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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

For centuriss, the human mind has struggled with the
problem of ultimate truth, but many times 1t has been turned
back frustrated. Some have gone so far as to deny any
possibllity of having certain knowledge. Others would echo
the question of Pontius Pilate: "What is truth?"l  To these
uncertain ones, Pilate's question refers to whether or not
there are any valid norﬁs, or if any objective standard actu-
ally exists. Their answer would be that they do not know

"for sure'.

i

I. THE PROBLEM

B

Statement of the problem. This study is intended (1)

to present,soﬁe of the issues faced by every graduate and
under-graduate student in today's colleges and universities;
(2) to point out some of the intellectual pitfalls which
appear when certain moral choices are made; (3) to ponder
some resolutions of conflict by various schools of thought on
the question of eternal truth and essential norms of conduct;

and (4) to provide an adequate basis for decision.

Justification of the problem and procedure. Today's

confused world but reflects upon the education, philosophy

lJohn 18:38, A.V. (A1l Bible gquotations are from the
Authorized or King James Version).



and religion of our time. One has sald that a return to
bed-rock in philosoohy and theology is essential to our
generation.2 Some would immediately question, of course, as
to just what was bed-rock. Bed-rock implies that there must
be some ground for logical thought processes, some eternal
underlying truth, some sure authority. The question or pro-
blem of auvuthority, therefore, is a vital aspect to sound
reasoning and abundant living. The question of religious
authority for Christendom is particularly gripping, since
many are inclined to follow the ancient view of Protagoras
that ". . . Man is the measure of all . . ."® On every hand,
men are quick to excuse themselves or attempt to save them-
selves by reference to some authority which plesases them as
sufficient explanation for their conduct. The modern mind,
Dr. Henry remarks 1s unlike the Christian Culture of the
iiedieval period, in that it ". . . left no room for super-
natural revelation and, '"is unlike the classic Graeco-Roman
mind, "... . made no place for an objective eternal moral

order to which man stands in unique relation . . ."% The

2Paul Gerhardt Hvidding, "A Study of Two Early Theo-.
logians at Drew Theological Seminary: Randolph 3. Foster and
John Miley" (Unpublished thesis for the degree of Bachelor of
Divinity, Western School of Evangelical Religion, Portland,
Oregon, 1950), p.2.

5Paul J. Glenn, Introduction to Philosophy (St. Louis,

Misscuri: B. Herder Book Co., 1947), p. 62.

4_Carl . H. Henry, Remaking The iodern iind (Grand
Rapids, lichigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1946),
P2l




whole stream of modern philosophy contains this element of
contrast with the convictions of classic ancient and medieval
thought.

In this study, effort will be made to deal with the
problem of religious authority within Christendom histori-
cally and critically, and to face up with its relation to
Christian life and thought. Four contemporary views in
America will be compared and contrasted concerning their
treatment of this traditional problem. True effort will be
made to strive for objectivity, but not such objectivity as
leads to vagueness and uncerteinity. This age needs.smne—

thing definite in the line of assurance.
IT. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Authority. Throughout this investigation, authority
has been interpreted as any objective standard, witness or
norm to which appeal could be made in support of religious
opinion. Necessarily, of course, this study has been limited
to the study of the religious authority within Christendom.
This concept of authority is the actual basis of the study

presented here.

Dominion. This term is conceived as sovereignty or
domination in the realm of thought. The idea of sovereignty
or control is implied, in the sense that some person or

persons or agencies presume to proscribe for several others
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certain choices and actions. This negates the idea of per-

sonal responsibility for right choices and passes it on to

others.

Moral Responsibility. In this study, one concept is

held regarding the responsibility of individual persons.

This view 1s that each and every person in the world 1s a
responsible being, and, therefore, personally accountable for
all choices made in the realm of thought, conduct, morality
and religion. Some leeway 1is granted, of course, for those
who are actually limited amd not accountable due either to

their physical or mental condition, or thelr age.

Human Freedom. By the idea of human freedom ig

understood one who belonging to the human family is capable
of acting without being necessitated, or caused to do some -
thing, by someone or something else. 4 men or woman who has
such power to act freely, that is, has been endued with self-
active power, is a free agent, and thus the author of his

own acts.5

Intelligence. The concept of intelligence is herein

held to be the power or act of understanding. It is the in-

tellect or mind in operation. Further, it 1s conceived to

SPhomas I. Ralston, Hlements of Divinity (Wew York:
Abinzdon-Cokesbury Press, 1924), p. 165.




include the power to meet situations which are novel with
successful adjustment, as well as the ability to make moral

choices.
IITI. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDSR OF THE STUDY

Limitations of the study. This study has been limited

to the field of religious authority within western Christen-
dom. It does not deal with other types of authority or with
other religions. It has been intended to be both thorough
and critical. It has been necsssary to include some of the
underlying philosophical pre-suppositions of various thinkers,
and to relate these to theology. The relation of reason to
revelation, and the inspiration of the Scriptures as well as
their canonization were studied to some extent. Other points

of Christian Doctrine are touched upon only incidentally.

Procedure: for remaining chapters. A historical re-

view of the problem is-presented in chapter two. It will
not be extensive, but through secondary sources will attempt
to show some early developments from the simple Christian
Doctrine based upon Divine Revelation to the tradition of
the Roman See. It will touch upon some of the decisions of
the Church and her dominant philosophy. It will concern

the renaissance of pagan philosovrhy as well. The problem
today hasrbasically the same contending positions of the

Church, the Word of God, and the Individual as it did in the

early days of the seventeenth century.
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The program outlined for chapter three is a practical
one. In what ways do the decisions and/or positions of the
past apply today? How far can the Church interpose its own
alleged authority into private lives of "the faithful"? Are
there some permanent standards declared by the Bible to be
binding upon Christian "believers"? Is man "the measure'?

A very important part of the investigation is the
treatment accorded the problem of authority by current
American thought leaders. Representative of the various
schools are as follows: For the Church, Bishop fulton J.
Sheen; for the liberals, Charles Clayton blorrison; for the
Neo-orthodox, Reinhold Niebuhr; and for the conservatives,
Carl ¥, H. Henry. Three volumes each writer has contributed
will be source material in the fourth chapter.

The Summery and Conclusion of this thesis will be
presented in chapter five. While to some extent provision
is made to notice implications and make some evaluations, the
true conclusions will not be given until the last chapter.

There will also be a short section of appended Notes
following the Bibliography containing some discussions of
some problems turned up in the various chapters, but not ade-

gquately studied.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THZ PROBLEM HISTORICALLY

A critical study of the problem of religious authority
in Christendom is not possible without some understanding of
what has taken place in the past. FFor this reason, we will

at this time give consideration to the growth of the problem.
I. EARLY DEVELOPMENTS

The struggle of tradition and Scripture. The designa-

tion of this section is called a contradiction by a converted
Roman Catholic theologian. He asserts that not only the de-
livery of the Christian message, but also 1ts substance are
called traditigg;ﬂ%y@ﬂ2§@gﬁ$ 1 Cor. 11:2; 2 Thess. 2:15; 3:8.
e « « Tradition is; therefore, at the very foundation of our

nl It is clear, however, that the sacred

religious knowledge.
writers did contrast the mandate of God and tradition of men
(Matt. 15:2; dark 7:3; Gal. 1:14; and Col. 2:8). After the
Revelation was in writing, this antagonism shifted toward
the rivalry of the Bible and human tradition.
The conflict was latent for centuries. On
the one hand,the authority of Scripture was taken
for granted, yet not decisively formulated. On

the other hand, human traditions were not clearly
thought of as independent quantities, but merely

lGeorges A. Barrois, "Calvin's Principle of Doctrinal
Authority and Its Catholic Background” (Unpublished thesis
for the degree of lMaster of Theology, Princeton Theological
Seminary, 1942), p.l.



as the pious legacy of the belief and experience
of the past generations. Their value was, of
course, very unequal, and many an outgrowth not
only constituted a dead load, but proveg to be a
real danger to the purity of the creed.

It is the opinion of some that the early Christian
Church held to no abstract formulation of authority. It was
not necessary, for the only rule of faith was the Revelation
of God. The early bellevers received the Scriptures of the
01ld Testament from the Hebrew faith, and also in the life and
doctrine of Christ as the final stage of that particular
Revelation, together with its fulfillment of prophecy and
1]

the new covenant. These were . reported by eye-witnesses

or compiled from immediate testimonies, after a confuse period
of oral transmission. <lhe early Christian writings were held

by the primitive Churches as the permanent and authoritative

record of their belief.”5

A more recent and comprehensive work bears out the
same idea as above. In his two volume set "A History of
Christian Thought", Dr. J. L. Neve asks

What 1s the relation of the Scriptures to

the History of Dogma? The teachings of Jesus

and the Apostles constituted the special object
of thought for the early Christian Fathers. This
teaching was at first a living Word, not confined
to the New Testament writings. The latter were
but partially known, and only gradually did they
come into the possession of the whole Church.

“Loc. cit.

31vid., p.5.



They were, in fact, special impulses for the
creation of a recognized canon. The Gnostics
aimed to prove the legitimacy of their peculiar
speculations by an interpretation of writings
which they clalmed to be Christian and Apostolic.
The question as to the extent of the canon there-
fore became a burning issue for the .Ancient
Catholic Church. And the Church Fathers had to
interpret its writings in harmony with the tradi-
tion of the Church (regula fidei). . .

The development of doctrine cannot be treated apart
from the rise of the mcent Catholic Church. One important
phase pertains to the change in meaning which came to be
attached to the term "Catholic". To Ignatius and the early
Christians, it siznified Christians in general, the Church
of which Christ was the center, as contrasted wiﬁh particular
congregations of believers. Later, however, it came to mean
"orthodox" Christianity as distinguished from heretical sects.

The development of the "RBule of Faith" is also most
important. iany historians feel that an early baptismal
formula was quickly expanded into a brief statement of funda-
mental truths. By the third century, it was declared that
this Confession of faith was not only made up of the important
elements of the Apostles's teaching, but was also composed
by them. <The oldest form of this Confession sxtant is known
as the Roman Symbol from the middle of the second century.

Due to the obligation to silence held at that time (the

disciplina arcani), the so-called Apostles' Creed was not

4J. L. Neve, A History of Christian Thought, (Phila-
delphia: The Muhlenberg Press, 1946), Vol. I, p. 27.
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committed to writing or disclosed to the heathen. Dr.
Fisher speaks of paraphrases and expansions of the creed
in the writings of Irenaeus, Tertullian and Origen under
the name of "Rules of Faith"®, These rules of faith were
thought to be the definite, authoritative teaching that
the Church held everywhere against Gnostical innovations
and perversions.

The attitude of the church concerning the sacred
books seems to have been consistently receptive. They were
considered to be the gift of God to men since they were in-
spired by the Spirit, and the people received them to the
exclusion of other writings. The proclamation of canonical
lists apparently had the primary purpose of preventing the
loss of any of the sacred legacy, though the necessity for
showing Catholic doctrine was realized. As early as the
latter part of the fourth and early portion of the fifth
century, Synods and Councils of the West began to emphasize
what the universal Catholic Church should hold and what it
ought to avoid.

In 495 came the decretal on the reception of books
by Gelasius, Bishop of Rome. This decretal began with a
quotation from I Corinthians 3:11 about one foundation, and
concluded by quoting from I Thessalonians 5:21, "Prove all

things; hold fast that which is good".

SGeorge Park Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1896), p. 71l.
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The decretal of Pope Gelasius 1s representa-
tive of the views consistently held in the older
Church: the final authority in doctrine rests on
the Scripture only. Opinions of private doctors
are to be accepted for their own intrinsecal value,
which 1s to be weighed after the standardsof their
conformity to the Divine Revelation. . .

The councils had no absolute or independent authority,
for the early councils convened for the maintenance of the
creed since purlity of doctrine was endangered.

« « « The detall of thelr proceedings shows
a constant attention to faithfully adhere to the
doctrine of the Scripture, and, while stating
the creed, never to depart from the historical
data of the Revelation. Traditional views of the
perticular Churches are obvliously subservient to
the scriptural interest, which remains in the
foreground. . 1

In this regard, it was considered lawful for one
assembly to confirm the decision of earlier councils, only
as a faithful expression of scriptural teaching. Lhe Second
Council of Constantinople in 553 confirmed the first four

ecumenical councils as follows:

. . o "We profess to hold and to preach the
- faith that was in the beginning committed to the
Holy Apostles by God and our Saviour Jesus Christ,
and that was preached by the same Apostles in the
whole world. The holy Fathers confessed it, de-
clared it, and transmitted 1t to the Holy Church,
and chiefly those Fathers who convened in the four
holy Synods. We follow them and receive them for
all and in all. Whatever is not in accordance wi th
the definitions of the said councils concerning the

B, x :
Barrois, op. cit., p. 9.

