that the creative and

7 Ibid., p. 88.
8 Ibtd., p. 123.

9 Nels F. S. Ferré, "Beyond Liberalism and Neo-Ortho--
doxy," Christian Century, 66:362, March 23, 1949.
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Christian truth it contained was mixed with cancerous
doubts and error.l0

All of these three groups criticized needed a proper sleve
through which to strain reality and by it to obtaln the truth,
pure and whole, while separating the error. The problem
was that of eplistemology. This seemed to be the problem
with which Ferré was wrestling and grappling most of the
time. 1l As a theologian his emphasis was on religious
knowledge, and the relation of rellglon to other flelds
of knowledge. Yet, care was necessary, at this point,
because‘thers seemed to be some antithesis between faith
and knowledge.
Truth is all that we now know. . . . Truth can have no
legimate mesnlng other than knowledge. "We have falth:
we camnot know; for knowledge is of things we see."
And falth 1s falth and not knowledge. It cannot
convincingly be called truth.l2 :
This view was only partially approved by Ferrse. Positively
i1t was good, negatlvely it was "fatal negligence." Life
demandes decisions, 1ntérpretation possible. "And saving

truth can be found."l® Pure empiricism was rejected and the

validity of reason was maintained. Thls agreed with the

10 Ipid., p. 363.

11 Nels F. S. Ferrd, Falth and Reason (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1946), pp. 1, 217.

12 1pid., p. 170.
13 Ipig., p. 172.
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sources of knowledge included by the wrlter In the introduct-
ion of thls paper. To see how Ferré handled the third, or
that of revelatlon, was the object of this chapter. So far
Ferra has implied that sclence 1s valld, but limited.
Phlilosophy was sald to deal with ratlonal truth, presupposing
scientific knowledge, but going beyond it. Before entering
into the doctrine of revelation, a comparison of the flelds
of theology and philosophy will be helpful.

Philosophy 18 inclusive, coherent, objective; religious
interpretation 1s incluslve, coherent, and subjectlve.
« « o The fact is, however, that philosophy and theology
are different not only in function but also in actual
standards of truth. Subjectivity 1s not the only differ-
ence. Philosophy and theoclogy have dlfferent standards
of coherence and inclusiveness as well., Philosophy is
the sum and substance of rational knowledge while theo-
logy 1s the synthesls of falth and knowledge.l4
Ferre has already warned of equating knowledge and truth and
the import of hils reason 1s, "But if truth 1s to be equated
with rational knowledge, and nothing more, religion is simply
not true."l5 This %s because phllosophy deals with the
totality of temporal exlistence only, while religion goes
far beyend.

Rellgious thought is coherent, not with what 1s here
and now actual, but with the highest selective actual
within the process pointing beyond 1tself to what is
more real than 1tself as an aggregate whole . . . "16

14 1p14., p. 122.
15 1ps4., p. 123.
16 Loe. cit.
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Religlon 1s antlecipatory and seeks a fuller revelation.
This 1s the heart of Ferré's work and extremely important.
He contends that there is no problem between experience and
reason and failth, butvtruth remains basically a faith
judgment because the ultimate cannot be proved. "Truth, in
the last analysls, 1s an existentlal ultimate, It is a
raliglous‘judgment involving Integrally both faith and
reason."17¢ To determine this ultimate 1s a major problem,
According to Ferré, "Religlon clalms that the most high . . .
forms the content of experlence, the selective actual, which
best constitutes the criterlon for our existential ultimate,"B
Theology then, while uslng objective Information, 1s never
objective. It must be existential. Theology, to Ferrg,
cannot be objectively systematic. If it becomes impersonal
it 1s philosophy. Saving truth cannot neglect either "the
full Interpretation of fact or the full interpretation of
falth."19 This makes both philosophy and theology essential
éto saving truth. Together they should glve "dynamlc truth"
which should properly analyze what is and gulde tbward what
ought to be. The largest questlion remaining seems to be to

determine the most hlgh and the most real and thelr relation-

17 1p1d., p. 124.
18 1p14., p. 125.
19 Ipig., p. 142.
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ship to one another. This plunges us Into the need for
revelation. Certainly Ferré's eplstemology made room for
revelation and after consldering briefly whether he held
that 1t 1s essentlial or necessary hls actual treatment of
revelation as a fact was considered.

This writer belleves that Ferré d1d hold that revelat-
fon is necessary. In the writings of Ferré, the need of
man called for revelatlion. "What 1s most high 1s what meets
our deepest needs."20 This involves religious knowledge.
The most high and the most real are inseparably tied up to-
gether. Man's needs, to be met,ﬂmust be met by revelatlon.
"One of the basic exlstential grounds for the most high's
being the most real 1s our need for an adequate authorlty
and motivation."2l The nature of revelation 1s'discussed
later, so for the present, Ferré's word 1s used and must be
understood in his sensé. There 1s no attempt to force hils
concepts into other words or hls words around other concepts.
He has expresséd his own view of "revelational antirational-
ism" as the kind known as Augustlhian~&nselmian. There 1is
the "eternal necessity of faith as existential declsion,"
and "our exlstential situation by the reallty of evil, demands

a seeing beyond present realization of historic process, 22

20 Ibid., p. 31,
2l Ipid., p. 206.
22 Ibid., p. 245.
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Whatever hls view of revela tion, 1t 1s necessitated and
demanded. With this in mind, attentlon may properly be

turned to the theologlical basis of revelation.
IIT. THE THEOLOGICAL BASIS QF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

Revelation is an accepted fact with Ferréd., Revelation
does exlst. He speaks of both speclal and general revelation.
But to use the word "revelatlon" today is to invite questions
as to what 1s meant by the word. It would be unfalr to Ferré,
and unscholarly as well, to try to understand hils writings
using the definition of revela tion as stated in the introduct-
ton of this paper. These views have been compared and
contrasted 1n Chapter Six, but it 1s needful here to present
his own view of revelatlon.

But this incomparable majesty and immeasurable

prionity of God, the Creator and Redeemer, above man, the
creature and slnner, must not be made an excuse for the
teaching that God is inscrutable and that His revelation
is a supra-rational act in history. Weak and plecemeal,
te be sure, is that God through His prophets and supremely
through‘His Son has made Himself known unto us.

This statement shows that Ferré believes that God is speclally

revealed in Jesus. To him, Christlanity is a religion of

revelation.

It [Christlanityl is a God-centered, God-given freedom
and falthfulness in fellowship based on the kind of love

23 Nels F. S. Ferre, The Christian Falth (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1942), D. 33.
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first fully revealed and made effectlve as light and
1ife in Jesus Christ.24

This was the predominant emphasis In the writings of Ferré,
God is revealed in Jesus as agape.

To dlscuss the form and content and authority will
explaln more fully the nature of the revelation for which
Ferré claims an existence. The Bible 1s, in a special way,
‘God's own Word., God was truly in Jesus, yet Jesus was truly
human, In both of these instances the reader 1is warned to
clearly distinguish between form and content or between
"the gift" and "the wrappings." The person of Christ and
the Bible are placed together in this section because Ferre
showed thelr likeness and even treated them together.

The doctrine of the Virgin Birth has too long been
subject to thls conflict so that a believer had to be
elther a literalist or a denier. The situation was
similiar to that of bellef in the Bible, albeit on a
smaller scale. One side rejects the doctrine of the
Virgin Birth. « . « The cther side makes of the literal
scceptance of the doctrine a touchstone of a bellever
having any saving faith in Christ. &nd so it is with
the Bible as a whole.25 ‘
Ferré resolved this difficulty by hls distinctlon between
form and content. To fall here, is to fail to distinguish
between general and special revelation. The Bible and Jesus

are forms of special revelation and both are unique 1n degree

and not in kind. Ferre used his attitude toward the Bible to

24 Ibido, Pe 31l.
25 Ipid., p. 104,
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1llustrate hls attitude concerning the Virgin Birth. In
both cases he gave preference to the literallists and sald
1t was better to have the content with 1lts erroneous form
than to discard both.

It is unfortunate, indeed, not to be able to dlstingulsh
the form from the content the letter from the spirit,
the wrapping from the gift but, we repeat, it 1is batter
by far to take the form, the 1etter, and the wrapping
along with the econtent than to fall to understand the
preciousness and reality of the gift .26

The church ls also an important factor in revelation. He
elaimed that in the despest sense the Bible can only be read
and understoed In the fellowshlp of the church.

The Church is thus not only a principle for interpreting
the Bible. It 1s also itself an organ of revelation.

+» « o« The Holy Spirit, the Splrit which makes one of all
who are in Christ, 1nspired its concluslve truth. In
this sense the Church must always test the Bible.

Even with as much stress as revelation received at Ferré's
hands, it seemed to be continuous; not yet completed.

The open heart 1s always glad that there 1s much to learn.
No book 1s closed to him. « « « We live In a world where
our best judgment 1s at most a pale spproximation. . . .
The Bible must most esertalnly be open in the same sense
that we use the best scholarship available to find out

the truth about it and within it. Beyond that we must
relate that truth to all, the truth which the Holy Spirit
reveals, has revealed, and will reveal.28

26 Iptd., p. 105.

27 Nels F. S. Ferre Pillars of Faith (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1948), p. 86.

28 Ibid., p. 93.
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Also affecting the form of revelatlon is the subjective
element 1n the Chrlstlan falth. In hls latest book he
appealed for at "least five piilars of failth." Yet "the
foundation itself 1s always God Himself present within our
hearts."9 It is already apparent that the form, content,
snd authority ef revel ation are interactive. Thls 1s essent-
1al by thelr very nature. But for the sake of comparison
with the Wesleyan view some clear distinctlons were sought
for at these polnts. Two problems presented themselves:
the danger of mutilating the context for the sske of the
part, and the danger of repetition. Wlth cautlion at these
points 1t is time to dlscuss the authorlty of revelation,

One of the things which called for revelation was the
need of authority. Ferrg admitted that asuthorlty must coﬁe'
from beyond what we know and control.

Yet there is little steadylng authority in our own

creations., Our golden calves may glve pleasure, but

from the height above comes the order of the moral law.50
Ferré found this suthority in revelation. He said,

It rChristianityy must, first of all, be resoclutely

and primarily a falth (though a falth organically relategd

to reasen and experlence). Its special revelation must
be its primary authorlty.( The revelation is specisl

29 Ibia., p. 92.

30 Nels F. S. Feam:'é’,r "The Meaning of Human Dignity From
a Theologlcal Perspective,” Science, Philosophy, and Religion:
a Symposium (New York: Conference on Sclence, Phllosophy and
Re 1%ion in Thelr Relation to the Democratlc Way of Life, Inc.,

1943), p. 278.
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because it 1s the selective rather than the genersl
disclosure in hilstory of what God In Himself really is.
The best, the least common, actual life, the speclal
1ife, reveals God the most .31

Although faith has 1ts own validlty, 1t must be checked by

reason and experience. Reasoned experience thus keeps

faith from artificlal dogma and arbitrary creed, but is

yet, as asuthority, only a secondary standerd. It remains

that the ultimate reality and authority of falth's object

cannot be proved ln terms of general experlence. Therefeore,

Christianlty must guard agalnst surrendering to non-religious

standards. Religion has its own epistemology.®2 Personal

rellgion 1s essentlal in understnading truth, almost. to the

point of making the final authorlty subjective .33 Also,
Conservatives who cannot or will not, cope with the
problems of modern thought, and emotlionally unstable
individuals who need to depend upon some Ilnerrant author-
ity of external nature beyond the vexations of mind, have
welcomed the modern undermining of phllosophy.54

It would seem that all external suthorlty is rldiculed in

this sentence. To make author!ty other than subjective,

at any rate, 1s to have a closed mind, or to be emotionally

unstable. Full knowledge, to Ferré, was subjective.35 The

very separation ofkreligion Into a separate compartment of

3l Return to Christisnity, p. 15.

32 Ibid., p. 17,
33 Pillars _@_r; Faith, Pe 92.
34 Faith and Reason, p. 104.

35 Ibld., pe 72
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knowledge andvmaking it accessible only by falilth 1s to make
1ts authority something less than absolute, or even objective.
Christianity 1s held to be the ultimate religion but 1t does
not have ultimate or absolute truth. Truth itself is process,
1t is dynamic,.,36 Truth 1s an existential ultimate. "It is
a relliglous jJjudgment involving integrally both faith and
i reason,"37 This certainly has not exhausted the subject of
the "authorlty of revelation” but it 1s indlcative of Ferre's
attlitude and this has been drawn from not just one or several
articles but 1s representatlive of hls overall approach, which
seems to the writer of thils paper to be falrly consistent.
This has & direct relatlonship to-the "content" of revelation.

