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IIln1l.(W>/,~,\rIIODERNISM as a vneological movement is the re~mlt of a 
'I philosophy, or perhlaps of a number of different philo
I sophical systems. But any system of philosophy or meta-

~ 
physics, if it is t'O claim any validity or truth must rest up
on a theory 'Of knowledge. Modernist theology can claim 

'====" n'O exemption from the necessity of a critical theory of 
_ knowledge; it cannot say-here is my theology, here is 

the philosophy at its basi·s, and then try to escape a theory of 
knowledge which can justify its fundamental principles. 

Nor does ModernisiDl usually in its best representatives at
tempt to avoid such a theory of knowledge. On the contrtary it pro
claims suoh a the'Ory and when we examine it, we find it to be the 
anti~il1'tellectua1i8m ..,,,hich has been so predominant in religious 
th'Ought since K:ant and Sc'hleiermacher, and which still seems t'O 
d'Ominate in America, though signs are not wanting,as Professor 
Brunner of Zurich has indicated, that this wave of anti-intellect
ualism in many quarters has reached its height and is beginning 
to wane. As long as it is supposed to support religious life and 
even belief, it is popullar; but when its logical results in scepticism 
as to the objects of religious beliefs and the validity of these be
liefs are clearly seen, then enthusiasm for it begins to cool and 
questions begin to arise as to whetlher we can dethrDne the intel
lect, banish it from religion, and retain any objectively valid re
ligious faith. 

I'll the present crisis, it is well for the Christian Church to 
know what Modernism is in its fundamental principles. 

One 'Of its underlying principles is the denial of any external 
authority in religi'Ous knowledge, and the as'sertiO'l1 that religion 
and Christianity are a life, not a doctrine. The outcry against 
authoritative doctrine is nDt new 'Of course. It has been fashion
able for years. T'O realize this one need only recall the dispute be
tween Dreyer and Pr'Ofessor Kaftan of Berlin in 1888-90, and 
then turn to the recent remarks on the subject by Professor 
Wernle in his "Intr'Oducti'On to the Study of Theology", ,in 1921. 
It has been said and i,s being said that all doctrine is dead and 
constitutes too heavy a bu~den for religion to bear. One would 
not need to take this 'Outcry against doctrine very seriously, as 
Pr'Ofessor Ihmels of Leipsic once said, if it came only from those 
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who were hostile to religion and Christianity. The seriousness of 
the m1atter results from the fact that it is usually in the interest 
of religious and Christian faith that authoritative doctrine is to 
be banished as a burden too heavy to be borne. The idea is that 
doctrine is killing religion and Christianity, that they consist in 
life, not in doctrine. The essential thing, then, in both natural re
ligion and in Christianity is experience and life, we are told, and 
that tl1e "outworn frame-works", to use Dr. Fosdick's phrase, 
must be discarded and new ones discovered which shall better 
symbolize the Christian life and experience. 

This, of course, is the natural result of the old rationalism 
which also gave up all external authority in religious knowledge. 
The "kernel" of rational truth, \';1hioh rationaIism supposed was 
clothed in temporally conditioned form in Christian doctrine, be
ing thus temporally conditioned, afforded no permanency for Chris
tianity. Hence in Germany Dreyer, and in France Sabatier, de
manded an undogmatic Christianity. Doctrines are only the sym
bols which clothe or express Christian life, and are outgrowths of 
that life, having thus no permanent objective truth or validity. In 
America Dr. Fosdick has described Christian doctrines as merely 
the intellectual frameworks of an abiding Christi'an experience. 
The frame-works change while the life abides. The life can fold 
up the old frameworks and cast them aside as a garment, clotfu
ing itself anew with new garments which too will one day be out
worn and cast away. 

This view seems to have a great :attraction for the so-called 
modern mind. Once a man is liberated from binding beliefs, he 
may resort to tlhe easy philosophy of pragmatism or sink in what 
the late Dr. Kuyper called t1he "bog of mysticism". 

But let ns ask ourselves seriously what are the results of 
this theory of religiom; knowledge, for a theory of knowledge it 
is, and as such cannot escape critical investigation. 

(a) In the first place we must giV'e up Christi,anity. When we 
have separated Christianity from all facts, and regard its doc
trines as only the product of religious life, we have done away 
wi,t1h Christianity altoge"cher, beeause we have done away with 
everything which distinguishes Christianity from the natural re
ligious sentiment of man. Of course, it is true that Chris,tianity 
is a life. It is also true that Christian doctrine cannot produce 
thi,s life. Paul taught this ages before the Modernist. Man is dead 
in sin, and tlhe revelat'on of divine truth wiII fail to produce life, 
because the natural (sinful) man receiveth not the things of the 
Spirit (I Cor. 2:14). 