"loc. cit.
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right faith, we hold as hostile to piety and
therefore we do condemn and snathematize".B

It was evidently teken for granted that declarative
and ministerial authority belonged to the Church assemblies
or to private doctors. Some tendencies toward overrating
human authorities surely existed in germ in the early insti-
tutions of the church, ". .A. and gradually developed into
a flagrant 'wsurpation of the divine privilege of exclusive
doctrinal authority".9 By 1053, the Councils were actually
likened to the Gospels themselves. To the bishops of Antioch
was sent a symbol by Pope Leo IX which read:". . .'I re-
ceive the four Councils in every way, and venerate them like
the four Gospels, since the universal Church in the four
parts of the world 1s founded upon them as upon a square
stone!, "0 While this may be but a figure of speech, it
does show the growing trend. However, as early as 520, Popel
Hormisdas had pronounced the first Synod of Constantinople
and any further Councils to be held as equally auvthorita-
tive.11 Such an endorsement 1s recognition of the power of
the Church to proscribe as to matters of faith and discip-

line in last resort.

8H. Denzinger, fnchiridion symbolorum, definitionum
et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum, Zdition undecima,
quam paravit Cl. Bannwart S. J., Friburgi 3risgoviae, Herder
1911, n©® 212, cited by Georges Barrois, op. cit., p. 10.

PBarrois, op. cite., p. 1ll.

10penzinger, n® 349, cited by Georges Barrois, op. cit.,

9)g LAt
1lBarrois, loc. cit.
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The power of tradition as normative of the faith was
likewise acknowledged in dogmatic statement on particular
sub jects, and yet not proclaimed as universal principle.
For example, in 787, the Second Nicene Council held regard-
ing images that ". . . 'Whosoever rejects any ecclesiastical
tradition, either written or not, be anathematized'."12 The
same rule was expressed by the fourth Council of Constantin-
ople in condemning Photius, and attempting to found it upon
2 Thessalonians 2:15. This text was distorted in the Latin
to read: ". . . 'The great Apostle Paul openly advises to
hold the traditions of the Saints who shone before, either
by word, or by epistle!."13 Actually, he referred only to
his own .preaching and his previous letter to the Thessalon-
ians.

A new source of authority was arising. It was still
just a tendency, but one not easily uprooted. There had
been no formal definition by church assembly or Roman See,
and yet the authority of Councils and Church traditions was
accepted as a rule of falth apart from the Scrivtures. No
longer could the orthodoxy of persons or doctrine be judged

on the basis of Scripture, but conformity to the ecclesias-

tical standard. ". . . mere subscription to canonical

=
14Denzinger, n® 308, cited by Georges Barrois, loc.clt.

15Denzinger, n® 336, cited by Georges Barrois, op. cit.,
Bt 120
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statements gradually replaced the supernatural adhesion to

the revealed doctriné. . ."14'

Various reasons are gilven by historians for the eman-
cipation of ecclesiastical tradition. Outstanding in this
development was the increasing power exercised by the Roman
bishop. Rome's geographical significance and size were quite
important here. The bishops of Rome were frequently called
upon to preside over councils and arbitrate discussions be-
tween particular churches. Irenseus taught that it was in
Rome where both Peter and Paul worked and died. The Petrine
tradition of Apostolic Succession preserved by the foman
bishops was considered most trustworthy, for men did not
believe that the tradition of other centers would disagree
with that preserved at Rome. Rome possessed the rule of
faith known as "the Roman Symbol". Heretics were better
controlled at Rome than in Alexandria on Constentinople,
and so Rome was believed the guardian of the Church's
unity.l5

The development of the power of the pepacy, that is,
its doctrinal authority, follows much the same pattern as
the emancipation of Church tradition. As early as the fifth
" century, the Roman bishops were claiming all the personal
privileges granted by Christ to Peter in liatthew 16:18-19.

Barrois remarks that the exercise of papal authority was not

l4Bsrrols, op. ¢it., p. 18,

15Heve, ep. clt., p. 74,
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always harmless, but rather harmful in its failure to con-
firm the decisions of the Councils and Synods.

« « » 1t actually happened that it opposed
them, and in the days of the Reformation, Luther
will humorously point at the inconsistencies of
an alleged conftalt and homogenous eccleslasti-
cal tradition.t®

Many times, in this growth of power, the doctrinal authority
of the Roman bishop was not directly alimed at nor defined,
but alleged to be commoniy accepted. Infallibility was not
then proclaimed as an organic article of the creed. It was
thought to be fact, but not law. ". . . Theoretically it
was still possible to fall back. But the events proved

that it was too late, and the impact of the Reformation

hurried the promulgation of the new standards of the Roman

raitn."L7

Lest it seem that a summary dismissal has been made
of that large segment of*t Christendom known as the Creek
Orthodox Church, it must be understood that the problem is
to treat of that part of Christendom known as the Western
Church. In this regard, therefore, we note some factors
characteristic to Western Christianity and its theology.

Western Christianity was governed by the

interest of creedal authority, the authority of
a recognized creed, namely the so-called "Roman

16Barrois, OPs (Gl Cery D L3

17Barrois, OP« Clbey DPs 14.
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Symbol", . . The note was sounded by Tertullian
when he demanded that cred guod traditum est. . .
He calls the symbol "a law of faith" (lex fidei,
in Virg., vol. 1l--Spect.4). In the mind of
Tertullian, furthermore, there goes with this
demand to submit to the rule of faith the concep-
tion that the Biblical foundations for the Symbol
are rational,. ..Reason and faith, therefore are
not antithetical. . .

With this was associated that peculiar
legalism which soon appears as a characteristic
of Western Romen Christianity. As the East in-
clined to speculation, so the West was interested
in moral righteousness,. . .

At the same time we note as a characteristic
of Western Christianity the interest in the
institutlional features of the Church. . 18
Doctor Fisher buillds a bridge of thought for us be-
tween the Mcient or Patristic Church and the Church of the
Middle Ages or the Medieval Period. His bridge or connecting
link is Gregory the first, a leader and administrator. As
this era is entered, the Church is marching tc convert and
train the Germanic nations. They were taught Roman doctrine,
and the Roman institutions grew up among them.
« « o In general it was no longer a ques-
tion what these doctrines are. They were trans-
mitted as an inheritance from the Church of the
Fathers to the succeeding ages. It was a sacred
tradition, attested by ecclesiastical authority,

the validity of which it was impious to doubt.
Its living guardians were the Roman hierarchy . .

Lo
An interesting observation by a thoroughly secular
historian is introduced here, and in some measure substan-

tiates the slow evolution of the "Churchly'" idea.

18weve, op. cit., p. 169-170.
19Fisher, op. cit., p. 199.
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In the early period of Christianity the
believer worshiped God and sought salvation
largely through his own efforts. Following
the growth of Church organigzation and the

rvsta1117atlon of its dogma, the Church now
constituted the indispensable intermediary
between God and man. Without the Church t §
individual could not hope to approach God.*"

That the above 1is true, in a very real sense, is most
clearly indicated from the life of the pious Bernard of
Clairvaux. 7This man, a true Christian mystic, was free in
every sense from panthelsm, and experienced a definite
personal assurence of forgiveness. In fect, in many in-
stances, his works are nearly Pauline, and yet, Bernard
would affirm most strongly that

- .o « o the individual comes 1in touch with

the gracious influences of Christ only through

the medlun of the Church (sacraments). He is a

firm believer in the Gregorian principle that

it is the duty of the ecclesiastical hierarchy

to compel all the world to serve the interest

of the heavenly and divine. Thus Bernard is at

one and the same time the greatest mystic as

well as the most influential church diplomat of

his age.

Next to the new piety, that stemmed from the life and
ministry of Bernard and others, was the revival of interest
in philosophy and theology. It was known in the Roman Church
as Scholasticism. The Scholastic Philosophy in its more

strict form is a development between the years 1050 and 1300,

We shall develop this matter more fully in our next section.

207, Walter Wallbank and Alastair M. Taylor, Civili-
zation--Past and Present, Vol. I. (Chicago: Scott, Foresman
and Company, 1942), Vol I., p. 194.

2lyeve, op. cit., p. 187.
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The Scholastic approach to the problem. ihile the

dates of the main periods are set quilte arbitrarily, meny
Church historians have agreed as to three general periods:
Ancient, iMedieval and Modern. Relative to this portion of
the study, the dating by Ceorge P. f'isher has been followed.
This was because even Ioman Cetholic authorities place the
Scholastics in the years 800-1300, or within the period
which Fisher designated as liedieval,

Before the end of the eighth century, the Church began
a time of special education emphasis. It was in this so-
called "Revival of Learning" thet earliest beginnings of
Scholastic Philosophy were traceable. 1n medieval language,
the word "scholastic'" was applied to any recognized scholar,
but was especially applied to heads of schools. It i1s used
here, however, to identify a special system of philosophy
which arose in the schools of the eighth century and reached
its zenith in the work of lThomas Aquines in the thirteenth
century.

e« « « 1Its characteristic marks are two:

first, it is thoroughly rational in method,

using the light of reason alone for the inves-

tigation of truth. In this 1t follows the

best of the philosophies of antiquity, the

Greek, and the best of the Greek philosophies,

the Aristotelean. Its second characteristic

mark is that it uses the Christian faith or

Revelation as a directive norm. . . Faith is

certain, and . . can be used as a criterion
Or Lesty « o

22

22Paul J. Glenn, The History of Fhilosophy, (St.
Louis, Missouri: B. tHerder Pook Co., 1950}, p. 171-2.
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An outstanding question to the early Scholastics,
though largely developed in the eleventh century, was the
question of Universal Ideas or simply Universals. Univer-
sals were the objects of a universal idea or concept. There
is, 1i.e., a universal idea of tree. This 1s a representa-
tion in the intellect of an essence called "treeness'.

This essence can be found and checked by every tree which
ever existed or will exist. Trees will always be identified
whether they are palm trees or fir trees, green or white,
young or old.

The question of universals was important because it
touched upon the basis of all rational knowledge. 1t had
been asked if there were anytning which did correspond to
universals in the order of reality outside of mind. To
this, came several answers. One was the answer "yes'" by

Ultra-Realism, which actually made the senses untrusiwor-
thy and led to skepticism. Another answer was the "no" of
Nominalism, for universals were only arbitrary group names
and nothing more. 4 third answer was Conceptualism's "no",
for universals were only modes of the mind's concept forming
and had no essential reality. Woderate Realism also answered
"no", but claimed that universals had a real "basis" in
reality outside the mind.

This struggle over universals was not always clearly

defined. The dispute was between Ultra-Realists and Anti-

Realists, who were sometimes Nominalists, sometimes
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Conceptualists, and sometimes Moderate Realists. It is
to be noticed, also, that.several changed from one side
to the other during this period of controversy.

Universals had been discussed by the Greeks, beginn-
ing in Pre-Socratic times, but Plato was first to develop
a specific doctrine. He taught a special form of Ultra-
Realism. Aristotle taught a Moderate-Realism. The early
Church Fathers, however, scarcely dealt with the question.
Rather, they discussed theological questions. Later, these
questions, such as the Trinity and the Incarnation were
taken by the Scholastics and studied in the light of phil-
osophy. Thus, these questions had some reference to the
problem of universals. <Lhe line between the field of
theology and that of philosophy had not yet been drawn.
ilany early scholastics felt, therefore, that the truths of
Revelation were the proper objects of philosophical study.

Basically, "Scholasticism was an application of reason
to theology, not in order to revise the creed or to explore
for new truth, but to systematize and prove the existing
.5125

traditional beliefs. . The schoolmen, however, were

greatly hindered by including in the realm of falith the
whole area of the teaching of the Chufch. ". . . there was
always the question how far reason could possibly advance

in 1ts task of showing the rationality of the whole sum

of religious beliefs. . 14

2®Fisher, op. cit., p. 212.

Lioce Ccite
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All along, there were troublesome factions to the
schoolmen. Some doctrines could not be directly verified
at the bar of reason, and they were tempted to rid them-
selves of this material by rationalizing it away. If they
failed, skepticism would result, or it was necessary to
retreat to the Church's authority. Both of these would

undermine Scholasticism.

e« « « We notice two rival tendencies, two
classes of theologians, the one disposed to
magnify the ability and exalt the function of
the intellect and to make less of the indispen-
sableness of authority; the other to curb reason
and to insist on intuition and fesling rather
than logic and on the voice of the Church as the
basis of certitude. . .29

One way out of theilr dilemma was justification of the most
arbitrary points of view by fictitious appeals to Scripture.
The appeals were not insincere, but were jeopardized by un-

sound methods of exegesis.

e « « The literal meaning of the Scrip-
ture yielded to sophisticated end often un-
founded accomodations. An excesslive freedom
in the treatment of the sacred texts had in
the past been accounftable for the introduction
of many parasitical doctrines or practices.

Now a more distorted exegesls was necessary for
their justification and maintenance, and made
the real divine authority of the Scripture
powerless to check the paralizing corruption,
wnhich then increased in a geometrical progress-
lone™

In their studies, the Schoolmen really distinguished the
literal sense, actually expressed in the Scriptural account,

‘from the spiritual sense. The spiritual sense was divided

297pid., p. 213.