If one were to choose the most dlstinctive or unifying
theme in the works of Ferre it would undoubtedly be his concept
of "God as agape.' He seems to agree substantiallyrwith the
position of two well-known Swedish theologlans, Aulén end
Nygren, in their concept of God.

We now come to the very center of Lundenslan thought
that God 1s definitely known through Christ. What then
1s meant by this definiteness which b¥ its very nature
cannot be theoretlcal definiteness? The sum and sub-

stance of thils reveletion 1s that God 1s spontaneous,
unmotivated, value-Indifferent love creative of fellowship.

God 1s agape.o8

36 Ibid., P 185.
37 Ibld., p. 124,

38 Nels F. S. Feprré, "God as Agape," Contemporary Think-
ing About Jesus, complled by Thomas Keplsr (Abingdon-Cokesbury
Press, 1944), p. 293.
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This concept was consistently maintained and is determinative
of the content of the Christian religion.

This claim that God as agape, or unlimlited, objective,
self-glving love, 1s central for both faith and 1life,
constitutes the fulfilling and revolutlionary uniqueness
of Christian faith, which should dominate its very last
and least doctrine .39

This concept was called the "eriterion® or ”standard” of
Christian truth and conduct .40 That he falthfully applied
this standard may be seen by two principles given in another
volume; the principle of inclusion, and the principle of |
exclusion, | ‘

This principle of incluslion is as follows: All things
cultural, intellectual, moral, and spiritual whlch are
consistent with a chaeenhered, sacrificlal, creative

ood will as first fully revealed and made effective in

esus Christ may be freely admitted inte the Christian
religione « « » The principle of exciusion may be stated
as follows: All that 1s Inconsisftent In profession and
practise with the nature of Christlanity as sacrificlal,
ereative good will centered in God and first fully reveal-
ed and made effectlve as light and life in Jesus Christ
must be done away.4l

These lengthy quotations have been included to show the stress
Ferré plsced upon this concept, how it is the M"absolute stand-
ard of Christian falth"42 and how rigldly he adhered to it.

It should be observed that in many of the critical polnts of

the Christlan falth Ferr§, by the use of "form and content"

59 Return to Christlanity, p. 4.
40 Ibid., p. 46. |
41 The Christian Faith, p. 51.

42 Return to Christisnity, p. 56.
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and "gift and wrepping" devices, avolds a definite statement.
The doctrines of the Bible, the fall of man, the Virgin Birth,
aﬁd the resurrection of Christ were sald to contain real
truth while not being wholly true. Regardless of any uncer-
tainty in the content of the Christian faith; "One thing 1is
certain: all things must be judged in terms of God's eternal
'agape."és |

The application of this princliple was further demon-
strated in Ferré's treatment of the Bible. To him, both
the 01d and New Testaments contain things unworihy of the
Christian faith. In speaking of the heritages of different
religions, he asserted,

Each religion has its 01d Testament. . . . The better
acquainted we are wlith other religions, the more we
realize that the study of them 1s extremely profltable
to our fuller and richer knowledge of God. Nor is it
necessary to begin by weedling out what us sub-Christian
in such historical heritages. Suppose we did that with
‘our 01@ Testament, and even with the Newl"44
The 0ld@ Testament 1s only one medium of revelatlion, other
religions can be appéoached from within., He held the Bible
to efr whenever God was presented as anything other than
his own conception of agape. Traditional theology (literal-
ists, or Bible-believers) was not s pretty picture to the

”
modern man, as drawn by Ferre.

43 The Chrisgtiasn Faith, p. 177. -

44 Ipid., p. 55.
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He finds not only that 1t 1s iInconsistent in theory, -
but also that 1t asctually denles its central affirmation
at ecruclial points of both faith and life. He finds in
fact a dogmatic system which talks about & personal devil
who will actually possess most men in an eternal hell

- which itself depends for 1ts very exlstence upon the
being and activity of God., He finds a 1little Ptolemalc
God of human history and, sven worse, a little scheme
which does not usually bother to justify God's relatioen
with all people, all lives, and all conditions of men
at all times and In all places in terms of a strict but
compassionate Father's love. He finds a spinit that has
fought for every obscurantism and literalism, agalinst the
best men of sclence who dared to suffer for the truth, a
spirlt which even to this day fights ageinst rather than

- for the facts when they challenge the minlature dimensions
of its Lilliputian theology. Altogether too often he
finds revolting ideas which in thelr utter crudeness rival
the immoral myths of primitive religions.45

In places, the Bible 1s sub-Christian, contradictory, inade-
quate, narrow, revolting and even immoral., With these things
in mind 1t 1s diffieult to see how he placed the high value
upon i1t that he sometimes did. He held that in the Bible alene
we have the full and primary record of God's redemptive reve-
latlon in Jesus Christ.

The Bible as God's word 1s the source book of the
Christian religion and it is on a different plsne from
all other books. In a speclal way it 1s God's own Word.
This naturally does not mean that 1t 1is throughout God's
words, equally and infalllibly true.46

Regardless of the high esteem in which he held the Bible, it

was to him a fsllible recoré’

45 Return to Christianity, p. 6.
46 The Christiasn Falth, p. 104.
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Iv. IMPLICATIONS

The object of writing this section entitled "Impli-
cations" 1s not te further discuss "revelation" but to
demonstrate what effect a man's doctrine of revelation has
on other areas of theology. Important, crucial doctrines
have been selected. God, man, sin, and redemption are
vital points in any theology. If the doctrine of revelation
is as important as 1s maintalned by the wélter of this paper,
then it is tremendous Implications in every area and thils
should be demchstrable by comparing or contrasting views of
revelation and the toplcs under "implications." Ferré's
idea of God has been somewhat dlscussed already because it
1s impossible to understand Ferré apart from hils céncept
of God as agape.

God's love which gives itself fresely, unconditlonally,
soverelgnly to the unworthy sinner -- a love high as
the heavens above thought or law -~ thils is God's
definlte disclosure Iin the Christ-deed. Around this
thought 1is centered all else . . .

e » o Agape 1s unmotivated love . . . The uniqueness
of Christienity lles In its basic motlf, in 1ts new
pleture of God as Agape.47

This approach was consistent in Ferré. Belief In God, he

held, was pragmatically beneflcial. HMen need not merely a

view of soverelgnlty, but of the right kind of scverelgnity.48

47 Contemporary Thinking About Jesus, p. 293.

48 Ey1l and the Christlan Falth, p. 16.
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Thls truth, linked with God's nature as agape, made hell
impossibie. Not only was the 1dea of hell rejected but
the idea that hell is within God's dynasty was considered
unthinkable. "We suspect, however, that both such theolog-
fans and their God need missionaries to tell them of Christ's
compassi@n.“49 Ferré's God was not the God of the Bible, or
rather, the Bible does not always plcture God as agape.
Whenever this happene@ the 014 Testament was eritcized and
‘the concept of God as agape was maintained.

"Do we know that He will not have a tantrum worse
than the most horrid picture of Him in the 01d Testa-
ment, demandlng vengeance on women, lnnocent children,

- and even cattle?"50
Ferré was anti-Trinitarién iIn his view of God. He belleved
that this bellef 1s tritheism, Therefore the person of
Jesus was not pre-existent, but the word "agape" was.
The "form and content" device was worked here agalin and
"form" was personality and the "content" was agape.
In Jesus, God's agape which 1s Hls very nature visited
man in matchless fullness. . . o+ It was this ggape
vwhich pre-existed from all eternity . . .

This must not be taken to mean that the eternal
personality which 1s God walked on earth.5l

Whether Jesus was sinless or not was held to be debatable,

Exactly what he went through, whether he actually rebelled
sinfully, we do not know. We cannot explain the Bible at

49 1p1d., p. 17.
50 Faith and Reason, p. 187.
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thils point because we cannot find eclear light. . . .
Whether or not he ever defled or hid God's full will
we cannot know.52
It also seemed that Ferré regarded Jesus as more of a
teacher than a saviour,53 and he did not belleve that He
was a medlator.54
| Mgn was made in the image of God. His freedom allows
him the potential of becoming a real sem;  But, according
to Ferré, sin 1s essential to freedom.
To become really free we must act in rebellion against
others; we must act distinctly as separste Individualsg
we must sometlime or other go contrary to their declslons,
e +» » To eat of the tree of knowledge 1s necessarily to
want to become like God., We must assume God's place;
we must be fully free in our declsion i1f we are to become
real individuals.5d
This‘has made freedom despendent upon sin. Man played an
important part in Ferré's theology. The need for revelation
was based partly in the nature of man. He even went so far
as to declare that "man™ was a "plvotal" doctrine.5 Ferré
accepted the theory>cf‘évolution. He denled the traditional

"fg1l" and even that man 1s born sinful. "Man's characteristie

52 Evil and The Christian Falth, p. 35.

53 Return to Christianity, p. 43.

54 The Christlian Faith, p. 109.

55 Evil and The Christian Falth, p. 33.

56 Selence, Philosophy, and Religlion: a Symposium,
pe 278,

w
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attitude is selfish, This 1s his state of sin. This
does noﬁ mean that man 1is born sinful,"57

Evil is the biggest problem of religion. The only
solution to evil 1s'victory over 1t, and thls 1s the meaning
of religion. Man's freedom explasins the worlé‘s evil., Sin
1s essential, and 1t makes man's freedom real. Evil was
'held to be beneficiasl in several volumes of Ferrs, at least
in the sense of = ﬁeans, if not an end, Evil 1s instrument-
al., Sin 1s twofold in nature;>an act, and a state,%8 The
location of sin is not in the body but in the heart .59 This
rather brief but concise paragraph on sin is supplemented
by the paragraphs on man and redemptlion.

Redemption is a large capcepﬁ. Revelation 1is
redemptive. Redemption is a work distinet from creation.
Redemption is a gcal;for craatieh. All redemptlve agencles
are to dlrect the hisbtoric process to God's purpose or this
redemptive goal. Redemption is discontinuity for the sake
of eontinuity.ﬁﬂ Redemptlon has meaning to the individual
and to soclety. As for conversion, it is in intention
rather than fact. It really 1s a lifetime process. The

true salnts are thoaa who, realize that they are the greatest

57 The Christian Faith, p. 188.

58 1pbid., p. 185,
59 Evil snd The Christisn Falth, p. 105.

80 The Cpristian Falth, p. 8l.
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sinners.®l The crisis of repentance 1s not desirabls,
As to the means of redemptlion, there are many redemptive
factors. The churﬁh, the Holy Spirit, the Bible, pacifism -
all these are redemptive in character, but Jesus remains
central, Jesus evidently i1s not the only means of salvation,

but the "clearest way", or the "central means."

61 Ibid., p. 203.



CHAPTER IV
THE POSITION OF EDWIN LEWIS
I, BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Edwin Lewls 1s noted as a preacher, author, 1ecturer,
and traveler. He was bornkin Newbury, England. In early
manhood he went %o Newfoundland, where for several years he
engagéd in mis&ion work. A portion of this time he covered
the same é&aatline as Sir Wilfred Grenfell., It has been
interesting fo note that Sir Wilfred Grenfell was hls house-
mate at St. Anthony. He did his undergraduate work at New -
York State College and Drew Theological Séminary. Following
this he spent four years of graduate study in theology.
Since 1918 he has been ﬁrofessor of systematic theology in
Drew Théologicai Seminary. This 1s’ths chalr made famous
by Randolph S. Foster, John Miley, and Olin A. Curtis.

| Lewis has lectured extensively at annual conferences,
pastors' institutes, summer scheéls of ministerial training,
and thaolegical seminarles, Durlng a sabbatical year in
1936-1937, he lectured at variaué.missicn schools and colleges

in the Far East.
Among hls many publications are Jesus,Ghrist,and the

Human Quest, A Manual of Christian Beliefs, Great Christian

Teachings, God and Oyrselves, A Christian Manifesto, The
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Falth We Declare, A Philosophy of the Christian Revelati@n;

and The Creator and The Adversary. Lewia_was also one of the

editors of The Ablingdon Bible Commentary. Along with this
list, 1t should be remembered that he has been for many
years a regular contributor to church publicatlions and other
periodicals, |
To prepare a view of any writer these days 1s somewhat

of a problem, for the vogue seems to be to change views as
the maln current changes. However, with Edwin Lewis, the
problem 1is increased because he is purporﬁed to have changed
not only some intellectual opinions and bellefs but also to
have had a transforming spiritual experience. He has been
accused, by some, of goling Barthlan, Fundamentalist, or even
becoming senile. A definlte testimony was unavailable, but
the following quotation from the foreword of A Christlan
Manifesto is enlightening:

Just as I was finishing the book, one day, after a class

in which I had been sayling some of the things here

written, a student came to me and said, "Professor, I

think that something has happened lately deep down inslide

of you." I did not deny it. The real question 1s as to

the meaning of what "happened,™

In the light of this, aﬁ endeavor was made by this

writer to show the development or change of ideas in Lewls!

teaching. In other instances, the attempt was to present his

1 Egwin Lewls, A Christian Manifesto (New York:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1934), p. 10.
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ideas as clearly as possible, as found in the material

availlable.