26Barrois, op. cit., p. 15.
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further into species, according to the uses intended. Thus
Scripture was susceptible, at least in theory, to four
simultaneous Interpretations: literal, typical or allegori-
cal, moral and anagogical,

Of those four senses, the first was fundamental and
usually considered to be basic to the spiritual sense, which
was not supposed to come from arbltrary interpretation, but
to be really connected with the inspired text. Such an
attitude accumulating since the Latin Fathers was certain to
lead to unbalanced al legoricel interpretations, which again

v
would be accepted as traditional material.
« « » Protests or reactions against the

excess of the "flamboyant'" interpretation were

bound to be unpopular, as, for instance, the

rationalistic tendencies of Aquinas, who pro-

fessed that of the four traditional sense of

the Scripture, the literal one is universal,

while spiritual senses do not indiscriminately

belong to every part of the Scripture. . .,

and that "the spiritual sense does not contaln

anything that is necessary for the faith, un-

less the Scripture teaches 1t elsewhere openly

and literally". . .27

It was seen that adeguate treatment of Scriptural
sources was not possible. Among other reasons, the scarcity
of books and high price during the Middle Ages is partly
responsible for this method of proof-texts. <1he literature
of the Fathers, however, was available. <Lhe schoolmen seamed

to turn in the direction of allegory with their references

to certain Patristic sources.

27Aquinas, Quodlibet VII, quaest. y art. 15, ad 5m.,
cited by Georges Barrois, op. cit., p. 16.
Aquinas, Ia Pars, quaest.l, art. 10, ad lm., loc.cit.
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We may, by way of conclusion, acknowl-
edge that the use of scriptural and patristic
authoritlies by the medileval theologians and
the late Scholastics, could not offer any
sound basis for the elaboration of scientific
christian dogmatics. This was bound to be a
failure: on the one hand,the Scripture had
ceased to be the unambiguous, constant and
objective expression of the revealed truth,
and was taken as a springboard for arbitrary
speculations. On the other hand, the value of
ecclesiastical tradition, materialised in the
writings of the Fathers, was equally misunder-
stood, and the theologians of the University
of Paris, in their articles against the doctrines
of the Reformation, had a pretty keen view of
the situation, yet not of the remedies to be
applie¢, when they wrote: "One must know that
the Scripture is like a nose of wax, because
it can be bent in either sense. But the de-
termi%%tion of the Church is fixed and stable’

Outstanding Schoolmen in the development of Scholas-
tic thought were Anselm the Aprchbishop of Canterbury who
believed that men learned by both faith and reason,
Roscellinus of Compiegne, Abelard, and Bernard of Clair-
vaux who was not generally considered a Scholastic but a
mystic. While great steps were taken in the twelfth cen-
tury in the bullding of the Scholastic edifice, 1t was not
until the thirteenth century, or nearly five hundred years
after the first consideration of universals, that
Scholasticism attained its greatest heights.

« o o With such authorities as the Bible,

the creeds developed in the Church councils,
the writings of the Church Fgthers, and the

2 . . . . e

“8Artlcull a facultate s.theologica Parisiense de-
terminati super materiis fidel nostrae hodile controversis,-
Um Entidoto (I5447), cited by Georges Sarrois, OPs Cill., D.20-
Bl
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works of Aristotle they sought by deductive

reasoning to harmonize theoloQV and reason,

sacred and profane learning, science and re-
ligion. Two such scholars werg St. Albertus
llagnus and St. Thomas Aquinas.

In his well known work, "The Religions of Authority
and the Religion of the Spirit", Auguste Sabatier asserts
that the dogma of an infallible pope dates from the Middle
Ages and the theocratic pontificate of Gregory VII.

"e « . Thomas Aquinaes is the first among the Doctors who
brought it forward as an article of Catholic theology.”so
Actually, Thomas considered it his task to harmonize the
doctrines of the Greek Philosopher Aristotle with the
specific teachings of the Romen Church, ". . . of whose
authority, including the supreme authority of the Popes, he

was a devoted champion. His Summa Theologica covers the

field of Athiecs as well as of Theology. . ."31
Aquinas tauzht the necessity of revelation because
man has a higher end than all other creatures. He is to

in Divine glory, and for that reason, super-

()

participat
natural ald and light are imperatives. HHe made distinction

between two classes of truths.

There are the truths above reason,
--Tor example, the Trinity. <Lhere are
truths accessible to reason,--for example,
the truth that there is a God. But even

=

9, allbank and Taylor, op. cit., p. 367.

“Auguste Sabatier, The Rsligions of Authority and
the Religion 9£ the Spirit (New Ypork: McClure, Phillips &
) 129,

31lpisher, op. ¢cit., p. 23l.
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truths of the second order need to be con-

firmed by the testimony of revelation, since

practically the knowledge of God is attain-

able py’on}y a fewf througg long effortb and

not without an admixture of error. . =

Thomas was the first to clearly distingusih between
philosophy and theology. He taught that though they were
one in the material objects (both treat of God, man, fhis
world), they were distinct in formal ob jects. <Ilheology
deals with its subject matter under the light of divine
revelation, while philosophy investigated its subject
matter under the unaided light of human reason. His idea
was that philosophy was to ald theology by deductiﬁn of
~scientific ooncluéions from the articles of faith. Theology
was to aid philosophy as 1ts directive norm. JIhey were never
to be contradictory.35

During the lifetime of L‘homeas AQuinas, many members
of his own order (the Dominicans) as well as members pf
other schools opposed him. He was opposed because of his
following of Aristotle who was in disrepute, and because
he rejected several philésophibal traditions held by
opposing schools. <lhomas was condemnned for several years
in the Universities of Paris and Oxford, but in 1324,
Aguinas was canonized. Since that time, Thomism has been

taught in all Dominican schools and the schools of many

52Ibid., p. 234.
33%Glenn, op. cit., p. 236-237.
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other orders. It has been the ascendént Roman philosophy
ever since. 1t is currently'revived in what is known in
philosophy as Neo-Scholasticism, and in theology as Neo-

Thomism.

IT. EFFECTS OF PHILOSOPHY

The previous section treated both early developments
of the problem, and the Roman Catholic philosophic position.
The portion of study which follows was a treatment of both
the view of the Reformers on this problem, and the views of
modern philosophy, and their varying effects upon the pro-
blem.

Relative to the effects of philosophy on Roman Church
Authority,‘it was observed that Scholastic Philosophy was a
tool used by the Church to defend positions already taken.
Some schoolmen: »Abelard In his Yes and No--Sic et Non--
dealt with some of the traditions and obvious contradictions
of the Fathers; others, Anselm, Agquinas and Bonaventura
contended with the establishment of the immaculate concepF
tion of Mary; and Occam opposed the idea of Papal infalli-
bility; but, in the main, the Scholastics were only called
to strengthen certain assumptions already held by the

Church.

The great schoolmen, and foremost among then,
Thomas Aguinas, undertook the herculean task of
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harmonizing the exlisting opinlions and prac-
tices of the Church with the teaching of
Augustine. They virtually attempted--and
here Aguinas is the principal figure--to
take up Aristotle into the company of the
Apostles, and to establish a concord in the
circle thus constituted. The task was an
impossible one. . o4

Evident philosophical pre-suppositions. For the

Reformers, philosophy was not an important matter. They
were too busy with other work in returning to Scriptural
principles and reviving Apostollic conditions.

« » « Luther . . . had not been trained
in the philosophy of Aristotle. He had
little regard for any philosophy. The most
influential minds in his background were
those of Augustine and the German mystics,
notably John Tauler. John Calvin . . . also
adhered closely to Augustine. Thus, Augus-
tine became a dominant force in the theolo-
gies of both the Lutherans and the Calvinists.
Neither Lutheran nor Calvinilstic theology
gave much place to the philosophical basis
of theology. Neither Luther nor Calvin com-
mitted themse%ges to the logic and metaphysics
of Aristotle.

Actually, Luther went so far as to say that Thomas Aquinas
was responsible for the dominance of Aristotle in Christian

thought, and ". . . he called him the devastator of the

pious doctrine (W, 8, 127). He used to say that nobody

will become a theologian except he undertakes it without

Aristotle. . ."96

34pisher, op. cit., p. 262.
35Hvidding, op. clt., p. 8.

56Neve, op. cit., p. 221.



taught

28

On The Word and the Scriptures, we find that Luther

Jesus Christ as the Word.-of God revealed
to men. In the history of the man Jesus, God
became manifest to us. We know of the earthly
life of Jesus only through the Scriptures.

The content of the Bible is Christ. He is
the organizing principle of Scripture.

To this outward Word God adds the inner
Word, for the historical Jesus is active and
ever present as the exalted Lord through the
Spivit.

By the term Word of God Luther has refer-
ence primarily to the living Word as preached
in the Church (E, Op. Lat., 19, 243). But
the truth of this Word is conditioned by its
dependency upon the written word. Compare his
energetic struggle against the Enthusiasts
who stood for a theology of the inner light
(E, 49, 87; 45, 35) and against Zwingli whose
symbolical interpretation of the words of the
institution was, in the eyes of Luther, an
impious attempt at mastering the Bible in the
name of reason.

The Bible 1s for Luther the only author-
ity. To say that the Church takes precedence
over the Bible, because she existed before the
canon of the Scriptures was complete, 1s as
foolish as if you would hold John the Baptist
in greater honor than Christ, because of John's
temporal precedence over Christ (E, Op. Lat.,
1, 90ff.).97

37
Ibid., pp. 236-237.
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Calvin, no less than Luther, held a very high view
of Scripture. In an Appendix to his "The Protestant

Dilemma", Doctor Carl F. H.'Henry quotes Calvin as

saying,

", . . Since 1t is only in the Scriptures
that the Lord hath been pleasud to preserve his
truth in personal remembrance, . . . it obtains
the same complete credit and authority with
believers, when they are satisfied of its divine
origin, as if they heard the very words pro-
nounced by God himself". . .

« « o« Por while Calvin stresses that the
testimony of the Spirit 1s superior to all
testimony of enlightened reason, and that
"That alone is true faith which the Spirit
of God seals in our hearts" (I, 1, ch. 7,
sec. 5), and that '"the word itself has not
much certainty with us, unless when confirmed
by the testimony of the Spirit" (I, 1, ch. 9,
sec. 3), yet he leaves no doubt that he is
not exalting the Spirit at the expense of the
trustworthiness of the written word. . .9

Neve writes that to Calvin the Scriptures were the
only source and norm of Christian truth (Institutes III,
21, 3); that they were divinely inspired; and that there
was ". . . 'directly communicated inner testimony which
gives us a certainty of the Scriptures' authority that

stands above all human logic'. e

58carl F. H. Henry, The Protestant Dilemma (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
1949), p. 229.

59Neve, op. cit., p. 288.
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Along with the tendencies toward an evangelical
reform manifested in the lives and works of John Huss and
Wycliffe, prior to the Council of Basel (1433-52) and later
the Council of Trent (1546), there was the rise and surge
of old paganism. This developed in the Middle Ages as
undercover and also outright humanism. Following cuickly
after Luther's break with Rome came the intellectual break
with Rome, and thought entered the Modern Period. The
first definite anti-Scholastic philosophies were those
formulated in the seventeenth century by Rene Descartes
in France and Francis Bacon in England. Thinkers of
the following centuries have developed many systems of
thought, which have proved to be more or less unstable.

. « Modern philosophy, impatient of any-
thing resembling authority, holds itself strictly
apart from connection with Revelation, and refuses
to accept the services of revealed truth as its
light and guide. ©Not all modern philosophies
are non-Christian, but most are; and it is fair
to characterize modern philosophy gezgrally as
un-Christian, if not anti-Christian.

A thorough-going history of philosophy would deal
fairly with each important philosopher and show his place

in the pattern of thought, his main contributions, and his

effects on later thinkers. This was not the purpose of this

*Oa1enn, op. cit., p. 275-276.
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study, but some outline - of philosophy has been presented.
It was observed that English philosophy developed certain
lines as received from the sensists or empiricists. Ideas
inherent in Locke's philosophy laid the groundwork for
Berkley and Hume's i1dealism, as well as Hume's influence
upon Kant.

Kant is the dividing mark in thoﬁght for many people.
Doctor Wilbur M. Smith speaks of many volumes which deal
with "The Development of Theology in Germany Since Kant",
"Protestant Thought Before Kant'", and "An Outline of the
History of Christian Thought Since Kant."4l Kant, with his
epistemology, propounded a scheme which gave the Christian
Religion a death blow from which many have felt she has
never recovered. Burtt, in "Types of Religious Philosophy"
states

e« « «» Like Hume and Huxley, Kant is quite
conscious that his analysis has not proved the
unreality of God, freedom, or Immortaelity. It
has simply shown, 1f sound, that these matter
are beyond the competence of human knowledge.=*

4
*lWilbur M. Smith, Therefore Stand (Boston: W. A.
Wilde Co., 1945), p. 10.

425dwin A. Burtt, Types of Religious Philosophy
(New York: Harpers & Brothers, Publishers, 19329), p. 262.
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But the problem properly comes, if certitude in this matter
is not possible, we are left in despair, for how could one
ever come to any satisfying religious truth?