IT. PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

The 1llusive line between the speculative and the
practical 1s difficult, 1f not impossible, to fix and then
examine, DNor does a change of subject matter, or a change of
authors, radically change the sltuation. As was the case
with Georgia Harkness, so 1t is with Edwin Lewis (and nearly
everyone else as well); his assumptions were quite generously
mingled with his own practical conclusions. The assumptions
lead on to the conclusions and the conclusions point back to
the assumptlons in such a smooth blend that they were to the
writer at least, difflcult to crystallize. An attempt was
made to approach the matter through the mind or thought-
processes of Lewls. We are confronted with a dependent
world. No one part, animate or lnanimate, of the whole may
be said to be necessary. A dependent universe calls for a
Creator who would be the universal Sovereign. God's universe
has become infected with sin, a moral shadow, which is really
a denial of God's right to rule. This may seem unnecessary
but fréom it Lewis leads directly to the subject at hand.

There properly goes with God's work as Creator a work
as Saviour. God necessarily serves what he mekes, and
thls applies to each least part as well as to the whole.

e « o The blacker the circumstance the more it calls for
God, if we are to find any hope of it. . . . For by his
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suffering and his serving God purposes to save. His
greatness is proved not by his remoteness from our
human 1ife but by his very nearness to it. He works
in all and for all because he would save all, He pays
the price of his own creation, and if he calls us to
share In thls price, 1t is only that we may share in the
blessedness,
To view God as Creator 1s good, but not enough. God is the
free Sovereign of Hls universe., Lewls holds that He must be
a Saviour as well as a Creator. By the fact of creation,
God has obligated Himself to His creation. The greater the
problem, the greater the need for revelation, or God's aid
in solving the problem. Revelation 1s not only a possibility
to Lewis, but a necessity. To continue, Lewis deals with
the concept of mind. Mind is not self-explanatory. He
argues for a super-mind. The phllosophlcal groundwork is
thus lsid for the possibility of revelation by the "commerce
of mind"™ 1dea. Thls "commerce'" 1s possible between the
Creator and His thinkling creation, man. For, according to
his own definlition, "Mind consists in the power to convey
and apprehend meaning." To strengthen this, Lewis also
argues from the "evaluating impulse.”

The logic of the evaluating Impulse 1s religlon, the

logic of religion i1s God; the logiec of a religlon that
lays hold upon God is the discovery of richer and richer

2 Egwin Lewis, God and Oﬁrselves (New York: Abingdon-
Cokesbury Press, 1931), p. 138.

S Ibid.; p. 172,
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values. So that again we say of value, religilon, God,
that they belong together -- that either one involves
or justifies the other two.4
Life necessitatés evaluation because of the clalms of the
higher and the tower which keep reappearing and demand a
cholice. Freedom means that the claims of the higher may be
ignored but this does not destroy the higher. Actually,
evaluation testifles to an Eternal Moral Order.

The order in its turn Involves God. Moral evaluastion

is metaphysical revelation. Rellgion seeks that God

whose nature and will are revealed in the morsl order.

It 1s his will that we are to find our peace.®
This argument follows that of Kant, and his categorical
imperative™" 1s brought to mind as Lewls talks of the "evaluat-
ing influence" and the sense of "oughtness." Lewls went further
and called it a kind of revelation. This claim has been
examined further In another section.

As the phllosophical possibility and the necessity

of revelation are spoken of, one is involved with not only
the philosophy of the Christian religion but also the whole
realm of phllosophy. Does the philosophy of the theologlan
admit of a revelation such as 1is claiméd by some Christians?

This approach was qulte thoroughly handled by Lewis in his

book, God and Oyrselves, which he calls a plea for the reallty,

adequacy and avallability of God. Actually thls spprosch 1is

4 Ibid., p. 223,
5 Ibid., p. 198,
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concerned with whether or not a man's philesophy will admit
of a God., Lewls strongly states his view, that reason angd
falth working together may establish the certainty of God
as a real Being. ILiewls does speak for both the possibility
and the necessity of revelation, or of'God speaking to men.,
With thls groundwork firmly laid, 1t 1s safe to venture into
the aﬁher writings that deal more specifically with the eppro-
ach to the Christian revelation. Even to speak of such
things as the Christian religlon and the Christian revelation,
is it not necessary to have some baslic notlons or assumptions
as to what the word "Christian"” mean? Religlon is that which
distinguishes man from the rest of existence. "Only persons
~can be religlous, becsuse only persons can think about
themselves in relation to a Higher and a Beyond."® To Lewls,
man and religion were Inseparable. When the adjective
"Christian” 1s used, a particular type of religion 1s spec-
ified. The quest of Lewls, in his book concerning the’
ghilaaaphy éf revelation, was precisely the relation between
God's revelation to men and the Christian religion. As has
been mentiened, no discussion of falth, or belliefs, or
principles, or ethics, or hope can proceed without having
some answer to this relationship. The clarity and convict-

fon with which Lewls handles this matter 1s commendable and

6 Edawin Lewis, A Philosophy of the Christian Revelation
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1940), p. 18. -
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refreshing in thils day of ambigulty and listlessness.

- Christianity has to do with a knowledge of God and of
his activities and purposes whlch it clalms has been
glven by God Himself in a speclal way. This claim is
essential to the integrity of the entire Christisn :
message. God has spoken, and because he has spoken we
know what he is, and what he sesks, and by what means
he seeks 1t. The process by which this has been
accomplished, and still is being accomplished, we call
revelation.7

This is the Christian revelation of which Lewis has spoken.
Prior to thls he placed a tremendous argument for Christian
revelation upon the religlous nature of man. Men are
religious, and it is this very religlousness which argues
for the existence of God and for God's revelation to men

to enable man to attain to self-reallzation. The theory

of Strauss that to get rid of mystery In religion, menrmust
first rid of the priests, is held to be erroneocus. Priests
exist because the mystery of religlon exists. Religiousness
is Iindubltably factual and as much a part of exlstence as
any sclentific fact which is measurable or ponderable. A
paragraph clearly showing that Lewis belleved a man 1s
incomplete withsut God is the following quotatien.

Let the "lLarger whele“ that man's very nature implies
be called God, in the only true sense of the word as the
Giver and Buler and Lover of 1ife, but let 1t also be
admitted thai men may ssek the fulfillment of thelir
incompleteness by relationship with a "larger whole"

which 1s yet other than thls God and less than this
God, and as we have the sxplanatimn of the faat that men

7 Ibid., p. 30,
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may still live "the good life", may be very unselfish,
devoted to a Cause, deeply moved by humanitarisn impulsas,
and yet still fall "of "fulness of life." If there be

in man that of which the correlate is God, and only God,
theg evgr is man a broken are if he does not find himself
in God,

All that can be sald of the physical man, the economic man,
the psychological man, the social man or the political man
may be true if not represented as the total or final tfuth.
Man's potentlal, as regarding completeness in God, by the
means of a revelation from God as to man's nature and
purpose, ls conslstently maintained. -

One dares go farther, and to say that if man's religlous-
ness does not in fact bespesk an "over-natural" reference
and suffuse him with a light that never was on sea or
land, then ever "revelation" in the abrupt and apocalytle
fashion dellneated by Kierkegaard, and Karl Barth, becomes
likewise utterly meaningless because impossible. 1e God
apeaks to me 1t is because he has already made me with
power to hear him. If God discloses himself in a humen
1ife, so that of that human 1ife men in awed wonder
exclaim, God Incarnate! 1t can only be because the power
to become the vehicle of the divine disclosure is a
fundamental human mark.® ,

Tﬁe search for communion with God 1s the history both of
man and of preliglion and this history 1s integrated with the
history of God's work. More information 1s glven elsewhere
on Lewis' view of man , but 1t should be recognized what
great weight in the argument for a Christlian revelation he

has/drawn from his concept of the nature of men. This ldea

8 Ibid., p. 20.
9 Ibid., p. 24.
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was not relinquished In any of his material that was read
by thls writer.

"+ « o there 1s in God that which answers to every need
of his purpose and to every need of men. His purpose
calls for his revealing himself to men In a human
life; men need such a revelation:; in Jesus Christ that

 twofold need is met,l10
ﬁltﬁough this came from an earlier wrlting, the éame‘need
for reVel&tién 1s stated and another is given. If God's
purpose is to be known, God must speak. If man 1s to
realize hls potentlal, God must speak. Perhaps this is
saying the same thing In two different ways, or looking at
hhe’same thing from two different points of view. The
nature of man demands a revelatlon. Would it be an over-
simplificatlion to say that the Creator is responsible to
meet the needs of His creature, and that the creature must
have his needs met? One look s from heaven earthward,
the other 1s from earth heavenward. It i1s well to remember
that Lewls had no obstacles either‘in heaven or earth, in
Creator or creature, in the mind of God or the mind of man,
in the nature of God or the nature of man, that would render
revelation an impossibility.

| | In another book addressed primarily to specific

articles of faith, especially to what is essential to the

Christisn falth, there was a statement that presented some-

10 Edwin Lewis, A Manual of Christian Beliefs (New
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York: Charles Scribner' Sons, 1927), p. 23.
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what of a problem,.
The Christian falth therefore grounds itself in the
nature, the purpose, and the activity of God. Irrespective
of what one may think of the truth of the clalm, this is
the claim which is made. No man discovered the character-
istic truths of Christlanity; they were made known to men
in such ways as God Himself chose to use, They are elther
as they are presented to be or they are not. Revelation
1s not demonstrable, 1f by that 1s meant that there 1is
no possible alternative. Unbellef is always possible
as the alternative to belief. The authority of the
Christian falth 1s the authority of experlence also. But
the experlence cannot be known untll the revelation is
accepbed.ll
The statemént that was difficult to harmonlze with most of
Lewis' wrltings was the one which allowed for a "possible
alternative.” "Necessity" was argued for and elaborated
upon, but this statement was a repudiation of such thoughts.
There 1s no necesslty when alternatives exist. UNecessity
means that only one course of action i1s possible. The
whole paragraph was difficult. It was difficult not only
in this section in this paper but it was difficult inilts
original context, Faith has been declared prior tb action,
thinking prior to llving. From this Lewls proceeded to
plead for an expariénce,based on a belief. Actually, this
paragraph has made bellef and revelation synonymous. This
certalinly was not in keeping with the greater part of his
writings, Where is necessity? Who 1s ebligated to believe?

What happens to man's free choice? Does not revelatlon exlst,

11Bawin Lewls, The Faith We Declare (Nashville:
Cokesbury Press, 1939), p. 14.
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independent of man's acceptance of it? Is not unbellef,
or a rejectlion of revelation, just as much proof of
revelation as an acceptance of 1t would be? In Lewis'
strongest argument for revelatlion; the nature of man, he
repeatedly claimed irreligion as an ally. No man is none
religious, but he may be irreligious. His rejectlon proves
his need and capacity. So would unbelief prove that
revelation exists as much as belief would prove the same thing.
This section is not to be an evaluation of the doctrines
of Lewls, but any seeming Inconsistencles that can be noted
will be helpful in understanding his poslition. It would
be fair to Lewls to state that this idea of revelation,
as bellef, would make revelation strictly a personal affair,
and then the word "revelation" would more properly be used
in the plural form. Apart from this type of reference,
found only occasionally in his writings, Lewls taught that

revelation was both possible and necessary.