Two prominent leaders in present-day thought are
Friedrich Schleiermacher and Georg W. F. Hegel. These
men were contemporaries on the faculty of Berlin Univer-
slty, but disliked each other intensely. Schleiermacher,
who is called the founder of the "consciousness theolog-
ians', developed a religious philosophy around the idea
of "the feeling of dependence'. Hegel is sald to have
remarked that 1f this philosophy were true, then dogs
were very religious because they were utterly dependent
upon their masters. Hegel himself 1s best described as
a pentheistic Monist or logical Bvolutionist.43

Other thinkers of note, but coming later were Soren
Kierkegaard, a Danish philosopher, who wrote much against
the Hegelian dialectic, and Albrecht Ritschl and Ernest
Troeltsch. Troeltsch was the link between the nineteenth

and twentieth centuries as Kant was the link between the

eighteenth and nineteenth.

45Hugh Ross Macintosh, Types of Modern Theology

(London: Nisbet and Co. Ltd., 1937), p. 102.
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But what of philosophical presuppositions? <There are

several. To the Empiricist, the ultimate test of truth was

its conformity with facts considered relevant by sense per-
ception. Skepticism was the only reasonable attitude,
therefore. <The ultimate moral test was pleasure and pain.
Supernatural events such asg Revelation could not be perceived
by the senses, and therefore werenot possible. Testimony to
the supernatural did not have adequate svidencs. We were

not required to believe or deny, because such thoughts were

not appropriate for human minds.%%

To the Ratioﬁalist, the essence of religion is not

metaphysical knowledge but devotion to moral duty. san is
autonomous, nay, more, he 1s competent morally to reinter-
pret God's nature in terms of his own moral experience.
Basically, this is ". . . the bold affirmation of the doctrine,
as a sound foundsation for religion, that man's moral duty is
supreme and that theological doctrines must humbly conform

to it."45 Religion and science are separated by a great

gulf. All religions are on the same plane. Philosophy is

the supreme court of appeal in matters of faith. Reason

must be reconciled with religion.46

44Burtt, op. cit., p. 239.
45Ibid., p. 242.
46Macintosh, op. cit., p. 107.
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The principles of "natural religion" harmonize with revealed
religion., Revealed religion only supplied the lack of

natural religion.47

mxpected theological implications. Accepting the

idea that the basic premises of religion and morality were
universal, rationalism brought in a new authority--univer-
sality. No longer was it necessary to hold high views of
revelation. After all, it was not even necessary to believe
in the importance of salvation. The only task of religion,
therefore, was'to promote morality. The authority for this
was the Creator-creature relationship, side-stepping the
Bible as authority and making religion only a support to
morality.48

However, there were other implications. Some appealed

to Christian experience as the measure for the truth or the

falsity of doctrine. This meant the.Bible was merely the
fruit of the religious consciousness. It was the expression
of religion; not God's authoritative word to man. From the
experience of religion comes religious authority without
appeal to the Bible or creeds. To the individual's exper-
ience can be added the group experience of all religious
men, whether Christians or unbelievers. Authority is in-

ternal. It roots in life, and not in special revelation. It

47Harold B. Kuhn, "The Basis of Authority in Christ-
ianity, Asbury Seminarian, II (Winter, 1947), p. 133.

48Loc. cit.
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may change as the individual grows older.
Another phass of the problem is the idea that
theology is reguired to conform to the times. <Theology
must be made palatable to the modern mood. ". . . Nothing
was sought more eagerly than an alliance of theology with
the presuppositions of modern secular culturs."90 It was
necessary to re-examine the Bible, compare it with the ex-
perience of others and all scientific advances, particular-
ly evolution. We had to believe in continuity, in automatic
progress.
The liaison between modern theological
education, and our secular culture with its
deep commitment 'to the motif of continuity

involves theology in a uniformitarianism

which looks forward as well as backward. . .51

Bvaluation of propounded arguments. fHow many points-

of-view are there basically? In the history of thought,
there have been three main points-of-view on the question
of religious authority within Christendom. ZFirst, the,
traditional view of Biblical authority, which has been
claimed as coming down from the early church. The Apostolic
Church, as has been previously noted, held no formulated
doctrinal authority, but received the Holy Scriptures of

the 0l1d Testament and ". . . also the life and doctrine of

491bid., p. 133-134.

50Harold B. Kuhn, "The Crisis in Theological Education
Today," Asbury Seminarian, I (Spring, 1946), p. 3.

5lguhn, op. c¢it., p. 10.
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Christ as the final stage of that particular Revelation,
together with its fulfillment of prophecy and the new
covenant. . ."9% Second, the view of a graduslly-devel-
oped authoritarian Church ruled over by an authoritative
papacy, as well as council and tradition. The claim of
Rome, of course, is that 1t has glways existed thus, and
that the Bible is no authority bgcause it is only the
product of the Churth's genius. ‘he Bible, according to .
Rome, cannot be properly interpreted by the averaée indi-
vidual, but 1s only to be considered in the light of church
tradition and the deéisions of the various popes and
councils. Z1hird, the view of modern philosophy, iﬁ which
thought has been emancipated from the shackles of any
authority, and philosophy freed from theology. Aﬁthority
is believed to be medieval and limiting in its concepts.
Man has been found to be autonomous,. everything tB move
on the plane of natural law and all religious truth relative
and subject to éhange and evolutionary explanation.

It is needful that some determination be made
relative to these propounded arguments. We must, therefore,
decide upon some criteria for determining the truth.
Carnell, in his "An Introduction to Christian Apologetics"
studies £. S. Brightman's suggested tests for truth. <The

ligst includes ten tests: Instinct, Custom, Tradition,

52 . . :
‘Barrois,. op. cit., p. 5.
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Consensus gentium, Feeling, Sense experience, Intuition,
Correspondence, Pragmatism and Coherence. The decision
made by Carnell as .concerning the matter of tradition is:

Tradition is the more normative body of
customs., It is the corpus of criteria and
stendards which has been handed down in a group
from sarly times. 1The prima facie argument
for tradition is that so many people could
not be deceived for so long a time.: lThough
it is a favorite argument of the impressively
huge Roman Catholic Church, the bubble of
tradition can easlily be pricked by pointing
out that Aﬁﬁere are in existence so many
traditions so conflicting in essentials,
that only in a madhouse could they all be
]ustliled ./ Since there are admittedly true
and false traditions, as Christ pointed out,
« « » truth must estgblish tradition and
not tradition truth.o93

In a more rscent book, his "A Philosophy of the
Christian Religion;" Carnell discusses the claim of the
papacy to infallibility as a guide in matters of religion
and tradition.

« « o WWhen one asks how corrupt popes
could have been speaking the mind of Christ,
he is told the catholics do not defend the
person of the pope; the vicar speaks the
mind of Christ only when he is the official
interpreter in matters of faith and morals.
Thus by one sweep all of the papal abuses are
brushed aside. . . When the individual next
inquiries who is to determine when a pope
actually speaks ex cathedra, the answer 1is
the living pope. ©Sut how do we know when the
living pope 1s acting offlclally and when he
is but voilcing his own opinion. . .

53Edward J. Carnell, An Introduction to Christian
Apologetics (Grand Rapids, chhlcan. Wm. B. Lerdmans Pub-
lishing Company, 1950), p. 48.

S4Edward J. Carnell, A Philosophy of the Christian
Religion (Grand Rapids, iichigan: Wm. B. Zerdmans Publishing
Company, 1952), p. 401-402
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Is not this what is referred to as "reasoning in a circle?"
Carnell feels it is necessary to have an interpreter in-
terpret the interpreter when he speaks ex cathedra.

Indeed, Roman Catholics do exercise private judgment when

they recelve ex cathedra doctrine, or no meaning can be

conveyed at all. On just such contradictory grainds, should
not the claim of church authority be rejected?

It was necessary next to consider the attitude of
so-called "lpdern Thought". It has been previously noted
that i1t contained two phases: The idea of feeiing in re-
ligion as espoused by Schleiermacher, and the power of the

human reason as taught by Hegel. On the feeling of depen-

dence as source for religious truth, Doctor Carnell wrote

Feeling is that apperceptive faculty
of the soul by means of which one has an
inwerd impression of the state of some ob-
ject, person, or relation, as when one has
a feeling that he is being followed, or a
conviction that certain signs of the zodiac
portend things to come. Hunches, inspira-
tions, and feelings, however, are little
more than subjective suggestions of the soul;
they must be screened from without for their
truth or error qualities. ©Some men feel
they are Wapoleon himself. Others vow that
God has told them to chop their right arm off
or fast to death. . . Without reason to guide
it, feeling is irresponsibile. . .°

The fact that feelings are not dependable implies that
they cannot be any source for truth.

Hegel's plan, according .to one modern writer, was

that he

95Carnell, op. cit., p. 49.



. « » made it his milsgion in the world
to reconcile modern thought with traditional
religious ideas, thus 'to give science its
due--though subordinate--place 1in a philoso-
phy which should culminate in religion.'. . .06

Hegel actually considered himself Christianity's savior.
His philosophy of history was an attempted historic
apologetic for the Christian Religion.

The basis of Hegel's philosophy was
his ideelism. . . All reality seemed to
him ultimately mind, finding ifts unity in
the Absolute Mind. 'Neture,' he wrote, 'is
the embodiment of Reason,' . . . and human
institutions are based, not on a contract
but on the ideal laws of infinite Reason,
embedded deep within the universe. History
is the unfolding in time of this Absolute
Soirite o wof

In the light of the power and influence, of this man,
several appraisals of the man Hegel and his thought are
presented from the writings of men of different movements:

« + o Hegel never did solve the problem
of universallty and individuality, of authority
and freedom. What he did, basically, was to
conceal it behind a smoke screen of ambiguity
and abstraction. . . While the Christian can
appreciate his sense of the immanent activity
of God in history, Hegel's view of God- destroy-
ed his transcendence, made Him impersonal, and
actuaelly substituted the state for God.°

And, speaking of the power of reason, Doctor Xuhn remarked:

56 .
®John Stam, "A Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of
History," Bibliotheca Sacra, Vol. 108, No. 432, (October-
December 1951), p. 459. '
57Loc. cite
58

Ibid., p. 465.
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In any case, rational thought.is dislect-
ical in character. This being true, even
philosophizing is far from being the simple
affair that some have thought. It was Kant
who ceal led the attention of modern philosophy
to this fact--a fact which Plato was well
aware, and which he set forth in the Parmenides.
I'he meaning of this for our present discussion
is, that cason mustj? in the light of more
recent insights, /accept a humbler and more
disciplined placé? than her adherents have
claimed for her in her feud with faith.

It is evident, of course, that asserting the
limitations of reason as an instrument for
achieving truth is one thing; and offering a
solution to the problem of reason and faith is
quite another. . .59

These statements have been strengthened with material from
Hugh Ross Macintosh:
The Hegelian interpretation of the

Christian religion leaves us with a deeper

conviction than ever of the impotence of

man to force his way through to the pre-

sence of God by the power of speculative

reason. . .50

The fact must be posited that the average person
accepts the Bible as true, as the Word of God, in some
particular sense authoritative for Christian people. It
has been shown, however, that consensus gentium is an in-

AL .
adequate test of truth. Further, Dr. Brightman has

re jected pragmatism or practical conseguences as a test

09Iiar'old 3. Kuhn, "Faith and Reason. 4 Perennial
Problem,'" Asbury Seminarian, Vol. 2, No. “(Winter 1947),
P. 147,

60iiacintosh, op. cit., p. 116-117.

6lﬂdcar S. Brightman, An Introduction to Philosophy
(Vew York: Henry Holt and Company, 1925), p. 40-41.
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for truth. . But, it must be admitted the results of
Biblical Christianity have been satisfactory. Lives have
been marvelously changed, morals have been IiImproved, sanita-
!
tion, hospitals and other good works have been inspired.
Still, a better test for truth must be found. Brightman
maintains that the only valid norm is coherence. <his is
defined as '"systematic consistency”. \Wherever there is
inconsistency, there must be error.
« « » lhe coherence criterion looks be-
yond the mere self-consistency of propositions
to a comprenhensive, synoptic view of all ex-
perience. It takes into account all our
judgements, as a connected, 'sticking-together!
whole. . . Thus the working test of truth is 53
our maximum coherent system of judgments. . .>~°
Objections have come, but the main ones have been
previously well refuted. The objection that coherence
leads to only relative truth is denied on the grounds that
the Absolute is the Truth. while our concepts (as human
beings) may be growing, this does not mean our present
knowledge is worthless. 1t merely means our view 1s less
adequate, less coherent. The objection that ideas may be
1

consistent and yet untrue is. refuted on the basis ". . .

the only possible way of judging any consistent idea or

621pid., p. 55-58.
631pid., p. 81l.
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system to be untrue 1s by a more careful application of
the principle of coherence.!"6%

While not all of Doctor Brightman's testefor truth
were treated, sufficient study has been made as to cause
one ‘to note: first, that applied to Christianity, the
Absolute or Truth must be God. <The test for truth being
considered as coherence, and knowing that God is consistent
with Himself and the world, there must be here systematic
consistency revealed in the natural order. Sscond, that
God has not only revealed in the world systematic consis-
tency, but ". . . also has committed to writing that portion
of the meaning of reality which man must have if he is to
adjust himself to God harmoniously and to enjoy eternal
life. The Bible was given S it tells us how man may
be reconciled with God. . ."69 Third, that while they are
not accepted as the criterion for truth, we see that the
results of consensus gentium and the pragmatic test appear

to be supplementary evidence for the Sible as authoritative.