ITI. THE THEOLOGICAL BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

It 1s one thing to philosophize about problems and
another to remain falthful to one's philosophy in the treat-
ment of the facts. After all has been said, concerning the
possibllity and necessity of revelation that seems pertinent,
the question suggests 1tself, has God spoken? The existence

of revelation 1s a most baslic and practical question.
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What 1s Important, in the present state of thought,

1s the general truth 1tself., There is really one
fundamental questlon, and that is whether God actually
has spoken in suchwise as 1s claimed in Chrlistlanity,
and whether in what he has said there 1s "enough light
for us in the dark to rise by." Falling thils, no ,
other questlion about revelation, especlally critical
gquestions In connection with the documents and thelr
history, profoundly matters., If the central claim is
admltted, then these questions bscome vital for thelr
bearing on interpretation; but not otherwise.l2

After acknowledging the cruclal nature of this question,
Lewls answered in many places and in a varlety of ways.
There were a great number of Indlrect references to the

fact of revelation. These are referred to in the following
paragraphs. To speak of form, authority, or content of
revelation certainly presupposes the existence of a
revelation. Some direct references are noted before further
elaboratlion. }

L]

e o« o that Christ and all the great truths assoclated
with him are so integrated with the very nature and will
of God that they confront men as speciflic divine self-
disclosure; that the certainty that this 1s so is attested
both by the hlstorie Church which faith created, and by
the type of individual exgerience which follows upon the
scceptance of the faith.l

Again, Christianlity ls referred to as a revealed religlon.
God's self-disclosure 1s held as essential to the Chrilstian
‘religion. In answer to the above claims Lewis declared that

God has spoken,l4

12 The Phllosophy of the Christian Revelation, p. 3l.

15 THeoFalth We Declare, p. 13.

14 The Phllosophy of the Christlan Revélatlon;.pss30.
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The form of the revelatlon was more difficult to
’trace. Perhaps there has been a change in Lewis' concept
of the form of revelation. At any rate, he rather disre-
garded form, as if it were unimpbntant. Iﬁ places, God's
revelation seemed to reslde solely in Christ. In other
movements of thought, emphasls was placed upon the Bible
or exparience as God's method of speaking to men. The
wriﬁer felt that whatever changes had been made had been
progressively in the direction of the Bible as the mailn
form of revelation., Any reference to Lewls' claimed
converslion experience may be dated around 1932. His views
are sometlimes referred to as before or after thils experience.
In a "pre-conversion" book Jesus Christ was held to be the
revelation of God in human 1ife.'® This particular view
seems to present the typical 1iberal view. Whatever increase
of emphasis the Bible has recelved, the emphaslis of the
revelation in Christ has apparently not been decreased.
A "post-conversion" book still gave Jesus a central place.16
An even later book stated, "In the nature of the case, there
can only be one final revelation of God, and the Christlan
claim is that that comes to,us through the Bible.l7 In the

same book Christ is referred to in the following manner:

15 A Manual of Christlan Bellefs, p. 23.

16 The Falth We Declars, p. 13.

17 The Philosophy of the Christlan Revelation, p. 32.
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We may talk all we like about the Jesus of history, but
if in the Jesus of history we do not see at the same
time a specific revelatlon of the nature and purposes

of the Creator hlmself, and by consequence that absolute
by which all history is to be judged, then no amount of
sentiment poured out in honor of the historical Figure
will avall to conserve and to perpetuate our heritage.ls

Besides the Bible and Christ, experience was sometimes
referred to as revelation. ' It was usually kept in a secondary
place but was Important enough to be mentioned .19
In dealing with skepticism and the spirlt of the
anti-Christ, Lewis inslsted that the Christian revelation 1is
a unique revelation and as such 1s absolute and final.20
Some who are favorable to the idea of revelation in genersl
are hostile to the 1dea of'special revelation and ask,
Nature is a word of God. History is a word of God.
Consclence is a word of God. Reason is a word of God.
e « o« Then why ask for more? . . . Why confuse the lssue
by the attempt to introduce some "special" w rd over and
above what 1s so obvious and so normal.2l
Christlians answer that this 1s true but that it 1s Insuffi-
cient. Lewls stated the need succlinctly in the thought that
if we are to properly know reality,
e« o o« 1t can only be on the condition that the vell of
temporality be removed sufficlently to give us, for
however brief a moment, a direct vision of the eternally

Real. And Christianity claims that this is precisely
what has been done, and offers as evidence of the claim,

18 Inid., p. 92.
19 Ibid., p. 30.
20 Ipbid., p. 132.

21 Loc. cit.
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Christ himself, with that by which he was adumbrated
and that whieh the unreserved aceeptance of him has
brought to pass.22 :
This comprehensive statement of the fact of specisl revelation
makes room for nearly every form of revelation about which
Lewls degls in other places. God has spoken in miracles,
or through nature, in the Bible, in the person of Christ,
and in personal experlence, which covers nearly every
revelatory possibllity. In summarizing of Lewis' position
on the form of special revelatlion, the writer feels that it
1s falr to say that hls primary emphaslis was on Jesus, not
exactly as He 1s presented in the Bible, but very nearly.‘
The authority of the revelation is s vital question.
Has God spoken? Then, what are the obligations of those
addressed? Lewls held that Christianity 1s first a falth,
not a system of "irrefragible logic," even though 1t 1s
reasongble. It 1s a faith which makes gbsolute claims
upon men.
The moment Christlanity 1s made secondary to anything
else it has ceased to be Christianity in any proper
sense, and has become simply one more of a competing
number of possible views of exlistence. Its absoluteness
is its essence. Inscribed on its banner is "No Other

Name .23

Bven though this idea of’a final and absolute revelation was

22 Ipid., p. 133,
23 Ibid., p. 82.
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contended for 1ln other places as well, the authority of the

revelation seemed to depend upon falth or experience., In

other words, the revelatlion 1s only authoritative 1f you

accept 1t as such. For instance, after a very clear analy-

sis of the need of an objective standard of values, the

welght of the argument 1s left untouched, but hls own

solutlen 1s negated by the need of human consent.

Both are alike in having no sbsolute objective standard
by which to determine the alleged values., One man says
he Intends to think only of himself, Another says he
Intends to think of others first. Who shall judge
between them? Who shall say that 1t matters profoundly
who i1s right? Then into the confusion there comes &
Word of God whilch settles the questlon for whoever accepts
it.

Whether 1t 1s a Word of God 1s, of course, the
ultimate issue, never to be settled by any purely logical
or sclentific considerations, Its acceptance is necessar-
ily an act of falth . . .24

What this does to an "absolute! standard is apparent. If

it is dependent it 1s not absolute, and if not absolute for

all 1t 1s not absolute for any. Again, this ls no attempt

at evaluation but a sincere deslire to properly understand

and interpret the words which Lewls uses as he means them.

To corroborate the view of the authority of revelatlon, as

just expressed, an excerpt from another book was helpful.

The authority of the Christlian falth is primarily the
authority of revelation, although 1t 1s secondarily the

24 Ipbid., p. 138.
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authority of experience also. But the experience cannot
be known until the revelation 1& accepted.

The Christian certitudes are falth-certitudes, not
logical certitudes. This does not mean that we may not
rest in them with complete security. It does mean,
however, that our certitudés are something less than
absolute. But they can be less than absolute, and still
be sufficient, and that is the situation.29

It is without dispute that Lewls held that the authority
of the Christian revelation 1s not absolute.
As the Bible is Instrumental and not final, content
of special revelation 1s difflcult to ascertain.2® Little
emphasis is given to form, mueh to "vital content." This is
problematic because 1llustive, or perhaps even variable, The
supernatural cannot be removed from the Synoptics, but
findividuals have the right of pfivate judgment as to detalls
of the miracles.2'
Every informed Christian knows that the Fourth Gospel
is a "problem," as to its authorship, as to its historilc-
ity, and as to its interpretation. . . . It seems unquest-
ionable, even as the critiecs say, that the Fourth Gospel
was never written as sober, sclentific, objectlve history.28
Perhaps no more elaboration 1s possible, or necessary, on
the content of rewelation, but deflnite concepts were

considered In the concluding section of this chapter.,

25 The Faith We Declare, p. 1l4.

26 The Philosophy of the Christian Revelation, p. 31.

27 The Faith We Declare, p. 79.

28 Ibid., p. 81.
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The Bible was treated separately for the sake of
easy comparison and because it plays such an important
role in the whole subject of revelation. Thils subject is
inseparably bound up with the four matters just discussed.
The Bible cannot be considered aspart from those problems
but it is larger than them all. The general approach, or
principle of interpretation, of the Bible can be determina-
tive in many of the particular or lesser problems. Lewis
believed that we should approach the Bible with an open
mind. The reader is free to interpret, as to the detalls.
A basic principle that was helpful in understanding Lewls!
estimate of the Bible was found in the following.
The supposition, stlll too often made, that these studies
(lower and higher eriticism) are necessarily a liability
to falth, In no sense an asset, 1s entirely false, pro-
vided aIWays that we see 1In the New Testament not the
historical basis of the faith but, rather, the wiltness
to that basis, which is qulte another thing. Any
damage that has been done by criticism has resulted from
the fact that already a false view of the New Testament
was being entertained. . . « It is well that that view
has been destroyed, destroyed by its own devastating .
effects -- the view, I mean, that every statement of the
New Testament must be in complete agreement with every

other statement since the production of the entire book
was in all respects a divine achievement.29

Some views of sickness In the Synoptics cannot be accept-
ed today. Some of Paul's wrltings are indefensible.

Many discrepancles exist between the Gospels, and between
the Eplstles and Acts. False analogies, traditions,
world views, disagreements, false vliews of evll spirits,

29 The Christian Manifesto, p. 52.
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wild imaginative apocal%ptical vistons -- these can all
be found in the Bible.®

In a recent theological journal Lewis' view of the importance
of authorship and authenticity 1is explained.

Literary authenticity 1s one thing; evangellical authenti-
city is another. The Fourth Gospel, like the Eplstle to
the Hebrews, 1s what it iIs, whoever wrote it. Revelation
is communally and historically conditioned, even if in

a given case its immediate vehlcle 1s an individual.
Faith in "the cosmic Christ" is not reduced to puerile
incredullty by reason of merely literary questions
connected with 1ts representation.dl

A most significant article is "The Emancipation of the Word

of God." It was from this article that the following

quotation was taken.
Christ is the "sole Word of God." In consequence, "a
new understanding of the Bible." This fairly describes
the new blblicism, but the difference from the old
biblicism 1s nothing less than radicaly the new biblicism
was concerned to take the Bible "as 1s." The new
biblicism ylelded a statlic authoritarianism. The new
biblicism promises to issue 1In the creation of a
dynamic spiritual freedom.52

A definite dislike for "plenary inspiration," "documentary

inerrancy," "verbal infallibility," and like theories 1is

plainly evident. The basic question is acknowledged to be

authority, and it 1s held erroneous to place the authority

30 Ibid., pp. 53,54.
. 3l Edwin Lewis, "Paul and the Perverters of Christi-
anity," Interpretation, 2:145, April, 1948,

32 Edwin Lewis, "The Emanicipation of the Word of God,"
Religion In Life, 18:542, Autumn, 1949.




72

"wholly ouside the individual.," Somehow the Bible remains
at the disposal of human discernment and acceptance.33
Scripture can be rightly understood only by a

" it e proper appreciation of Christian experience, of

the guldance of the Holy Spirit, and of the function

of the Church. . . . Scripture 1s a means to an end.

It 1s instrumental, not final.%%4 .
To summarize, 1t is clear that Lewis thought the Bible %o
be not the hisﬁoric basls of faith but a witness to 1t. He
further stated that the Bible contradicts itself and contra-
dicts science. The Holy Spirit was not considered in any
appreclable degree in the formation of the Bible. The Bible

seemed to Lewis more human than divine, and was definltely

fallible and full of errorse.
IV, IMPLICATIONS

The assumption of this paper was that revelation
is an extremely important doctrine. If this is so 1t will
have important implications for all doctrines. To compare
the results of different views of revelation, certain key
doctrines were examined. The views of God, man, sin, and
redemption were studied in each author's works.

For sometime, Lewis has been very much concerned about

the idea of God. Even a year before his conversion, he wrote

34 The Philosophy of the Christian Revelation, p. 3l.
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a8 book favoring the tradlitional God in reaétion to the
current trends., He saw what happened to a Christlanlty
without Christ, and he 8ald that current toplecs were aboub
"Religion Without God." Haffalt that many people were not
aware of the necessity of God to religlion. If God is retalned,
what 1s he 1lke? He champloned the traditional God, holding
that this position 1s not made untenable by the wrltings of
the contemporaries. "It costs a lot to have God, but the
cost of a little one is the same as the cost of a great one,"
A ng‘in every way adequate makes less demands on faith and
reason than the gods being newly introduced.

He claimed that we have a right to be certaln concern-
Ing God. If experlence anywhere ylelds éertainty, it ylelds
1t in relation to God as well. Experiencss differ becausse
reality differs. The experience of God is real, but unique
because God is unique. A God who is a "probability" to
philosophy becomes a "certalnty" to religious faith. The
"moral shadow," which ﬁhis writer understood to meen consci-
ence, exists only where God exists. God's representative
in every man is that man's moral ideal. The burden of the
world's sin is both God's and man's because God knew sin,
although not every sin, was inevitable.

As Creator, God is called on also to be a Savieu&, or
a universal servant, involved In all of the suffering in the

world. God purposes to save through suffering. His nearness
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is his greatness. "The transcendent God feveals himself
to faith as the Immenent God reveals himsélf to rational
processes."5 The Christian God is like Christ, even to
the detriment of the 014 Testament. "Much that 1s sald about
God in the 01d Testament cannot be accepted by the Christian
because 1t cannot be‘brsught into agreement with the God who

1s revealed in Christ,"86

In a later book, A Christian Manifesto, supernatural=

1sm was deemed essential to Christianity, yet there seemed to
be some reservation. ”Wé use the term 'supernatural' simply
becauss there 1s a type of fact and a type of experience that
, wé canﬁnt progeriy chert under the term 'natural.!'"S7

- As to the incarnation it was more difficult to get
Lewis' true meaning. ZEarlier he thought 1t enough to think
that,ﬁhrist was 8 perfect manifestation of the character of
God. "We do not have to agree as to the process before we
can acéept the fact."58 Later he spoke much of the Incarnate
God. The incarnation is sssential to the Christian faith,
even the absolute center, Ghristianity is based on this

miracle or 1t submits to a naturslistic view of God and the

35 A Manual of Christian Beliefs, p. 14.

36 Ibld., ps 24.
37 A Christlaen Manifesto, p. 121.

58 A Manual of Christian Beliefs, p. 24.




world.®9 Christ was truly human but possessed the "meta-
physical status™ that belonged only to God. Little was saild
of the virgin birth. He seemed sympathetic and could
understand why people have 5elieved this but made no personal
commitments., | |

’The Trinity 1s the reasonable explanation of the
incarnation. Thls is sgreeable to Lewls, as 1t comprehends
in the 1dea’cf one God what 1s meant by Eternal Fatherhood,
Eternal Sonship, and Eternal Spifit. Only ﬁhe 1des of the
Trinity makes completely intelliglible the claim concerning
Jesus Christ. His earlier view was that the Trinity meant
just an inexhsustibles capacity in God,.

His latest and most comprehensive view of God was
perhaps the most difficult to expound. He wrote an entire
volume to do 1t, so a few words In this paper cannot be
adequate. It 1s so important however, that mention must
be made of 1t. Lewls actually has gone to a dualistic or
trinitarlan view of the universe. "The Given" which Edgar
éﬁheffield Brightman placed in the 1ife of God and agalinst
which God must struggle and which leaves Gaa good but finite,
Lewis rejected. He acknowledged its reality but changed its
location., Lewls grounded evil in the Adversary, or the

Demonlc Discreative. God is thus finlte, and from the

39 A Christian Menifesto, p. 185.
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beginning was faced with a neubtral constant aﬁd’a deménic
Adver sary. Neither God nor the Adversary can destroy ea?h
other. Occasional vietories show God's adequacy in the human
situation but do not provide sufficient ground for the
optimism of Lewis, In fact, his(ultimate optimism was not
really a coﬁpatible partner for hls basie pessimistic
metaphysics, Lewis freely acknowledged his départure from
monlsm,40 and a reviewer of the book agreed that the other
positions are as stated here.4l This latest book has certain-
ly made clear Lewis' present vlew of God,

One's view of man 1s always important. For Lewis this
seemed to scarcely change from one book to another. To him
Genesls one and two are held to be two different accounts.
The investlgations of sclence leave "little doubt" that the
antecedents of man run back into remote agés. The first
man did not appear suddenly, a perfect being. This view of
origin is prior to his conversion but nothing to the eonfrary
was found elsewhere.

Personallity 1s a body-mind unit. One 1is not just a

function of the other. Man 1s also moral.

40 Edwin Lewis, The Creator and the Adversary (Nashville:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, gn. dJd}, ps 20,

41 Kenneth J. Foreman, "Unorthodox Credo," Interpretatlon,
3:107, Jenuary, 1949,
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The possibility of moral evil necessarily goes with
human 1life: sin is the responsible actualizling of this
possiblility. There can be no freedom only as there may
be slavery; right judgments only as there may be wrang
judgments; holiness only as there may be sinfulness.4:
As to destiny, one 1is almost forced to belleve that
Lewls was dri#en to universalism. Man is of a perlshable
order and may or may not be delivered. But, he continues,
Banish God and you may banish hell. Bring God back and
you bring hell back, But in bringing God back, you also
bring back the possiblllty that hell, like the salt,
unplumb'd, estranging sea, will be "no more™" . . . there
can be no guarantee that the process of securing a
holy and redeemed humanlty wlll be without wastage.
There can never be complete bliss for any, either for
- God or for man, while there 1s not complete bliss for
- all.43 ~
Thils is a post-conversion view, Evil is the cause of sin
in man, and man could never have been perfect. The story
of Adam is a myth and Adam was the same as we are.%4
The possibility of sin was admitted in his view of
the nature of man, '"Complete success, however, 1s impossible,
That 1s to say, sin is an inevitability in the human 1life,
although not all sins are inevitable."™® God becomes
involved in the above view. Evil is held as relative to the

good. One can appreciate Lewis' clear distinction between

42 God and Oyrselves, p. 106,

43 A Christian Manifesto, p. 210,

44 Tne Creator and the Adversary, p. 220.

45 God and Ourselves, loc. cit.
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natural and moral evil throughout. There must be avoidable
evll to have responsibility. He shies away from all deter-
minism. Christianity speaks definitely that "especlally is
sin %0 be included smong the avoidable evils."™ All punishe
ment 1s suffering, but not all suffering is punishment.
Punishment can be both remedlal and retributive. A consistent
view extends the connection of God with evil to include
even sin, bscause he éaintains the conditlons which make sin
" possible. ZEven so God may judge, but he must also seek %o
save. God plants both tribulation and kingdom. God's
opposition towsin takes the form of personal and social loss.
Man 1s created for fellowship. ©Selflshness carries 1ts
own penalty. Man was meant for God and leaving Him oub
makes hell possible. Thls realization makes hell an actuallity.
This hell, however, seems to be nothlng more than a suffering
soul -- alone,

Nowhere was Lewis! idea of a suffering God more
apparent than In his treatment of evil. The 1dea 1s rooted
in the 01d Testament, and supremely expressed in Jesus Christ.
Because God i1s a Father, he suffers with hils childfen. Penal
means, alone, cannot bring men to the relationship ?od desires,
We should unéarstaﬁd Christ as an expression of the Father's
will tb destroy the g;irit'that is the root of wrong doing.

3in remains not only essentlal to snimate exlstence, but is
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the very nature of all created existence.46
The purpose of revelatlion must be understood as for

the purpose of redeeming men.

Te repeat what has already been sald, atonement depends

on incarnation, incarnation is in order to atonement, and

incarnation can only mean that God himself is involved

in the atoning deed.47
Man is “foredoomeﬁ.ﬁ " His rédemption means, "You are con-
demned," "Ye must be'born again," 1t is "the gift of God,
not of works, lest any man should boast." "Christlanity is
a religlon of atonement . . . The lnescapsable implication
of atonement is supernaturalism . . ."48 Man has a "nature
inherently defective," although Lewls d1d not contend for the
terms "original sin" ar "depravity." Christianity means
regeneratien. "His sins had been 'imputed' te him. He 1is
'in Christ! and God sees him so0."49 To omit the atonement 1s
fatal. "Christ tasted death for everyone," but 1t 1s necessary
to the soul's redemption that a transaction take place within.
This message is exclusive and is = “prpvision for the sslvat-

ion of the whole world." We must be missionaries if we are

to see the "unlversal exaltion." It was helpful to read

46 The Creator and the Adversary, p. 13l.

47 A Christien Manifesto, p. 185.
48 Ibig., p. 144.
49 TIpid., p. 162.
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Lewls! own brief appralsal of his theologlcal progress and
the writer of thils paper felt it was in substantlal agreement

with the views stated here,50

50 The Creator and the Adversary, p. 7.




CHAPTER V
THE WESLEYAN POSITION
I. HISTORICAL SKETCH

The Wesleyan view of revelation can be treatéd as a
single view although it 1s the view of a group or movement.
The reason that it can be so treated is that 1t has been
propagated by a group. Thils has given a well-defined
doetrine and much literaturekhas been produced statlng the
doctrine. Thls has tended to crystallize the doctrines now
known as Wesleyan and they are avallable in many works. A
history of the movement would parallel the biographical
section of the other chapters., John Viesley, after wﬁom
the movement was named, was the most Important men. His
brother Charles and George Whitefleld complete the trio which
wag so influential in the origin of the movement. The
Wesleyan revival may bé sald to have begun about 1729 in the
organization called the "Hoiy Club." This was a group of
Oxford men who met for Bible study and worship. For their
strict religious habits they were nicknamed "Methodists,"
‘Soon the members were worklng in London to carry religlon
and morallity to the submerged classes. In 1739 several
events occurred which marked the beginning of organized
Methodism. A class meeting was held and the Methodists were

organized as a speclal body. Also thils was the beginning of
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open-2ir and lay preaching. In the same year the first
Methodlist congregations were formed in Bristol and Londéﬁ;
By 1740, Methodism had become distincily separated from
Calvinlsm and Moravianism. In 1744, the first Conference
fixed the doctfine and pollity which formed the basis of the
movement subsequent to this time. The phenomensal growth
of thls group was shown by the fact that in 1790 there were
about one hundred and twenty thousand members in the Wesleyan
socletles, of whom more than a third were in the United
States. Today, the Methodlist Church is the largest single
Protestant denomination in America and is the mother of
many of the smaller denominations. It would not be sur-
prising if many of this great number had departed from the
traditional Wesleyan doctrines, including the doctrine of
revelation. The purpose of this chapter was to state the
true,'traditienal Methodist doctrine of revelation. Some
bf the early scholars snd authoritles of the %esleyén view
were John Fletcher, Adam Clarke, and Richard Watson. Some
later theologlans who were in substantlial agreement with these
men were W. B. Pope, Amos Binney, Daniel Steele, Benjamin

Field, R. S. Foster, Thomas N. Ralston, John Miley, H. Orton

Wiley, and others.

II. THE PHILOSGPHEC&L BASIS OF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

Revelation is necessarily related{to other sources
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of knowledge, therefore it was praper thbagin this section
by a conslderation of epistemology. The writer has already
stated hls own view whlch allows fornthree sources: reason,
experlence, and revelation. This statement was nécessary
even tb‘begin this study. However, now that it has been
stated, 1t seems to be not far from the Wesleyan vlew.

Wesley himself was a man educated in the greatest university
of his day. He was familiar with the current secular books
as well as the religlous books. He tended to increase hls
Bible study throughout his life, and called himself a man
of one book. The Blble which he considered God's speclsl
revelation, was interpreted accardiﬁg to the light of resson.
This was not only so, but the findings of such Interpretations
were checked by éxperience. He has been ériticised and
eommended for sometimes changing his views, but for this
paper 1t has indicated that he checked his religious know-
ledge by these other sources of kneﬁleége which have been
mentioned. Turner has gilven an excellent summary of Wesley's
theory of knowledge.l Those who followed Wesley have main-
tained essentlially this same view.

| Resson is an original faculty gi?éh'by God to individual

man, and no supra-natural revelation can be glven which

1s not addressed to him (a) As a rational being, and through
the channel of his resson; and (b) As consistent with the

l %mer’ P_Eo ei‘b., ppa 212“216.
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unbiased deductions of reason, acting legltimately
within 1ts own sphere. . . . By reason 1s meant that
faculty of the human mind by which man arrives at
truth without any super-sensuous aid: This implles
his understanding, consclence, and experience, all
acting under natural circumstances.®

This admits the validity of sensory data and the validity
of the mind to properly handle this data.

We believe that both empirical and rational exper-
iences are valid. Such knowledge is valid in as far as
it reaches in men's world. Man's knowledge 1s limited.
There will always be finite knowledge to finite man.®

After acknowledging that reason was valld in 1ts

sphere, the task of the Wesleyan theologlans was to clearly
ﬁefiﬁe its sphere. Thils has been admirably done in all of
the stendard works. A summary view, or the essence of the
place of resson 1s given not as a direct quotation, but in
the words of the wrlter of this paper. There was general
agregment that anyhrsvelatiQn must be addressed to the reason.
Revelatlon presupposes reason: It wos sometimes stated that
the highest use of reason 1s to recognize its limltations.
ﬁstually, each man's reason decides what 1t will do with a
purported revelation. Revelation ;s not irrationalism.