643rightman, op. cit., p. 65.

D op 1 . . . \ o 3
Carnell, An Introduction to Christian Apologetics,
P 65,



CHAPTER IIT
PERTINENCE OF AUTHORITY TO CHRISTIAN LIFE

What home could exist apart from discipline? Can
there be homes without central authority? It seems super-
flous to remark that there are and have been American homes
without perspective regarding home authority. Does this
explain some of our present-day juvenile and criminal pro-
blems? Certainly, in government there appears to be anarchy
and confusion, without discipline or sense of right. In the
records of the Hebrew nation, in Biblical reference, there
was a time when the Israelites were without established
authority or sense of rizght: "In those days, there was no
king in Israel: every man did that which was right in his
own eyes.”1 In this regard, what is the attitude held by
professing Christendom concerning authority and its perti-

nence to Christian life?
I. THE DUAL ASPECTS OF AUTHORITY

In authority as defined in this study, there are two
particular aspects which were found to be outstanding: The
absolute and the relative. These concepts touch all phases
of authority philosophically, but it has been stated that

this study treats only religious authority within Christendom.

1
Judges 21:25, A.V.
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The concept of the Absolute. Generally, the absolute

has been concelved as follows:

In medieval Scholasticism this term was
variously used, for example: freed or abstrac-
ted from material conditions, hence from con-
tingency, hence applicable to all being;
without limitation or restrictions; simply;
totally; independent; unconditionally; uncaused;
free from mental reservation.

Much of thils medieval usage 1is carried
over and expanded in modern philosophy. Ab-
solute and Absolutely signify perfection, com-
pleteness, universality, non-relativity, exemption
from limitation or qualification, unconditionality;
hence also the ineffable, unthinkable; indeter-
minable; strictly, literally, without reserva-
tion, not symbolically or metaphorically . . .2

The term Relative. This concept has been rather tech-

nically defined as follows:

A concept is relative if it is.. . . a polya-
dic propositional function, or relation, rather
than a monadic propositional function. <he term
relative is applied especially to words which have
been or might be thought to denote monadic propo-
sitional functions, but for some reason must be
taken as denoting relations. ‘hus the word short
or the notion of shortness may be called relative
because as a monadic propositional function it is
vague, while as_a relation (shorter than) it is
not vague . . e

In more common speech, however, we refer to the term
relativism. "This 1s an attitude which holds truth to be
variable from individual to individual, from time to time,

or without objective standard.

2Dagobert D. Runes, lhe Dictionary of Philosophy. (New
York: Philosophical Library, 1942), p. 1.

5Ibid., p. 269.
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The relation of the Absolute and Relative to Christian

Life. Nhiie these terms are philosophidal considerations,
they are not disassoclated from the Christisn 1life, but are
vitally related. In Christian thought, that is, the histori-
cal development of dogma within Christendom, the Absolute

and Relative have been great contributing factors. It has
been previously noted that the problem of religious suthority
was a gradual development. <The Apostolic Church considered
it no problem but received the Holy Scriptures of both Testa-
ments as authoritstive for faith and life; however, the
Medieval Church incorporated tradition, the teaching of the
church, councils, and decisions of popes in thelir authority.
The Reformation cast off these accretions, returning to the
primacy of the written Word of God only; but, modern philo-
sophy went still further, rejecting also the written Word

and meking man autonomous.

In Christian thought, the concept of the aAbsolute was
most affected oy the German philosophers Kant and Hegel, the
immanental idealists. <Theology, as a study, became thorough-
ly infiltrated with the thinking of these men. Doctor Carl
Henry has observed that

« « o Sharing the philosophical emphasis on

an intensified divine immanence, the influential

continental theologians came to view Christianity

as the highest expression of an essence latent in

all religions, . . . In the spirit of immanental

idealism, they merged special with general revela-
tion, and blended humanity with God.
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The theologians who were influenced most
by Hegel obscured Biblical once-for-all reve-
lation; for them, the universal movement of
thought provided the most significant disclo-
sure of the Absolute. Those influenced mainly
by Kant repudiated it, contending that the
categories of thought do not extend to the
supernatural; consequently, they faced the
problem of overcoming agnosticism about the
exlstence of the religious object . . . On
both approaches, however, whether due to a
panthelzing divine immanence or to the supposed
impossibility of metaphysical knowledge, reve-
lation came to be simply ano&her term for
human insight and discovery.

Necessarily, following these philosophies and‘theologiés

to their logical conclusion, there is no distinet Christian
Absolute. The Holy Scriptures, which claim to be the Re-
velatlon of a Holy God, are rejected. If there is no
Absolute, there must only be the Relative, the flux and
change. We must be relativists, thinking that everything
is vague and indefinite unless related to some individual
or time-situation. This time-situation may or may not

apply to our time situation.
£,

COMPARISON OF THE IDEAS OF DOMINION AND AUTHORITY

The concept of dominion as applied to Christian life.

As has been stated, this term was conceived as sovereignty

or domination in the realm of thought--some person or persons

“Carl F. H. Henry, Fifty Years of Protestant Theology.
(Boston: W. A. Wilde Company, 1950), p. 16.
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or agencles preéuming to proscribe for several others
their choices and actions. This, of course, is an attempt
to eliminate the idea of personal responsibility. The
acceptance of some external element as the standard for
truth is in itself a moral decision. To the Roman Catholic,
the Church has always been the authority, especially as
epitomized in the pope; the evangelical Protestant has con-
sidered the Bible the objective standard or rule of faith--
indeed, the Word of God; to the modern thinker, whether
liberal churchman or confessed humanist, the individual has
been his own standard. This latter concept, of necessity,
is not an objective but rather a subjective standard.

Somerthinkers have declared that both the Roman Catholic
and the "fundamentalist" Protestant are under domination and
evidence non-intelligence. The Roman Catholic is dominated
by the Church through its visible head, the pope; the "funda-
mentalist" is dominated by a paper pope, the Bible. This is
a basic misunderstanding of the problem. It is true that
both Roman Catholics and evangelical Protestants respond to
certain authority, but the Protestant response 1s directed
to a purported revelation from God Himself; but the Roman
Catholic response is to the purported revelation from God as
mediated through another authority--that of the Church. The
Protestant receives his authority after reasoning over certain
evidences advanced to support the revelation claimed from God.

The Roman Catholic accepts the authority of the Church simply
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because the Church claims unity, antiquity, and infallibility
in all religious matters.

Here is an illustration. The Roman Church has sought
to sanctify all of life: Birth, first communion, marriage,
death, etc. In the Roman system, therefore, there are seven
sacraments. Marriage is one of these. To marriage have been
given certain requirements and emphases. Roman Catholic
young people must be married in the Roman Church. The law
recognizes a civil marriage, but the Church does not. (Note
the difference between this and the teaching of Paul that
God ordains the powers that be--Romans 13:1). The Church with-
holds the lMass, the most important part of their system, from
Catholics if they are not married in the church. Xnown per-
sonally are two young Roman Catholics who were declared to
have "lived in sin" for three years because there was no
service within the Church. They were steadfastly kept from
the services of the Church until they had promised their
Bishop that they would observe another wedding ceremony at
a special mass Jjust before Christmas.

The concept of authority as applied to Christian life.

Merely to speak of life as Christian life is to place a
qualification upon it which is obvious. It is to make such
a distinction as limits certain actions and attitudes to one
group of people as Christian, and another group as not dis-
tinctly Christian. What is Christian 1ife? What makes it

different? There is logical necessity for religious authority.
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Every individual decides his authority for himself.

He chooses to accept either that which has been taught to
him, or something found empirically authoritative, or domi-
nation in the field of thought and morals. In any case, a
moral decision has been made. It is a decision to believe,
to exercise "faith" that such and such a thing is the right
thing. |

To say that every individual decides for himself his
authority does not mean that the authority is any less ob-
jective. While the decision may be subjective, that is,
reasoning upon the logic and truth 5r falsity of any pro-
posed standard of conduct and faith, such subjectivity does
not do away with the objectivity of the authority.

The Roman Catholic individual receives the teaching of
the church as true because the size and power and antiquity
of the Church seem to lend themselves to truth. But, size
and power and antiquity are hardly the proper criteria for
truth. The evangelical Protestant believes the Word of the
Scripture to be the Word of God because he has reasoned and
believes the claims of the Bible are logical and substantial.
On the other hand, the liberal churchman or humanist, opera-
ting on certain naturalistic and evolutionary assumptions,
re jects the claim of the Bible to be the Revelation of God

and authoritative.
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The relation of reason to revelation. Operating on

the above assumptions, some have denied such a relation to
exist, but "Scripture itself appeals to reason. The high
ground of faith and knowledge 1s confidence in God. With
the denial of reason would disappear all distinction between
truth and falsehood, between right and wrong.”5

Study of theology indicates that the main service of
reason is to judge on evidences which claim to support reve-
lation. No one is asked to believe that which is Irrational.
Blind acceptance of what has been taught is not faith but is
credulity. Evidence comes in various ways. For what is
purported historical truth, only historical evidence is sat-
isfactory; for that truth which is considered empirical, the
testimony of experience; for moral truth, we need moral evi-
dence; and, of necessity, for Spiritual truth, the demonstra-
tion of the Spirit.6

Repetition aids understanding and memory. In Chapter 2
which was largely historical, it was noted that certain moral
consequences followed decision to accept or reject the Bible
or the teaching of the Church. Individuals do not live to
themselves, and so declsions made in the realm of thought
carry out logically to action in human relationships. If
objective standards have been rejected, the "rejector" sets

out to enjoy himself whatever happens. Conversely, 1if one

SHvidding, op. cit., p. 25.

6Loc. cikb.
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accepts some standard as objective, an effort is made to
please that person or agency which was the determining

authority.
ITI. IMPLICATIONS

It was believed wise to re-state some of the impli-
cations stemming from the various points-of-view which
were observed.

First, there was the possibility of anarchy. If
there exists no objective standard which brings a valid
Weltanschauung?aeverything will be flux and confusion.
There may exist anarchy in government, thought, morals, and
religion. In this regard, Roman Catholics and evangelical
Protestants would unite in declaring that there is a valid
Weltanschauung: "And he is before all things, and by him
all things consist."! Even though they hold to varying
authorities, they would agree upon this principle. This,
of course, bears out the idea that unaerlying a large part
of the problem is the assumption by Catholics and evangeli-
cal Protestants of the supernatural, as compared with the
liberal assumptions of naturalism and evolution.

3econd, there is the implication of intolerance. If
one rejects valid norms, he may réject those who hold to

valid norms. Of course, there 1s the possibility that one

7Colossians 1:17, A. V.

7a Means world view.
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who accepts an objéctive standard may misunderstand or
misrepresent its requirements and be intolerant.

Third, every belief held by man finds source in some
moral decision which accepts or rejects certain evidences
or authority as right. In a recent editorial, the United
Evangelical Action saild:

Universalists show consistent losses so
far as thelr denominational status i1s concerned
but they are constantly winning new friends in
the older churches.

A few weeks ago Bilshop Gerald Kennedy of
the Methodist Church, addressing the Caglifornia-
Arizona Annual Conference, said: "Speaking of
eternal punishment or an everlasting state of
agony for the wicked, I am sure God is at least
as good and merciful as men. I certainly would
not banish any man to a place and state of pun-
ishment forever because of his faults or his
state of mind when he left this life. I am sure
that God is not less fair or merciful than I.

« + « the Methodists are not the only ones
who believe 1it.

Of course the idea does not agree with
Bible doctrine but the human mind i1s the new
authority Atalics not In the originaly. As
the Bishop puts it, "I am sure_that God is not
less fair or merciful than I."S

In another vein, we see the same spirit. The fashion
designer and hat stylist and hair dresser change'skirts,
human figures, and hair so as to steadily sell their wares.
While, to controvert these continual changes, various of

the smaller Christian bodies have gone to extremes and

BEditorial, "A New Universalism," United Evangelical
Acetlon, X (August 15, 1981), p. 5.
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have legislated for their communions. They have made it
a moral issue as to how long skirts shall be or how short
women's halr should be. This was claimed to have sound
basis in Scripture.

A fourth implication is found in the field of educa-
tion. An article in the Atlantic Monthly enlarges upon the
apparent disparity between objective authority and modern
education. ". . . In my college days, I had no courses in
religion, and the church and Sunday School I continued to
attend were extremely nonintellectual."9 Many colleges and
universities, founded primarily for the spread of the Chris-
tian faith, have totally revised their original aims and
cbjectives for the students. These schools now place little
emphasis upon the Gospel if any. Archbishop Temple is quoted
as saying that Wesley preached salvation through the precious
blood--a theme which Hume and his friends would have thought
il1l-suited for refined conversation.lo Hume's friends are
still of the same mind.

Two widely divergent concepts of education have recently
been presented. First was the Harvard Report on "General
Education In A Free Society". This report stated its prob-

lem in two characteristic facets of democracy: ". . . its

9¢. Leslie Glenn, "Why I Read The Bible," The Atlantic
Monthly, CLXXVI, No. 3 (September, 1945), 64.

101bid., p. 65.



54
creativity, sprung from the self-trust of its members;
the other, 1ts exposure to discord and even to fundamen-
tal divergence of standards precisely because of this

nll Later came

creativity, the source of its strength.
"Christian Education in a Democracy," the Report of the
Committee of the National Association of Evangelicals.

The viewpoint of their studies is that ". . . the fact re-
mains that the only criterion for the path education must
take is neither popularity nor 'modernity,' but eternal

n."1%2  Pparticuler exception was taken to the statement

trut
by the Harvard Committee that ". . . whatever one's views,
religion is not now for most colleges or universities a
practicable source of intellectual unity.”l5 Underlying
these concepts are philosophical assumptions which dominate
and legislate the thinking of both committees. Such impli-
cations as above noted are most serious and need to be

considered if we are to help our society to properly adjust

its thinking and its living.

Llvgeneral Education In A Free Society," Report of the
Harvard Committee, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1946), p. 3-4.

12vchristian Bducation in a Democracy," Report of the

N.A.E. Committee, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1951),
8‘

Lyarvara Committee, op. cit., p. 39.
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CHAPTER IV
TREATMENT OF THE PROBLEM Of AUTHORITY
IN CERTAIN CURRENT AMERICAN THOUGHT
"Is this problem of religious authority practical today?"
The guestion appears superfluous. Study seems to indicate
that the present expression or formulation of these varying
points-of-view is quite largely the same as it has always
been. There were three main positions, although‘a fourth
has arisen within the past quarter-century. This new position
is known as Neo-orthodoxy, or the New Orthodoxy. The thinkers
of this movement are referred to as the Crisis or Dialectical
theologians. In this chapter, the four positions have been
considered in the light of their representation by one of
their outstanding exponents. Each representative has been

introduced by a brief informational sketch.
I. THE CHURCH AS THE SOURCE OF AUTHORITY

Bishop Fulton J. Sheen. This prelate 1s an outstanding

present-day philosopher. Born in El Paso, Illinois, in 1895,
his life has been filled with academic studies. He is the
holder of several earned and honorary degrees. In 1926,
Doctor Sheen was awarded the Cardinal Mercier prize for Inter-
national Philosophy. This was the first time it had ever

been awarded to an American. He has been a very successful
radio preacher since 1930. Bishop Sheen has also written over

twenty-five books.
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The material covered in this study. As indicated in

the introduction, each thinker has contributed three works.
For the position of the Roman Church, Doctor Sheen has
furnished the following books: "0ld Errors And New Labels"
which is a book that has had several reprintings; "God And
Intelligence In lModern Philosophy" which was one of his ear-
lier and much weightier books; and "Philosophy Of Religion"
written in 1948.

Pertinent observations. Fulton J. Sheen, just as other

living Roman Catholic scholars, is totally committed to the
Church of the Middle Ages. As was previously noted, the
Roman Church literally canonized Thomas Adguinas and his
philosophy. The Scholastic Philosophy of the medieval
church is the philosophy of the twentieth century.

To a very great extent, the Roman Church is ruled not
by a theology, but by a philosophy. This philosophy has
crystallized the thinking of its priesthood and its laity.
Doctor Sheen presents clearly the Church attitude as he
writes: "The Church loves controversy, and loves 1t for two
reasons; because intellectual conflict is informing, and be-
cause she 1s madly in love with rationalism. The great
structure of the Catholic Church has been bullt up through
controversy.”l He does not understaﬁd why the Church is ac-

cused of being the enemy of reason. The Church condemned

1Fulton J. Sheen, 01ld Zrrors And New Labels (New York:
D. Appleton-Century Company, Incorporated, 1937), p. 7.
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traditionalism, fideism, and ontologism because all three
refused to use reason.

. « She wanted rationalists to meet
rationalists, thinkers to meet thinkers, and
reason to challenge reason; and that is why
the Vatican Council of 1870 declared that the
human reason by its own power, without the aid
of faith or revelation, is able to come to a
knowledge of the supreme God.*

In this regard, we find a seeming contradiction of Holy
Writ which the Roman Church at least professes to honor.

Job declares "Touching the Almighty, we cannot find him out:
. ."5 Paul, in the New Testesment, declares that His ways
are past finding out.4 It would appear, also, that the lives

of the heathen in darkened countries of the world do not
manifest the power of unaided reason in coming to the knowl-
edge of the Supreme God.

The Roman Church, through her apologists, seems to
always cover her mistakes and errors in the scientific realm.
Yet, she is quick to charge the fundamentalist with an
unscientific faith and an insecure authority. Noticeable in
the vriting of Dcctor Sheen was the fact that he would attack
evolution in one séction of his work, and yet tolerated such
concepts In other sections. It would appear from this that

the Roman Catholic Church adjusts herself to many contradict-

ing theories.

2pulton J. Sheen, Philosophy Of Religion. (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1948), p. 67-68.

3Job 37:23%a, A. V.

4Romans TLas8es A Ve
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The main issue about the Bible is "whet was logically

prior?" The Protestant asserts that the Scriptures were

®

prior. The Romanist, however, as represented by Fulton J.
Sheen declares:

5 . The fundamental problem, then, is
not what the Book says, but who gathered the
books together; who decided that it would be-
gin where it does, and leave off where it does;
who decided that certain books presumably writ-
ten by contemporaries of Christ would not be
included, and other books written later on would
be included. When one answers these questions
one has gone beyond the Book to an organization
or a Church that, as the continued life of
Christ on earth, decided that the Bible was
inspired, and which from that day on has decided
the meaning of its passages, just as in another
way the Supreme Court of the United States
decides the meaning of difficult passages in the
Constitution of the United States.®

There appears to be a very clear understanding of today's
problem in thought, for the new ideas of God are expressed as
being ". . . in a word, the 'transfer of the seat of authority
from God to man.'"® The attitude cited here is clearly that
of the so-called autonomous man.

In his "God And Intelligence In Modern Philosophy,"
Doctor Sheen takes up some of the new approaches to God's
existence. The main modern substitutes for the intellectual

proofs are religious experience and intuition, although

the hypothesis of faith enters here. The faith mentioned

501d Errors, op. cit., p. 308-309.

6Fulton J. Sheen, God And Intelligence In Modern Philo-
sophy. (New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1925), p. 1.
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here must not be considered in the traditional sense. Falth
", . . is a sum of possibilities or a hypothesis to be con-
firmed, or else the practical acceptance of some hypothesis
which appears more apt than others to satisfy our needs,
tendencies and hopes . . M7 The definitions of the other
-approaches are as follows:

Religious experience . . . properly so
called, 1s a certain experience of God in the
heart of man, thanks to which God is attained
without a reasoning process and with a certi-
tude stronger than that attaching to scientific
truth . . .°
Intuition . . . transcends the intellect,
which is accused of distorting reality and
cutting it up into lifeless fragments . . (2
Religious experience and intuition are said to share the
denial of the necessity of reason in attaining the knowledge
of God.

The charge has been made by many (among them Edward J.
Carnell) that the Roman .Church was not truly rationalistic
but empirical in its approach to truth. To this, Doctor
Sheen answers

. The intellect does not see the par-
ticular. But our senses do ... . That is the
purpose of our senses. And the intellect, by

conversion to phantasms and by reflection, can
turn back upon the individuals and apply the

7Ivid., p. 27.
8Ivid., p. 25.

9Tbid., p. 286.
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universal idea to them. Why criticize the
intellect for a function which is supplied
by that which is its necessary accompaniment
in our present stage of existence, namely,
the senses. Such a criticism of the intel-
lect 1s equivalent to forswearing the use of
knives because we cannot sew with them. We
have a needle for sewing and a knife for iut—
ting, and one does not exclude the other. O

The Roman Church accepts Divine Revelation, but adds
tradition and decisions of the councils and popes. In
effect, this 1s the reduction of the authority of Scripture
to a very minor place. It is readily possible to see how
the Church misunderstands the principle of Protestantism
known as "Individual interpretation", and thus exerts domi-
nation over the minds of the faithful.ll Doctor Sheen com-
pares the two natures of the historical Jesus Christ to the
human and divine elements in the Church. In this way, he
intends to show that " . . . the voilce of one Zghe Church/
is the voice of the other Christ , and the life of one is
the life of the other . . . "12 fThus it is possible for the
Church to be

. not only more fundamental than
Fundamentalism, but she is also more Modern
than Modernism, because she has a memory that

dates back over twenty centuriles; and there-
fore she knows that what the world calls modern

101pig4., P. 115.
llSuEra, p. 55. (See footnote 5).
12014 Errors, op. cit., p. 239-240.

131pid., p. 78.
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is really very ancient--that is, its ngernity
is only a new label for an old error.™ "~

The Church misunderctands the distinction between

faith and reason. An unusual doctrine was developed. In

thinking, we close our eyes. to sense knowledge in order to

bask in the pure light of reason. This is compared with
&

closing the eyes to the sunlight to better enjoy it later.

For a moment, the truth of our material vision of the uni-

verse is doubted, and we wink our eyes mentally to rise to

higher comprehension.

ant of

14

. « After a study, then a wink, then a
doubt about the finality of reason, then a sus-
picion that there is a higher light, and then,
aided by grace, the ascent to Faith. Once on
those heights, then open the eyes, call up rea-
son to verify, understand, apply those mysteries
of faith to the world of reason and sense. . .
Thus Faith is interpreted sometimes by Reason,
and Reason holds up the hands of Faith until that
last great temporary wink comes in the sleep of
death, when we reopen our eyes to the uanlled
vision of the Truth, which is God, . .

The Church claims to be tolerant of men, but intoler-
ideas that are bad. The following is quite startling:

. « « the Church discourages bad thinking,
for a bad thought set loose 1s more dangerous
than a wild man. Thinkers live; toilers die in
a day. When society finds it 1s too late to
electrocute a thought, it electrocutes the man.
There was once a time when Christian society
burned the thought 1n order to save soclety, and
after all, som%ghing can be said in favor of this
practice .

147p53., p. 37.
151pida., p. 39-40.
L6Tbid. ., . 1ls
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This study indicates that the Roman Church has not
modified its basic position. It asserts the same view of
religious authority taught in the Middle Ages. The Church

is the authority.
IT. THE INDIVIDUAL AS THE SOURCE,CF AUTHORITY

As earlier noted, there are today four positions con-
cerning religious authority. It is believed, however, that
study has Justified combining the Liberal position with the
Neo-orthodox position as one historical group. For this
reason, they are regarded as sharing cormmon ground on the
question of religious authority.

The Liberal Position. This 1s represented by Charles

Clayton Morrison, formerly editor of the Christian Century,
a prominent Protestant magazine.

Charles Clayton Morrison. Born on December 4, 1874,

at Harrison, Ohio, Doctor Morrison has gilven service for many
years to the Disciples of Christ. He has earned degrees in
undergraduate and graduate work, together with several honor-
ary doctorates. He has been lecturer on Christian and Public
Affairs at the Chicago Theological Seminary for many years;
and was also delegate to the Edinburgh World Missionary Con-
ference of 1210 and a widely-recognized religious leader. He
authored several books and collaborated on a Christian hymnal.

The material studied. Doctor liorrison's contributed

books were his "The Meaning of Baptism” written in 1914;



63

"The Social Gospel and the Christian Cultus'", a series of
lectures delivered for the Rauschenbusch Lectureship Founda-
tion in 1932; and "The Christian and the War", a series of
editorials which appeared in the Christian Century in 1242.

Movement in thought. Study of lMorrison's work seems

to indicate that there has been some change in his thought
since he first wrote. In "The Meaning of Baptism", he seems
to make much more room for authority in Scripture than he
does in his later works. Nowhere, however, does he define

the authority of Scripture. Where he presents it, he links

it with the authority of Christ.l’

When speaking of progress some years later, he wrote:

But religion has never consciously taken
this principle of progress to its bosom. This
is due to its preoccupation with the idea of
authority. . . The faith of religion was once
for all delivered to the saints--and the
instinct of conservatism has extended the con-
cept of "faith" to include the whole system of
the cultus. This principle of arbitrary author-
ity has operated to consolidate religion, as
science and the arts have not been consolidated.
In our day, ﬁﬁw principle of sacrosanct author-
ity in religion is loosenlng its hold upon us
and the door is opening through which the prln—
ciple of progressive changg may enter into the
body of religionj

17Charles Clayton Morrison, The Meaning of Baptism
(Chicago: Disciples Publication Society, 1914), p. 6.

18¢harles Clayton Morrison, The Social Gospel and
the Christian Cultus. (New York: Harper & Brothers,
Publishers, 1933), p. 89.
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Earlier, he feared he was not speaking strongly
enough, nor radically enough. Christian thought had under-
gone a revolution. Theology and ethical systems which are
no longer valid cannot continue to be utilized.