Reason is not vliolated by God's revelation. Rather, revela-

tlon builds upon and transcends reason. In the light of

2 Benjamin Field, Handbook of Christian Theology
(New York: The Methodist Book Concern, rn. d.7), Ps S

: - 3 Delbert R. Rose, Lectures delivered at Western
School of Evangelical Religion, Jennings Lodge, Oregon,
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this, the function of the faculty of reason in the matters
of religion is: To exsmine snd declde upon the evidences of
Divine revelation; to ascertain what truths are revealed;
after belng convinced that a revelation has been made, to
accept 1t as the authority of God and where it may transcend
reason, to accept that on falth. This last duty 1s qualified
generally by statements to the effect that while the revelation
i1s to be accepted even though mysterious or inexplicsable,
that nothing shall be obligatory which 1Is absurd, contra=-
dictory, or absolutely irrational. The Wesleyan theologlans
readily admitted the pOssibility:of revelation in the nature
and capaclity of man. Also they readily admitted the
possibility of revelation in the nature of God. The follow-
ing quotation may be consldered as representative.

The first two poétulates of all theclogy are the

Personality of the Infinite Being and the personallty

of man His creature. Neither of these is a matter of

demonstration in the holy oracles; both are asgumed or

taken for granted everywhere. To renounce elther is to

annihilate theologlcal knowledge properly so called.

e s« o G0d is a Person who condescends to man; and man

is a person who is capable of God.4

Revelation is not only considered possible, but also

: probable and necassary. Revélatien 1s necessary because of

the moral nature of man. Reason alone 1is inadequate to meeb

the demands of a moral and spiritual being.“ Watson agreed

4 Willtam Burt Pope, A Compendium of Christian Theology
(New York: Phillips and Hunt, rn. d.3), I;7%,
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that there are two Important presumptions which can be
objectively, historically proved. First, there ére some
actlions which have almost universally among men been called
good. Second, that they were originally in some mode or
other prescribed and enjoined as the law of the Creator,
and their contraries prohibited.5 This is strong presumptive
evidence in favor of a general revelation and expressive
of a need of clearer erdspecial revelation. "Christianity,
or the perfect Divine Revelation, presents itself as the
answer to a universal demand."6 Because of the agreement
of the many authors at this point, this paragraph is closed
be referring to the work of Binney, which differed only in
being more concise than the work of the other theologlans.
He maintained that the necessity of this revelation was
manifested by five considerations. (1) Human opinions are
not a sufficlent guide of life and rule of conduet, because
they are various and contradictory. (2) Human reason 1s
Insufficlent, for those professing to be guided by it and
having the same book of nature worship different things and
some have been sunken in moral character. (3) The law of
God can be perfectly known only through revelation. (4) The

moral character of God cannot be fully disclésed through the

5 Richard Watson, Theological Institutes (New York:
Phillips and Hunt, 1880§, I, v,

6 Pope, op. cit., p. 49.
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material world. (5) The moral condition of the snclent
heathens préves the necessity of special revelation. Their
own writers verify that the greatest erimes wers countenanced
by the arguments and examples of their moralists.’ The next

conslderation was the fact of revelation.
IITI. THEQLOGICAL BASTS OF THE DOCTRINE OF REVELATION

John Miley has written some material which the writer
of thls paper felt was very clear and which could be quoted
with profit. |
On the broadest division there are two sources of theology
-~ nature and revelation. They are very far from any
equality; in fullness, clearness, and authority fairly
comparable only by contrast. Some great truths of Christ-
ian theology are pecullar %o revelation. Yet the first
question of all religion, the existence of God, must be
taken first to nature. The best Christian thinkers agree
in these two sources.8

Pope declared that the term revelation was at once the most

elemantary and comprshensive word of our theologlcal systems.

In its broadest sense, it includes every manifestation of

God to the consciousness of men, or the whole of Divine

disclosures.,

Revelation in this higher meaning of the term, is generai
and special. As GENERAL it 1s undoubtedly common to the

7 Amos Binney and Danlel Steele, Binney's Theological
Compendium Improved (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1902),
P 15, .

8 John Miley, Systematic Theology (New York: Eaton and
Mains, 1892), I, 8.
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human race as such: The foundation of what may be
called natural religion. Although, as we have seen, the
highest word is not used of thls universal unvelling of
God in the creature, 1t may be called natural as dis-
tinguished from supernatural revelation., <This latter
is speclal; as being imparted not so much in man as to
man, through the medium both of Divine works and Divine
words, as will be hereafter seen.®
Revelatlon does exist. In speaking of its existence
even this briefly, 1t was necessary to speesk of the form iIn
which 1t existed. The form of revelation needed further
elaboration, however, to assist In determining the authority
and content of revelation. Revelatlon was held to be both
general and speclal, or natural and supernatural, by all
those expressing the Wesleyan view, with the posslible excepe
tlon of Watson.lO0 The English delsts had been exalting the
light of nature and Watson tended to the other extreme in his
refutation of thls, by taking a position which would loglically
exclude the grounds of a natural theology. A clear distinctlon
was made between nature and fevelaﬁion by the difference in
the modess of knowledge. In nature knowledge is acquired by
the use of humen faculties. In revelation there 1is lmmediate
communication by the divine agency though this involves the

the use of human faculties as well.ll Miley further held

9 Pope, op. cit., pP. 36,
10 Watson, op. cit., pp. 5-236.
11 Miley, op. cilt., pe 9.



89
that so-called confessional, traditional, and mystical
sources of theology are erroneous. The Bible is the one
supreme pre-eminent source of theology. It is revelation
in a written form. This form of special revelation tells
of another important form of speclal revelation, the Person
of Christ. it would be more accurate and proper to put
Christ prior to the written Word. The importance of the
Bible comes from the fact that 1t reveals the Living Word.
A quotatien from the most recént theological work of the
Wesleyan tradition, publishéd in 1940, will clarify this

point. Wiley states,

By Special Revelation we refer to the redemptive purpose
of God manifested In Christ Jesus, as over against the
more general revelation of His power as manifested 1in
His creative works.

In thus limiting the idea of a special revelation to
the unfolding of the eternal counsel of God as it concerns
the redemption of men through Christ, we bring before us
three sallent polnts. First, the redemptive purpose of
God as revealed 1n Christ; second, the perfected Scrip-
tures as the final testimony of Jesus to sinful men; and
third, the conincidence of these with the ‘Christian
Faith.l2

Wiley stressed this point over and over, that the Bible was
the Word of God because 1t was the perfected testimony of
Christ. God has revealed Himself through nature by His

creation, and in a special way in the Person of Christ and

12 H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City,
Missouri: Beacon Hill Press, 1946), I, .136.
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in the Bible. V
With this approach, one must be nearly able to
“predict what authcrity W111 be given this speciai revelatien.
It is speclal revelation with which this paper, and Chbistién
theology as well, 1s primarlly concerned. If there be a God,
who is the Creator of man, and if He has revegled Himself
and His will for man in an accurate record, then surely
this record would be men's final authority on whatever matters
1t touches. After showing the grounds for believing the
Bible to be inspired of God; Pope stated,
Its plenary inspiration makes Holy Scripture the sbsolute
and final authority, all-sufficlent as the supreme
Standard of faith, Directory of Morals, and Charter of
Privileges to the ’Church of God.l3
'This is the Wesleysn view. One of the earller wrlters,

in his Ratlonal Demonstration of Man's Corruption and Lost

Estate, took considerable pains to assert the authority of

the Seriptures. Actually he inserted between his Thirtleth

eand Thirty-First Argument, a short apology for the Bible.
e« + » 1 here premise, by way of dlgression, a few
rational arguments to evince, as far as my contracted
plan will allow, the Divine authority of the sgriptures.14

Wesley, in hls sermons and wﬁitings, used Scripbtural terms

and phrases so freely that it was difficult to ascertaln

13 Pope, op. cit., p. 174.

14 John Fletcher, An Appeal to Matter of Fact and .
Common Sense (Nashville, Tennessee: Barbee and Smith, 1891),

P. 128,
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what is Bible, and what is Wesley. This stemmed from his
belief in the Bible as his suthority. He claimed that pure
doectrine comes, "By keepling to the Bible, and setting 1t
just as high as the Scripture does."l5 The Methodist

Discipline, a large part of which remains in the language of

Wesley, reflected his view of the authority of the Bible.

The Holy Scriptures contain all things necessary to
salvation; so that whatsoever 1s not read therein, nor
may be proved thereby, is to be required of any man that
1t should be belleved as an article of faith, or be
thought requisite or necessary to salyatien.xﬁ

Even to become a member in The Methodist~0hureh one must
answer affirmatively the qnestién, "Do you believe in the

. Bible as God's Holy Word?"™7 Bishop R. S. Foster wrote,
“Anything else than a’supernatural or superhuman Christ
the Son of God, and anything else than a Bible dellvered

of God to men, "takes all virtue out of Christianity, and
convicts it of imposture.lS

And again,

The clalm set up by all evangellcal Christian&, of
whatever phase of falth, is that the Scriptures of the
013 and New Testament either directly or indirectly
contaln his teachings; and that, in subsftance, they are

15 John Wesley, A Plain Account of Christian Perfection
(Louisville, Ky.: Pentecostal Publishing Co., . d« ), De 19,

16 The Methodist Church, Discipline (. pg : The
Methodist Publishing House, 1944 s Peo 27, '

17 1p14., p. 461.

18 Randolph S. Foster, The Supernatural Book (Studies
in Theology. New York: Eaton and Mains, 1889), p. x1i.
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of divine authority and are to be received as such;
in other word, that the Bible is a divinely 1nspired
~ book, and that he was a divinely sent teacher, and

that the substance of what is found in the Bible, is a

revelation from God, and as such 1s to be accepted as

final authority on all matters of which 1t makes

deliverances.l
Wiley regarded the Bible, ™. . . not only as the Christian
rule of falth and practice, but also as the ultimate critical
standard of religious thought,"20

The content of revelatlon ls dependent upon the

authority of the revelation. The plenary insplration view
of the Scriptures would certainly include all of the Bible.
"Plenary" means full or complete. Thls view was held by all
of the authors cited in thils chapter except Foster, He
denled pienary inspiration, but did believe that the Bible
was entirely veraclous.2l In thls denial he departed from
the Wesleyan view and may be considered as the excéptien
which proves the rule rather than as representative of thls
view. #lthough the theologlans warned against placing the
Bible above the Christ whom the Bible reveals,22 yet it remains
that the guestion of the Bible is the most basic and that

the knowledge of the Persen and work of Christ is a part of

19 Ibid., p. 2. |
20 Wiley, op. cit., p. 185.

2l Randolph S. Foster, Prolegomeaa (Stud?es in Theology.
New Yorks: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press e q ), p. 282,

22 Wiley, op. ¢it., p. 140.
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the contents of the Blble. 4 rather lengthy, but
comprehensive and pertinent guotation, from Pope will
conclude this section on the contents of revelatlion as it
shows the coninclidence of de’s redemptive purpose in Christ
and the wrltten Word and the Chrlstlan faith.

o » » our Lord's sanction makes the complete Scriptures
the finished revelatlion, never to be superceded. Nothing
can be more plaln than that the entire fulness of what the
Revealer had to say to the world was to be communicated \
to the Apostles by the Holy Ghost; and that, not as a ,
further dlsclosure on the part of the Spirlt but as the
consolidation of the Saviour's teaching into its perfect
unlty, and its expansion Into its perfect meaning. No
future streams of revelation were to rise higher than
the fountain-head of truth opened in Himself. Hence

we must repeat concerning the Book what has been sald
concerning the Lord's teaching; the Bible means all
revelation and all revelation means the Bible,