. « « The new world view which science
opened up in the nineteenth century has been
steadily displacing the world view which,
with but slight modifications, dominated
human thought from the beginning days of
Christianity . . . we are sure that the out-
lines of the older universe do not fit, and
that they will never fit9 the realities of
which we are now aware.

Doctor Morrison realized that the lay mind was dis-
guieted by these changes, and the unity of the church was
imperiled. It was more important, however, to have the
Social Gospel than to worry about the problems of higher
criticism and Fundamentalist attacks.

. . . /The educated clergy/ who espoused
the new view of the Bible were able to demon-
strate by their practical use of the Bible
that all the Assential values for which the
Bible stood under the traditional conception
of its origin, were conserved and even enhanoe&7
under the historic-critical conception of its
origin. The field has likewise been cleared of
the belligerent Fundamentalists because the
Modernists have been able to show that the
abandonment of a particular theory of the origin
of the world and the adoption of another theory
jeopardized no essential religious value, but
rather enhanced the age-old values of the
Christian faith and cleared BBe air for their
more clear envisagement. . .

191bid., p. 54-55.

“OTpid., p. 26.
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Would 1t be unfair to inquire just what values are
enhanced? Just what is the distinctively Christian cultus?
Surely, Western Civilization, as we know it, is the logical
outcome of the HEvangelical Faith, or as was noted in the
Introduction--conservatism in thought. To do away with
evangelical Christianity and its "distinct" characteristics
i1s to completely lose the essence of Christianity. Indeed,
Doctor J. Gresham Machen has written
As a matter of fact, however, . . . 1t
may appear that what the liberal theolcgian
has retained after abandoning to the enemy
one Christian doctrine after another is /not
Christianity at all, but a religion which is
so entirely different from Christianity as to

belong in a dighinct categoryy? . . . a vague
Peliglon . o i

How could such an attitude toward the traditional
source of authority for Protestantism be developed? The
following is quite suggestive:

I must emphasize this fact--the fact that
our seminaries, those seed-beds in which our
whole present-day Christian ministry is grown--
have become distinctly socialized in their con-
ception of religion. I doubt if it is generally
realized how far our seminaries have gone in
their commitment to the soclal gospel. One can-
not name a northern Methodist, Baptist, or Presby-
terian seminary, or a Congregational or Disciples
seminary, in which the social gospel is not taken
for granted. /I am unable to think of a single
seminary representing any of these denomination§7
where, to use a rough but revealing test, the
teaching of Walter Rauschenbusch would not be,

2ly. Gresham Machen, Christianity And Liveralism.
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany, 1946), p. 6.
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in its main outline and substance, recognize
as a sound interpretation of the Gospel.

000,

&

It is empirically true, as well as rationally, that
where no set standard exists, confusion abounds. In "The
Christian énd the War", Charles Clayton Morrison notes that
when Karl Barth, Swiss Theologian, advocated war with Hitler,
he returned to the liberal-rejected 01ld Testament idea of
God punishing the wicked. ". . . We cannot conceive the God
and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ as dividing himself into
many tribal deities and commanding each tribe or nation to
go forth and slay the people of other tribés or nations

."23  This is "pure" 0ld Testament Higher Criticism,
improperly so-called. This is placing the 0ld Testament in
distinct opposition to the New Testament.

The concept of a tribal god ordering the destruction of
various peoples, coldly and without proper reason, is not true

to Scripture. In the first place, there is the assumption

that the 1dea of God was élowly evolved in Hebrew thinking;
and in the second place, that the Christ of the New Testament
is of different nature from the "0ld Testament bully" known
as Jehovah God. The tribal god concept is only a figment of
liberal Protestantism's imagination. Whenever the God of the
01ld Testament ordered the Israelites to destroy nations, it

was because He had tolerated their sin as long as He could.

22The Social Gospel, op. cit., p. 15.

23Charles‘01ayton Morrison, The Christian and the War.
(New York: Willett, Clark & Company, 1942), p. 37-38.
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In those instanceé, many opportunities for repentance had
been given, but they did not mend their ways. At God's
destguction of the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah, Abraham
asked: ". . . Shall not the Judge of all the earth do right?”24

The position of the Christian Century, at the outbreak
of war, was basically pacifist. Seemingly, for this position,
the Christian Century (as edited by Doctor Morrison) found
support in Scripture. It 1s passing strange that Scripture
becomes authoritative when we want it to do so. In an edi-
torial called "War Is Not Sin; It Is Hell", he wrote:

« « o Hell is that realm or condition or
situation--call it what you will--temporary or
enduring--here or hereafter--where good and
evil have lost their distinction, where evil is
good and good is evil. This is precisely what
war 1ls, and total war ansggrs this description
in amazingly full detail.

This is an amazing confusion of terms and ideas. It
may be true that hell is like the above, but that is only
half of the truth. The solemn truth taught in the Scriptures
is that

. « . those who reject Christ and the sal-
vation offered through Him, shall die in their
sins and be separated from God forever. Many
learned men have sought to explalin away this

truth as contrary to the goodness of God, but
the simple fact still remains that God is not

24Genesis 18:25b, A. V.

25Christian and War, op. cit., p. 53.
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mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that
shall he also reap. For he that soweth to
his flesh shall of the flesh reap corrup-
tion; but he that soweth to the Spirit
shall of the Spirit reap Life everlasting
(Gal. 6:7, 8). This present life is one of
probatlon, and following it must be the
eternal consequences. This 1s no more than
simple justice, and every person of sincer-
ity must admit that the gginciples here laid
down are eternally Just.

Every decision in the realm of thought is a moral
decision. Jesus made this very plain, even in conversation
with a moral and religious leader, Nicodemus. Jesus taught
that

. . . every one that doeth evil hateth

the light, neither cometh to the light, lest

his deeds should be reproved. But he that

doeth truth cometh to the light, that his

deeds may be ma%g manifest, that they are

wrought in God.

In this same regard, Jesus declared to the Pharisees, of
which sect Nicodemus was a member, that they worshipped him
in vain, " . . . teaching for doctrines the commandments of

men.n28

It appears that this is exactly what is done when
the individual is the sole authority.

The Neo-orthodox position. This is simply a new ortho-

doxy. It is not, however, the orthodoxy of conservatives

in theology. The Crisis theologians or dilalectical theologians

26H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology, Vol. 3. (Kansas
City, Missouri: ©Nazarene Publishing House, 1943), p. 387-368.

27John 3:20-21, A. V.

28ylark 7:7, A, V.
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(Neo-orthodox) affirm that they are the true interpreters
of the Reformers: Luther and Calvin. They assert that con-
servative or evangelicgl Protestantism has perverted the
teaching of the Reformers. This is denied by both conserva-
tive and liberal thinkers.

Reinhold Niebuhr. The outstanding exponent of American

or "Anglo-Saxon" Neo-orthodoxy, as compared with "Continental"
or Barthian Neo-orthodoxy, 1is Reinhold Niebuhr. Niebuhr was
born in Wright City, Missouri, on June 21, 1892. A widely-
traveled, well-read educator, he has many friends on both
sides of the Atlantic. He has been Professor of both Philos-
ophy of Religion and Applied Christianity at Union Theological
Seminary, New York City, for several years. He has written
very prolifically, and lectured in many colleges and univer-
sities. He was Gifford Lecturer at the University of Edin-
burgh in 1939. He calls himself "a chastened liberal'.

The Source material. As with the other authors, he

has contributed three books to this study: "An Interpretation
of Christian Bthics" written in 1935, when he was first
attracting attention intellectually; "The Nature and Destiny
of Man" in two volumes, the Gifford Lectures for 1932; and
"Faith And History" which is his philosophy of history, and
was written in 1949.

The starting point. Niebuhr starts with man. He

follows the Danish philosopher Soren Kierkegaard very
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closely in his anthropology and psychology. Man has a
double environment (a bi-world) creating within him com-
plexity and tension over the matter of time and eternity.
Man 1is a child of nature, and is subject to its whims,
under necessity, limited to only a few years, completely
finite. However, man is also free spirit, outside of
nature, and himself, and his world. He is self-transcending,
even space and time. Men is also a unity of body and soul
in one whole, unique individual or personality. It is a para-
dox how man can be both limited and free, but it is s0.29

Certain presuppositions. Hdward J. Carnell examines

Niebuhr's theology critically to find that his epistemology
is liberal, especially with regard to the Bible. The Bible
does not contain God's plenarily-inspired will for man, as
in orthodoxy, but rather a salvation history or Heilsgeschichte.
This Heilsgeschichte is to be appropriated critically through
depth experience.
Older liberalism had found in the

Bible a normative statement for valid relig-

ious experience. Neo-orthodoxy simply

enlarges this epistemology to discover in

the Bible a normative staggment for valid

existential tension . . .

In his treatment of the conflict between grace and

pride, Niebuhr very clearly says

29Delbert R. Rose, Lectures delivered at Western
Evangelical Seminary, Portland, Oregon, 1951.

50gdward J. Carnell, The Theology of Reinhold Niebuhr.
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. HEerdmans Publishing Company,
19850 ,. pe. 5.
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The Reformation insistence upon the author-
ity of Scripture, as against the authority of
the Church, bears within it the perils of a new
idolatry. Its Biblicism became, in time, Zgé
dangerous to the freedom of the human mind in
searching out causes and effects as the old
religious authoritys/ But rightly conceived
Scriptural authority i1s meant merely to guard

he truth of the gospel in which all truth is
fulfilled and all corruptions of truth are
negated./ This authority 1s Scriptural in the
sense that the Bible contains the history, and
the culmination in Christ, of that Heilsgesch-
ichte in which the whole human enterprise becomes
fully conscious of its limits, of its transgres-
sions of those 1imit§i and of the divine answer
to its problems. . . '

This 1s a’'definite misunderstanding of the place of Scripture
as authority. His statement, that Biblicism is dangerous to
the freedom of the human mind, indicates quite clearly his
. following Kantian thought with its insistence upon the
"autonomous" man.

Further in its development, his argument goes:

. When the Bible becomes an authorita-

tive compendium of social, economic, political

and sclentific knowledge it is used as a vehicle

of the sinful sanctification of relative standards

of knowledge and virtue which hggpen to be

enshrined in a religious canon.“®
It is hard to see how the Scriptures as an authoritative com-

pendium could be used to sanctify "relative standards".

Indeed, the whole claim of Scripture is that it is the truth.

5lReinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man,
Vol. 2. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1948], p. 152.

32L0c. cit.
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The Scriptures claim to come from God who is Ultimate,
Eternal, Unchanging Truth. If this claim is valid, rela-
tive standards are out of the question.
That by two immutable things, in which
it was impossible for God to lis, we might

have strong consolation who have fled for
rsf%%e to lay hold upon the hope set before
us

Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to-
day, and for ever.

Bvery good gift and every perfect gift 1is
from above, and cometh down from the Father of
lights, with whom is no variableness, neither
shadow of turning.39

Jesus sailth unto him, I am the way, the

truth, and the life: no man cometh unto the

Father, but by me.“

Doctor Niebuhr also presupposes that history necessi-
tates Special Revelation to interpret it and solve the prob-
lem of evil in society and history.57 The flux of history
has some other meaning than that which he can give 1t because
he is involved in it as a creature. Actually, the center,

source, and end of the historical process 1s faith which is

more powerful than the human agent and more omniscient than

S53Hebrews 6:18, A. V.
S4Hebrews 13:8, A. V.
35James 1:17, A. V.
36John 14:7, A. V.

37Rose, op. cit.
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human observers. We find some wisdom of faith even in the
most primitive and totemistic historles of tribes and clans,
but we find universal expression of this in Biblical faith.
Biblical faith is considered

. « » a religion of both history and
revelation, able to affirm the meaning of
historical existence in its unity because 1t
discerns by faith revelations of the center
of its meaning, beyond coherences of nature
and the rationally ambiguous coherences of
history. Ilan's historic existence can not
have meaning without faith 58
A further presupposition concerns the Imago deil which

is not a psychological literalism but man's full and yet
finite freedom explained in his vertical relation to the
infinite, personal will of God. Ulan is at the same time
self-determined by God and yet self-determining in choosing
God. (This concept has been brought over from Soren
Kierkegaard).

History is the fruit and the proof of man's
freedom. Historical time 1s to be distinguished
from natural time by the unique freedom which
enables man to transcend the flux of time, hold-
ing past moments in present memory and envisaging

future ends of actlions which are not dictated by
natural necessity.

Evil or sin in the will arises when man refuses the creaturely

limits of finitude, pretending to be more than he is. This

58Rreinhold Niebuhr, Faith And History. (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1949), p. 57.

59Ipid., p. 55.
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human freedom is not, therefore, absolute. If 1t were,
human action would create a confused realm. If all pat-
terns and structures of history or nature were absolute,
human freedom would be annulled.

Viebuhr, however, is best known as an ethicist. His
book "An Interpretation of Christian Ethics" shows clearly

his attitude toward any solid standard for morals.