We are justifled, therefore, in holding that the
Seriptures of revelation and Christianity, as the
Christian Falth, cover the same ground and strlctly
coincide. As yet, we have nothing to do with the question
of inspiration, nor with inquiries into the geniuneness
and integrity of individual books snd individual passages;
but only with the general fact that in all sound theo logy,
the Bible and Christ are inseparably connected. Not
that they are in the naturecof things identlical: We can
suppose the possibility of an Incarnate Revealer present
in the world without the medlatlion of the Written Word.
Indeed we are bound to assume, as has been already seen,
that there is a wider revelation of the %ord in the world
than the Scriptures cover. Moreover, we may assert that
His revelation of Himself is still, and even In connection
with the Scriptures, more or less independent of the Word.
But as the basls of the sclence of theology, the Bible 1is
Christlanity. It has plessed God from the beginning to
conduct the development of the great mystery by documents
containing the attested facts, the authenticated
doctrines, and the sesled predictions of revelation. The
process of the Divine Counsel has been bound up with the
enlargement of the Volume of the Book. That Book is the
foundation of Christianity: the Lord of the Bible and the
Bible are indissolubly the Rock on which 1t i1s based. We
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have 1ts documents and records; we have no documents and
records whlch do not directly or indirectly pay thelr
tribute to the Christian Religion; and there is no
revelation in any department of truth of which the same
may be salid. All revelation 1s identical with Christianity
and summed up in it. Hence, generally speaking, and as
yet regarding the Scriptures only as a shole, we may say
that the character of Christlanity is the character of
the Bible; the cleims and credentials of the one are the
claims end credentials of the other.23

At this point the writer of thls paper would like
to pay tribute to the Wesleyan writers and to state the
satisfaction that came from perusing their work. <That many
of the writings were Intended to be systematic treatises
did not lessen the admiration for thelr clarity and unity.
The logical approach and procedure would be commendable in
any work. As the thought progressed smoothly from one
point to another, one point nearly anticipated another.
In nearly every section this has been so. For instance,
In discussing the nature of revelation, the form in which
1t exists, 1ts authority, and its contents, it has been
impossible to do so without clearly stating the attitude
of thils movement toward the Bible. Only a brief section
was glven to the treatment of the Bible, therefore, to avoid
repetition. It was without question the view of this movement

that the Bible 1s the infallible Word of God. As such, it

is the final authority of faith and practice. In the light

of the previous material on the subject, one quotation is

23 Pope, op. cit., pp. 40-41.
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sufficient to conclude this paragraph. In spesking of
inspiration, Wiley also stated hls view of the Bible:

By plenary lnsplration, we mean that the shole and every
part 1s dlvinely inspired. This does not necessarily

presuppose the mechanlcal theory of inspiration, as some
contend, or any particular method, only that the results

of that inspiration gave us the Holy Scriptures as the
final and authoritative rule of faith in the Chureh.%%

Iv. TIMPLICATIONS

This sectlion could be omitted in & study of revelation
alone. However, the purpose of this paper was to compare
different views of revelatlion, and a comparison of cruclal
points in general theelogy have made the differences‘more
apparent. Not only have they made clear the differences
in the doctrines but they have manifested the extreme
importance of a correct doctrine of revelation. The
doctrines selected for brief examination were those of God,
man, sin, aﬁd redemption. Brevity was a virtue in this |
division of each chapter as it aided in comparison and was
ample for 1ts purpose., To begin, the doctrine of God was

" well-stated in the Methodist Discipline and there was no

voice among the meny Wesleyan theologlans consulted to

even suggest any other view.

There 1s one living and true God, everlasting, without
body or parts, of infinite power, wisdom, and goodness;

24 Wiley, op. cit., p. 184,
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the meker and preserver of all things, visible and .
invisible. And In unlty of this Godhead there are three
per sons, of one substance, power, and eternity =-- the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost .25 ,
This 1s definitely trlnitarianyiu view and so natn&ally Cheist
and the Holy Spirit are prominent in Wesleyan theology. This
parasgraph will close with a brief quotation, from the same
source as above, concerning Christ and the Holy Ghost.,
.The Son, who was the Word of the Father the very and
eternal God of one substence with the father, took
man's natura in the womb of the blessed Virgin; so that
two whole and perfect natures, that 1s to say, the
Godhead and Manhood, were joined together in one Christ,
very God and verv'Man vho truly suffered, was erueifieé
dead, and buried, to reconcile his Father to us, and to

be a sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also
for the actual sins of men.26

Of the thifé Person of the Trinity 1t i1s stated, "The Holy
Ghost, prsgeeding’from the Father and the Son, 1s of one
substance, majesty, and glory, with the Father and the Son,
very and eternal God, "27 | |

; Man did not evolve, but 1s a speclal creation of God,
"In him the physical and spiritual met. He is at once a
creature and’aAson. « » the crowning act of the creative
process.”gg' The soul of man is immortal. Even death of the

body 1s generally held to have entered solsly because of sln.

25 The Methodist Church, op. cilt., p. 27.
26 Loc. clt.
27 Loc. cit;

28 H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theelegv (Kansas City, Mo.:
Bea@an H11l Press, 1946), II, %0,
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It was maintalned that 1t was possible for man not to sin
and therefore not to fall from original holiness. "Ability
for obedience 1s a rational requirement under a testing law
of Duty."29 But primitive man did fall with a consequent
fall of the race. Original sin 1s the corruption of every
offspring of Adam which inclines his nature toward evil
rather than righteousness. Flethcher's work,‘gg Appeal to

Mgtter of ¥act and Common Sense, 1s a classic on this

doctrine. He stated that original sin is the principle
truth of Christianity and that genuine Christianity stands
or falls with 1t.50

A correct view of sin is important because 1t bears
upon the fields of anthropology and soterioclogy. The
possibility of sin demands the freedom of man. The Mosale
account of the fall of man was the view accepted and
explained the origin of sin in human history. Sin has a
twofold nature. It was described as both an act and a
state or condition. There was some difference between the
earlier and later theologians as to the question gullt
attaching to inbred or original sin. The earlier group
sald that al though no personal demerit 1s attached to

original sin, that every man is amenable to punlshment

29 Miley, op. cit., p. 424,

30 Fletcher, op. cit., p. 7.
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becausé corrupted by original sin. Some of the later’thsou
logians denied‘any sehse of guilt involved in depﬁavity
until personally‘responsible for 1t. However, this differencé
waé resolved as to practical resulis. Eh’either case no
man will be condemned for what Adam did, because the uncon-
ditional beneflibs of the atonement of Christ are as extensive
as the gullt of all through Adam, if this is held.51 A1l
gin, whether in act or disposition, is a corruption of God's
plan for man. ' |

Redemptlon depends somewhat upon the concepts of
God, man, and sin. The Wesleyans have been generally
credited with two specific doctrines which seem to be the
outstanding contribution of their movement to Protestantism.
Both of these doctrines 1lie In this areas. The doctrines
are: the witness of the Holy Spirit, and santification
by faith. However, the doctrine of justification by falth
was protected from antinomianism by 1nsistence'oh a second
justification by works.52 Salvation 1s not a redemption
"in" sin but a redemption "from" sin. Wesley, when speaking
on the witness of the Spirit, made it 1dentieal in both
justification and sanctification.

But how do you know you are sanctified -- saved from
your Inbred corruption? v .

3l Wiley, op. git., T1,712%.

32 John Fletcher, Checks to Antinomianism (Kansas City,
Mo.: Beacon Hill Press, 1948), p. 76,
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I ean know it no otherwise than I know that I am

justified. "Hereby know ye that we are of God {in either
sense), by the Spirit that he hath glven us."33
Saﬂctificatien is an instanteous experience for Christians which
iss
That renewal of our fallen nature by the Holy Ghost,
recelved through faith In Jesus Christ, whose blood
of atonement cleanseth from all sin; whereby we are not
only delivered from the gullt of sin, but are washed
from 1ts pollutlion, saved from lts power, and are enabled,
through grace, to love God with all our hearts and to
walk in his holy commandments blameless .o
Redemptlion was %o %psleyan theologians, the salvation from
all sin, provided by the shed blood of Christ, and appro-
priated through falth iIn Him. Redemptlion also meant the
future glorification of the mortal body and deliverance
from even the presence of sin in a holy heaven provided by
God for those who love Him. This eternal bliss was con-

trasted with the eternal punishment of the wicked.

33 Wesley, op. cit., P« 37.
54 The Methodlst Church, op. clt., p. 33.



CHAPTER VI

THE THREE CONTEMPORARY VIEWS COMPARED AND CONTRASTED
WITH THE WESLEYAN VIEW

I. THE POSITION OF GEORGIA HARKNESS AND THE
WESLEYAN POSITION COMPARED AND CONTRASTED

This chapter has very little new materlal because
1t has concerned itself largely with the materlal presented
in the. first four chapters. Evaluations or appraisals have
been referred to the concluding chapter. This chapter has

pointed out the agreement op disagreement of the views compared.

The philosophical bases. The question of knowledge

1s the first point of comparison. Harkness has called herself
an emplricist and a theistlc realist.l Her work had a
general empirical foundation, and the reason was considered
able to handle this sensory data. In this much her approach
was quite similiar to the Wesleyan approach. Also she
admitted the need of revelation. Authorlty is necessary

for religion, and revelation 1s necessary for authority.

There was a difference when she spoke of several authoritles.
She saw no reason for the five sources of authority of the

Christian faith which she mentioned to be mutually exclusive.

1 Harkness, The Recovery of Ideals, p. viii.
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The Wesleyan view s&id that there can be but one absolute
authority. "No authority can be jJudged by any ethér
author 1ty. It must stand alone and be self-valldating and
seld-confirming."® The Wesleyans adopted the Bible as the
final suthority, while Harkness rejected adopting any one
of her five authorities as final. She also rejected finding
a new basis of falth, snd so attempted a synethesis of her
five authorities. In sa,doing she created an index, the
"mlindeof -Christ," which actually was her final authority |
and thus she ended elther in mysticism or rationalism,® This
was a major departure from the Wesleyan Biblicism. She
admitted the possibllity and necessity of revelation as
did the Wesleyans, but the difference lles in what each
actually accepted as revelation. Thls 1s in part due to
philosophical presuppositlions. Harkness denied that the
supernatural is a separate realm of belng and claimed that
it 1s merely an aspect of the natural,.4 ‘This is contré*‘
dictory to the most baslic presupposition of the Wesleyan
viewe The Wesleyans werse thelstic. They admitted that the
fact of a God that 1ls a Personal Beling essential io all of

2 Delbert R. Rose, lectures,

3 Cf, ante, p. 15,

4 Harkness, The Recovery of Ideals, p. 92.
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their theological knowledge.s This is a serious difference

in approaches.

The theological bases. Both views saild that revelation

exlsts. The difference was as to form, the authority, and
the content of revelatlion. The Wesleyan theologlans allowed
for revelation in both general and speclal forms while this
distinction was difficult to find in the writlngs of Harknéss,
if 1t was there at ail. To her, the Bible was central in
revelation, but is different in degree and not in kind from
other forms of revelation.

The Bible 1s the infalllble Word of God and the
sbso lute and final authority of Christian faith to the
Wesleyans.® 1In Harkness' writings, revelation and knowledge
were scarcely discernible and therefore all knowledge has
nearly the éame auﬁhority.7

The entire contents of the Bible webe special revelation
to the true Methodist theologlans while Harkness' brosad
concept of revelatlion included all of reality.

The literary or plenary inspiration of the Scriptures

a8 held by the VWesleyans was considered erroneous and even

5 ¢f., ante, p. 85,
6 Ccf. ante, p. 90.
7 Cf. aﬁte, p. 24,
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harmful .8

In this one section alone there are enough differences
to definitely say that Harkness 1s not in the Wesleyan
tradition. Revelation was the doctrine considered in thils
paper so thls difference is the one of mﬁst importanée. But
there is another section to be compared, and it should be
enlightening and helpful and substantiate the writer's clalm

of the Importance of the doctrine of revelation to all theology.

Implications. Harkness believed that God is judge,
~but this does notimean a God of wrath who vislts vehgeanc@
upon sinners.? This was a departure from the Wesleyan view
which accepted the God of the 01ld Testament and belleved in
the eternal punishment of the wicked. The virgin birth and
many miracles and the resurrection were doubted by Harkness.
The Wesleyans affirmed that the Bible 1s true at these points.
Harkness was Sabellian in her view of God and not Trinitarian
as were the true Wesleyans. Harkness believed that Jesus was
unique in degree only, while the Methodist theologlans have
insisted on uniqueness in kind. People that do not worship
the same God can hardly be saild to have the same religlon.

This difference was apparantly due to her doctrine of

8 ¢r. ante, p. 26,
9 Cf. an‘te, P 27 »
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revelatlon because those In the Wesleyan ﬁraditian who
accepted the same authority, had an ldentical view of God,
which 1s the one taught by the whole Bible.

- Man to the Wesleyans, 1s a product of.special creatlion
by God, but to Harkmess he 1s a product of evolution., In
both views, man's purpose, roughly, is to do the wlll of
God. As to destiny, Harkness belleves in universal salvation
while the traditlonal Hethcdisﬁé belleve in heaven and hell,
With different.origins‘and~destinies, and very different Gaﬁs,
man's purpose is qulte different. Basleally, there can be no
greater difference than this, |

8in was defined very much the same in both views.
However, the hereditary}éofruptlan passed on from Adam as
taught by orthodox Methodism was denied by Harkmess. To
her 1t 1s a blologleal ago-cent&icity not intriﬁsically
sinful.

In redemptlon, both of Methodism's outstanding
contribuﬁi@ns wﬁre denied. No soul can’be free from sin, and
as full salvation is thus unattainable and as men are always
striving after 1t, 1t would be great presumption to testify
to 1,10 |

Harkness admitted that she was not an orthodox

10 Georgia Harkness, Resources of Religion (New York:
Henry Holt and Company, 1936}, p. 24.
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Christian theologian and this comparison of some of the
‘most important of all doctiines would seem to prove her

correct in this claim.ll

‘ 7
ITI. THE POSITION OF NELS F. S. FERRE AND THE WESLEYAN

" POSITION COMPARED AND CONTRASTED

The phllosophical bases. Both traditlonal and liberal

theology were criticized by Ferré for having a faulty
eplistemology. His 1s a two-level epistemology with sciénce
and reason competent to deal with the here and now, but faith
i1s the sole source of religion. In Wesleyan theology, faith
is rational; God appeals to reason. In Ferre's system,

faith 1s irrational, and faith is prior to religious know-
'1edge. This difference is evident throughéut the writings

of each and 1s a basic disagreement.l2 Both agree as to the
possibility and necessity of revelatlion but the criteria

for establishing it is thelr point of disagreement. Eveh
falth does not yleld real knowledge for Ferré% because faith
and knowledge are antithetical iIn some sense. He denled that
theology can be objectively systematic, which would certainly
disturb those Methodist theologians who have written systematic

theologles, 1f they could but know 1it,

11 Harkness, The Recovery of Ideals, p. 33,

12 cf. ante, pp. 4,84.
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The theological basses. Ferré belleved that revelation

exists., Christianlty is a religlon of revelation. In this
much he was Methodistic, but In the other phases of revelatlon
he soon departed from this theological lineage. The fullest
and most effectlive revelation was made in Jesus, who revealed
God &s agape. On the surface this seems agreeable with
Wesleyan teaching bubt actually 1t 1s very different. Ferre
'ihterpretateé everything in revels tlon from his gresu@position
of God as agape. The Wesleyans accepted everything God has
feveaied about Himself in the Bible as true. In one case
it is knowing God from what He reveals of Himself, in the
other 1t 1s only accepting as revealed what agrees with.
a previous concept of God. These approaches are miles apart.
Both the authority and content of revelatlon were
determined by this Index which Ferré erected,‘ggggg. The
Bible and Jesus were both considered to be unigue in degféa
and not in kind, which is a contradiction of the Wesleyan
view. The ﬁeslayans’.vieﬁ of the Bible as an objJective
revelation, that it is authordtative for all men, would be
undercut by Ferré's "revelational irrationalism," or the
Augustinian-Anselmlc approach.15 This is snother instance
of total disagreement. The content of revelatlion is indefinite

because revelation is continuous, and its autharity 1s not

13 Cf. ante, p. 38,
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final because revelation is incomplete. The Wesleyan
view is exactly the oppdsite; revelation is both closed
and final for this era of gospel privilege.14 Ferré’s
content in revelation was determined by his selectlve
principle agape, whlle the Wesleyans insisted on plenary
inspiration. The only agreement found was that revelation
exlsts, and this 1s no agreement at all unless revelation
has comparable definitions in both views. This has been
further illustrated by comparing thelr treatment of the
Bible.

Both the 01d and New Testaments contain things
unworthy of the Christian falth, according to Ferré, which
is a repudlation of the plenary insplration as held by the
Wesleyans., Fallibility and infallibility are the conflicting

doctrines of the Bible held by these two views .19

Implicationse. Ferré claimed that the uniqueness of

Christianity lies in its concept of God as agape.16 The
Wesleyans claimed that Christlanity 1s unique because it is
the one true religion based on the hlstorical revelation of

the one true God. The Wesleyan God is the God of the Bible,

14 g_to ante’ Pe 4‘10
15 ¢f. ante, p. 47.
16 cr. ante, p. 48.
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vhom Ferré rejected as not always acting in love. Ferre
re jected the Trinitarian God of the Methodlsts, and there-
fore Christ's personal pre-existence is denied. Chfist's
sinlessness was Insisted on in the Methodist doctrine, along
with His office of Saviour and Mediator. Ferré was uncertain
about the first and regarded Jesus more as a teacher than as
a Saviour.l” The doctrine of God 1is certainly important
to religion, yet there is little agreement at this point.
The differences can be directly traced to.their approach
to revelation and thelr handling of it. It 1s far from
being merely a matter of Interpretation of what 1s rewealed,
but a question as to what is revealed.

The dgctrines of man demonstrated the same divergence
of view. Ferré belleved in evolution, historic Methodlsm
in speclal creation. Wesleyanism believed in.inherited
depravity, Ferré denied thls as well as the "fall." Ferre
believed that sin is essential to man's freedom,18 but the
Wesleyans sald that it 1s possible not to sin, but that sin
is possible because manlis free 19

There was some sgreement as to sin., Both admitted

its two-fold nature and both maintained that it was not

17 Cf. ante, p. 50,
18 Cf. ante, p. 50

19 ¢f. ante, pp. 51,97.
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located in the body but in the heart. Agreement was
found also when sll evil wés held as springing from moral
evil. The cleavage appeared here when evil was considered
by Ferré as essential, or’even beneficial,20 |

Redemption was the goal of creation to Ferrd, and
God's remedy for sin to the Wesleyans. It is personal and
soclal In effect to both views, but "rédemptisn” is not
properly applied to soclety by ﬁhe Wesleyans, That repentance
1s undesirable, that conversion 1s unattainable, that saints
are sinners -- these views of Ferre are dlametrically opposed
to Methodlst dcctfines.gl

The differences apparent in thils last paragraph, aleng
with the other contrasting doctrines, would almost cause one
to think that different relligions were compared. It 1s sure
that enough difference existed that to say that Ferré is in

the Wesleyan tradition would be a grave error.

III. THE POSITION OF EDWIN LEWIS AND THE WESLEYAN POSITION
COMPARED AND CONTRASTED

The phllosophical bases. Lewis admitted the possibility

of revelation through the super-mind and the "commerce of

mind" idea. The neaessity of revelatlon is grounded in God's

20 _g_:gc Bﬁt@, Pe 51.

21 ¢f. ente, p. 52.
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obligation to His creation and man's need. Though there
was conslderable difference of approach, he agreed with

the Wesleyans at these pointse.

Ths-themlogical bases. Lewis stated that the most
basic questlon about reéélatian is whether 1t exists or
not.22 And Lewls also contended that revelation does exist,
and that this i1s essentlial to Christiénity‘gs This agrees
with the Wesleyan view,

There was also considersble hérmony concerning the
_ form of revelatlon. Lewls held that the Bible and Christ
are forms of revelation. Lewls also believed in géneral
revelation, which seems to parallel fairly cloéely the tra-
ditional Methodist view of generalkor natural revelatlon.??
He sometimes spoke of experience as a form of revelstion.

In Wesleayn theology this 1s most often called the witness
of the Holy Spirlt in epochal experiences of grace or the
leadership of the Holy Spirit in other direct Divine commun-
icstion. Even in Methodlsm 1t 1s sometimes called personal
revelatlion, but thils is not used for subjectlve experience.
There has been very nearly perfect agreement in this sactioﬁ

up to this polint.

25 Cf. ante, p. 59.
24 Cf. ante, pp. 66,88,
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The guthority of revelation was difficult to compsre
because of the 1ll-defined concept of revelation in the
work of Lewis. The Christian falth is essentially absolute
and suthoritative to Lewis, although this authority may be
‘determined subjectively.25 1In Chapter IV 1t wes stated that
however hlgh Lewls wanted to ralse the authorlty of the
Christlien revelation he left 1t somewhere below the absolute,
Therefore; there was a major disagreement at this point
~because the %esleygns‘held that the Bible is infallible and
ﬁherefore absoclute.

The content of revelation 1is determined’privately
according to Lewis,gﬁ‘while for the Wesleyans it 1s deflned
and constant. Herein was another serilous disagreement.

While the Wesleyans respected the Bible as entirely
inspired and therefore infallible, Lewls regarded it as
fallible gnd brought other serious charges against 14,27
This was a clear departure from those claiming that thé Bible
and the Christian falth coincide, and from the Wesleyan point

of view, a lethal departure.

Implications. God, to Lewis, is more nearly the God

of the Wesleyans than the God of either Harkness or Ferre.

25 Cf. ante, p. 68,
26 ¢r, ante, p. 68.
27 ¢f, ante, p. 71.
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Lewis believed that God 1s a personal being who is both
transcendent and immanent. He also belleved that Gaé'is a
Trinity, which 1s denled by Harkness and Ferré, but which
is %ésleyan.gg He left the Wesleyan view whah e denled
some things In the 01d Testament attributed to God and this
difference was because of the varying conéépts of authority.
By far the most serious differences, in the views of God,
ap@eared in Lewis' latest book, in which he adopted a
pluralistic view of reality. Thié leaves God finite, which
is a direct cdntradictian to the infinite God of the
ﬁésleyans.zg

Lewis believed.thatfman evolved, which; as has been
stated, 1s a contradiction of the Wesleyan view of special
creation. This difference glso may be traced to thelr
different views of the Eible. Bctﬁ views aéree that freedom
is essential to menhood. Thils makes sin poésible but npt
essential., Lewls contradicted both the ﬁéslayan view and his
own sarlier positions when hs4said that evil is the cause of
sin in men, and thatkman could never have been perfect.sg

Lewlis' universalism 1s also far different from the heaven

and hell of the Methodists.

28 ¢r, ante, p. 75.

29 ¢f. ante, p. 76.
30 ¢cr. ante, p. 77.
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The writer of this paper felt that the Wesleyans
would approve of Lewis' clear distinction between natural
and moral evil. All natural evil 1s the result of moral
evil according to both views.

Redemption 1s the purpose of revelation in both
views.®l Here Lewis used many traditional words and phrases
such as "born again" and "converted." These did not seem
to mean quite the same as in Methodism. Lewls talked of
"{mputed righteousness," whereas the Wesleyans stressed
"imparted righteousness." For both views personal experience
is necessary.

More harmony was found between the view of Lewis and
the Wesleyan view than was found between the latter and the
views of the two other contemporary theologians. There was
sufficient disagreement, however, to keep him from being

included in the orthodox Methodist tradition.

51 Cf. ante, p. 79,



CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

The Wesleyan view has been used as a standard of
‘measurement in the preceding chapﬁer. This procedure has
been followed because the Wesleyan view 1s the one accepted.
This paper has not attempted to evalute the Wesleyan position
“but to correctly state 1t aﬁd compare the contemporary views
with it. In the process there was a rethinking of the
positlion which is the writer's, and no apparent reasons were
found for changing views. On the contrary, this view has been
made to appear in a brighter lighﬁ than before and 1t
certainly has not éuffereé by the comparissné. The con-
clusion was drawn with this same view as the standard.

The contemporary views which have been examined can
hardly be called Wesleyan. It would be difficult to affix
a line which would clearly indlicate when a particular
theologlian would be consldered to have gone astray from his
regular school of thought. It is unlikely that two men
’khave ever agreed perfectly on everything. Theslbgians are
no exception in this respect. What per cent of asgreement
or dlsagreement 1s essentlal between theologlans before they
can be considered in the same school of thought? This paper
does not try to determine this or even the percéntage of

agreement Involved in the comparison. ¥hat has been done has
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shown that there was basic disagreement at this cenbtral
doctrine of reveletion. It has been demonstrated by the
number of varying opinions about dependent doctrines. The
impontaﬁée of the doctrine has also been maenifest by this
method. The single fachtor seeming to bear the most welght
in the comparison was the auﬁhority of revelatioﬁ, and the
Bible in particular. The Bible is fallible or 1t 1s nob.

If it is fallible it is not aatharitativ&. Nearly all
doctrines hinge on this. In the cases of disagreements

in the comparisons the basic dlsagreement was as to the
authority of the Word. A greét number of nice things may
be sald about the doeitrine of revelation but its teeth are
pulled if 1t 1s not authoritative. This is what this writer
has used as the determining line. Harkness, Ferre, and
Lewis all denied the infallibility of the Bible. It was

on this basis that they were sald to be non-Wesleyan.
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