« « « Orthodox Christianity, . . . cannot
come to the aid of modern man, partly because
its religious truths are still imbedded in an
outmoded science and partly because 1ts moral-
ity is expressed in dogmatic and authoritarian
moral codes . . .40

Further, he writes:

The weakness of orthodox Christianity lies
in its premature ldentification of the transcend-
ent will of God with canonical moral codes, many
of which are merely primitive soclal standards,
and for develoEment of its myths into a bad
sclence . =

His concept of myth is not that of falry tale, but rather a
story, which while not true still has great spiritual meaning.
His liberal basis, regarding the Bible's development,
causes him to seriously question the importance of some
Scripture teaching. In speaking of Christ's command to the

young disciple to "let the dead bury the dead", he states

« « « Surely this is not an ethic which
can give us specific guidance in the detailled
problems of social morality where the relative
claims of family, community, claig, and nation
must be constantly weighed . . .

40Reinhold Niebuhr, An Interpretation of Christian
Ethics. (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1935), p. 4.

4l1pid., p. 8-9.

421pbid., p. 51.
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He refers quite often to Jesus as having an "interim ethic",
although he believes that
There is, nevertheless, an eschatalogi-

cal element in, and even basis for, the ethic

of Jesus. The ethical demands made by Jesus

are incapable of fulfillment iIn the present

existence of man . . .45
Sin has its setting in anxiety, climaxing in death. BExis-
tentially, sin 1s man's attempt to find security outside
the tension of the dialectical relation between time and
eternity. While sin is not necessary, it is inevitable due
to man's double environment. (Sin becomes security).

Here we have the logical consequences of being adrift
without a rudder. Having no authority, man is caught in
endless contradictions and error. Denying an objective

authority destroys coherence or systematlc consistency in

other realms.

. « The myth of the Fall 1s made into
an account of the origin of evil, when 1t 1is
really a description of its nature . . .
Original sin is not an inherited corruption,
but it is an inevitable fact of human exist-
ence, the inevitability of which is given by
the nature of man's spirituality . . 44

Of course, this spirituality is not that referred to in the
Scriptures. His thought does step forward from pure liberal-
ism, but he is still caught in a faulty, Kantian epistemology
which seeks to make him autonomous in thought and conduct.

He uses evangelical terms, but they are filled with philo-

sophical concepts.

45Ibid., p. 56.
441pid., p. 90.
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ITI. THE BIBLE AS THE SOURCE OF AUTHORITY

Carl F. H. Henry. Born in 1913, and a native of New
York City, this young thinker has had an active life. For
several years, he edited Long Island weekly newspabers and
served as suburban correspondent for Standard News Associa-
tion, the New York Herald Tribune and New York Times. His
earned degrees are from widely-varied educational institu-
tions. At present, he is professor of Theology and Christian
Philosophy at Fuller Theological Seminary, Pasadena, Calif-
ornia. He has served on the faculty of Northern Baptist
Theological Seminary as Chairman of the Department of Philo-
sophy of Religion, and as visiting professor of Theology at
Wheaton College in Illinols, and Gordon Divinity School,
Boston. Since 1946, he has written a large number of
religio-philosophical books, and some pamphlets.

The material studied. Of Doctor Henry's works, the

following were selected for this study: "Remaking The Modern
Mind" written in 1946; "The Protestant Dilemma" written in
1948; and "The Drift of Western Thought", the W. B. Riley
Memorial Lectures at Northwestern Schools, lMinneapolis,
Minnesota, 1951.

The major consideration. In the author's words which

preface his "Remaking The Modern Mind", we have the major

emphasis of his thought as follows:

I have not considered it my task herein
to develop the Christien world-life view.
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Rather, éfired by the evangelical conviction
of the adequacy of Biblical theisny, I have
attempted to 1ndicate that the striking rever-
sals of modern philosophy have been necessitated
by non-Christian answers to the cardinal prob-
lems of God, man and the universe. Contempor-
ary philosophy's eztremity is historic Christian-
ity's opportunity. 5

Doctor Henry has stated his underlying assumption. He

believes that the Revelation of God in Christ is absolutely
essential to meet today's problems.

The testimony of the Spirit and an authoritative

Bible. Error is always possible when the written and the Liv-
ing Word are separated. For one in the Presence of the Lord,
there is perfect knowledge of the Living Word. To one still

in the human body,

« « « the sin principle runs too deeply
through the believer's life--even that of the
sanctified believer--to relate him to the
Living Word in over-divorce from the written
word. True, the Living Word is Jesus Christ;
to Him, the Holy Spirit testifies, and this
testimony makes the written word "quick and
powerful." But the Scriptures themselves do
not hesitate to affirm of the writings that
they are '"the Word". . . The Holy Spirit makes
subjectively true to me the objectively true
written revelation by revealing Christ through
the Book. The knowledge content of revelation
is in the written word, but the communion con-
tent walts on the Holy Spirit . . .26

45Henry, op. ¢it., p. 7.

46Henry, The Protestant Dilemma, op. cit. p. 81-82.
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« +» « All we know of Christ is conveyed
to us through the Scriptures which interpret
to us the Living Christ whom the 3pirit dis-
closes; we know nothing about Christ beyond
the written word except the living experience
of Him, and our conviction that it is He de-
pends not alone upon the testimony of the
Spirit, but also the witness of the written
word which the Spirit enlivens. . . The Spirit
persuades us of the truthfulness of Scripture,
but it does not replace fThe objective author-
ity of the written word. The Scripture is the
source from which theology is drawn/ . . LaT

The Bible is not merely a record of revelation, for it
is true that Orthodoxy has always insisted that

« « « the interpretation as well as the
event 1s given and that there is such a thing
as revealed truth as well as revealed action.

. « The newer view of revelation, on the con-
trary, distinguishes sharply between the divine
events and the apostolic teaching predicated
thereon; the kerygma, or "received gospel”,
is then set off against the elementary didache,
intended for all believers, and a_higher sophia
or gnosis for mature minds . .48

"The chief problem of mid-century thought is the prob-

lem of authority. L1149

The problem of authority centers in the
query, do we have an authoritative revelation
of God, and, if so, is it rightly conceived as
a word of God in the traditional sense? If
it 1s not rightly conceived in these terms, how
could those to whom any actual revelation came,
have so misunderstood its inner content? . . .

471pid., p. 82-83,
48Ibid., p. 101.
491pid., p. 214. .
o0Ibid., p. 216-217.
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Doctor Henry believes that while the Neo-orthodox

champions of special revelation have taken higher ground

than the liberals of a generation ago, they are still a
long ways away from an adequate view.

« « + They have brought back the
Biblical terminology of original sin, of
substitutionary atonement, of the wrath of
God, but they assure us in the next moment
that these are not to be taken literally,
but have a symbolic, or parabolic, or fig-
urative reality. . .ol

He asks very fittingly, ". . . how, on such an approach, one

can avoid the question whether revelation itself may not be

merely a symbolic notion."o%2

In a more recent work, he remarks that there 1s real

ground for suspicion that

. the neo-supernaturalistic view of
revelation 1s not to be identified as Biblical
in the orthodox sense. The fact is that theo-
logians like Barth and Brunner refuse to iden-
tify the content of revelation with the Bible.
They reject, that is, the Reformation view that
revelation is inscripturated, that the Scrip-
tures are the divine provision of the Word of
God written. . .’ The content of revelation is
thus not anything that is written in the Bible;
the content of revelation is commugicated only
in the divine-human encounter. . .°°

Neo-orthodoxy, in fact, has departed from Christianity, in
this regard, because it replaces God who has spoken by a

God who is speaking.

5l1pbid., p. 217.
S52L0c. cit.

53carl F. H. Henry, The Drift of Western Thought. (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1951), p. 121-122.
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Consistent with his premise that the mid-century prob-
lem in thought 1s the problem of authority, Doctor Henry showé
that the problem of man is but the problem of authority restated.
". . . It inquires whether human nature and human destiny is
such that it requires a divine reference for its source and
meaning. What is the human predicament, and what, 1f any, is
the resolution of iﬁ?”54

The key to the human problem. To searching Protestantism,

there is the sure Word of God--the Hebrew-Christian Scriptures.

Is it asking too much of a Liberal tradi-
tion, which has so long gloried in its cham-
piloning of open-mindedness in the search for
causes, that it shall once again return to the
Scriptures in a frank study of the Biblical
record on its own assumptions? Is it possible
for Liberalism, increasingly aware of unresolved
tensions and inherent contradictions in its
present formulation, to inquire whether, in its
inadequate views of revelation, of the predica-
ment of man, and of Christ, the failure to arrive
at a fully Biblical view does not derive from the
inheritance of modern philosophical positions
which are already compromised in part by ghe
Liberal movement to higher ground? S

A very practical warning is given to the modern mind:

The modern ideology needs to be remade--
that 1s admitted today by those who have shaped
it as well as those who have opposed it. But
its effective remaking can be accomplished only
in a philosophic framework in which rebirth is
someuhlng more than a change of human tempera-
ment, in which indeed 1t is a divine reversal,

a work of regeneration. If the modern mind is
not reborn, but merely exchanges one mood for
another, we stand only a generatvon from the
fruit of atheism: the pesqimlsm of despair. 56

54Henry, The Protestant Dilemma, op. cit., p. 218.
S57bid., p+ 224.
S56Henry, Remaking The Modern Mind, op, ¢ilt., ps 301,




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

© Summary of the problem. <Very briefly stated, there

has been a war raging in thought for centuries. E£ven the
question, as to how long religious authority has been a prob-
lem, cannot be solved without revealing some personal assump-
tions and considerations.

As long as man has been on the earth, the problem of
knowledge, and in this case religious knowledge, has been
acute. How do we know, and what can we know? To one who
accepts the Biblical record of creation and the fall of man,
it is clear to see how Eve fell before the temptation to
know. ". . . your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as
gods, knowing good and evil.”1 We notice immediately that a
moral decision had been made to disbelieve God and to choose
to believe what the Tempter has sald. Always, in thought,
we make moral decisions when we believe or reject something.

The early church believed the Revelation of God,
recelving the Old Testament in faith, and the life and doctrine
of Christ as authority for their faith. The New Testament
being not yet written, eye-witnesses spoke or compiled other
testimonies for the churches' edification.

The second and third century church, however, began
to develop a doctrine of Scripture. There was a confession

of faith written by the third century which included the

lgenesis 5285, Ae V.
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elements of the Apostle's teaching. But, as the church grew,
changes began to occur. Errors began to creep into both the
faith and the practice of the church. Now, in addition to
transmitted Scriptures there was the authority of tradition,
and later decisions of councils, and finally authority of one
personality designated as "the Vicar of Christ on earth."

The Church developed, and her doctrine developed.
Bishop Sheen speaks of the fact thét the Church ". . . began
thinking on His first principles and the harder she thought,
the more dogmas she developed. Being organic like life, . .
she never forgot those dogmas; she remembered them and her
memory is tradition. . ."2 This is a half truth. The Church
did think on the principles of Christ, but her thinking was
faulty. It was not grounded on ". . . a more sure word of
prophecy; whereunto ye do well that ye take heed, . . 13
The Church came into error, and many were defiled. If the
Church truly possessed the Spirit of truth as she claims, she
would not exist in her present corrupt state.

Throwing off the Church's errors, however, did not
assure any one of being right from there on. The Reformers
did cast away enough to be free to serve God. They went out
with His Word to conquer. Later thinkers, however, tried to

throw out the authority of God's Word. Confusion came. It

2Sheen, 0ld Errors, op. cib., p. 118-113.
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has remained with us ever since. Only when the Inspiring
Spirit has quickened hearts to His Word have there beeh
changes in lives.

Personally-reached conclusions. This problem is an

old one, but still a present one. History has known three
main positions of religious authority: The Church, the
individual, the Bible or the Word of God. These main posi-
tions are still defended today.

First, the Roman Church. The Church exercises domi-

nation of the faithful in many matters. She contradicts her-
self terribly in many of her rulings. It has opposed "true
science" down through the centuries, and many times has come

to accept the facts discovered (but secretly). The Coperni-

can theory was listed with the prohibited books for Roman
Catholics for nearly 150 years. Finally, all reference to
its banning was removed from the index and other authoritat-
ive Roman Catholic documents. Still, the Church maintains
that evangelical Protestantism is unscientific. The Rouman
Church is not a unified church actually. It has been filled
for centuries with differing religious ideas. Only lip serv-
ice 1s actually required of the clergy and thelaity in many
points. As a matter of fact, many of the laity do exercise
private judgment in matters of policy regarding marriage and
birth control and similar matters.

Second, the individual. The individual as authority is

a concept held by unconverted people, both within and without

the Church of Jesus Christ. Liberal Protestantism does not
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realize that it 1is exercising the spirit of humanism, and as
Doctor Machen indicated has no right to the name Christian.
Liberal thought is controlled simply by the "mores" of
society whatever they might be. Everything is relative
and nothing absolute, either in conduct or belief. A
liberal thinker may believe in heaven because he wants to,
and he may reject the idea of hell if hé wants to do so.
There 1s no compulsion as to what he must be<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>