But the Modernist does not mean this. He means to say that 
the essence of Christianity consists in a life which precedes, and 
is independent of, the Christian facts and doctrines, and tfuat doc
trine is the product of life, and is merely symibolic, i. e. not ob
jectively valid or true. This leaves nothing but the bare religious 
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sentiment of men, and it is a grave error to suppose that Chris
tianity i,s the product of man's religious sentiment. Christian life 
is produced by the Holy Spirit, but it rests on the facts and doc
trines of Christ's redemptive work contained in the New Testa
ment. 

(b) Furthermore, even supposing that we did violence to 'any 
historically justifiable idea of Christianity, and identified it ar
bitrarily with a mystic life, we would have no balsis for affirming 
either the finality or truth of Christianity. For this life might 
attain supposedly higher levels and need more elevated doctrinal 
symbols in whiCJh to clothe itself. The ModernIst sometimes af
firms that Christian life is the product of God's Spirit and so is 
final. But in so doing they ahandon their position by asserting a 
great doctrine which is not the product or clothing of the Chri!s
tian life, but whici'n is its cDndition. Nor can it be proved that 
this life is the true life if the norm of truth be drawn in pragmatic 
fashion from the life. For this supposedly Christian life contains 
no norms of truth. Christian life is tlhe true life because it de
pends on Christ's redemptiDn applied to the individual by the Holy 
Spiri,t. But here ,are asserted great facts and doctrines Df the New 
Testament, independent of our Christian life, and 'at its basis. 

In a word, if Christianity is separated from the great super
natural facts and truths of tlhe New Testament, then all that dif
ferentiates it from the natural religious sentiment is gone, and 
we have nD Christianity left. 

(c) But we cannot stop here. This theory of religious knowl
edge involves complete religious scepticism as regards our knowl
edge of God. Man's natural religious sentiment or religious con
sciousness depends upon Ian idea or doctrine of God antecedent to 
the religious consciousness and conditioning it. Every,thing which 
characterizes the religious sentiment as religions, depends upon 
an idea of its object-God. But 'according to this theory of knowl
edge, the idea of God is only a symbol. It has,and can have, IIlO 

objective truth or validity. Hence the man who ac1op-ts this position 
cannot really believe in God. Complete religious scept~cism results. 
Belief in God involves some knowledge labout God. Great doctrines 
are presupposed in religious belief. Is there a God? Can God be 
known? How can God be known? Has He revealed Himself in na
ture, the human mind, and Scrip'~ure? Without answers to these 
great doctrinal questions belief in God is impossible. The old theo
logians used to say that faith consisted in knowledge, assent. and 
trust. In every lact of faith there abideth t~18se ihree-knol;dedge, 
assent, trust. No doubt tlhe greatest of these is trust. But just as 
love, though greater, according to Paul, than fai·th and hope, is 
nevertheless dependent on faith and hope, just so, trust is always 
dependent on knowledge and assent. Once affirm that life and ex
perience precede doctrine, complete scepticism must result. Noth
ing objectively true ,about God can be affirmed. Dr. Fosdick, for 
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example, i'n his Cole Lecture, foBowing Sabatier, clearly acknowl
edges that his own religious ideas or doctrines may not be valid 
for the next generation. This does away with all truth, for truth 
knows no past, present, or future. What is true is true for all 
time and every·where. 

(d) But this position which we are eJeamining criti'cally not 
only involves complete religious scepticism. It cuts deeper. It 
must do away with all norms of truth. The distinction between 
right and wr{)ng, this is an idea, a doctrine, a truth. Call them 
by what name you please, right and wrong are ideas or valid d{)c
trines which condition moral life and conduct. All life and ex
perience are conditioned by norms of truth which are n{)t con
ta~ned in the life itself, but must be obtained from either reason 
or revelation. 

(e) And this is not all. If this theory of knowledge be true 
scepticism in natural science must follow. If all our categories of 
sdentific knowledge are the product of sensation and feeling, 
they too have only symbolic validity, and we a'l'e overwhelmed by 
a complete scepticism in every sphere of knowledge, as T. H. Green 
of Oxford abundantly proved when he refuted the sceptic Hume 
in his ,Introduction to the latter's Essay Concerning the Human 
Understanding. 

It is no wonder then, as Professor Brunner remarks, that 
in Europe the zeal for this anti-intellectualism has begun to cool. 
Unfortunately, however, we are usually behind the times in Amer
ica. We realize, of course, that Modernists do not usually fol
low the logic of their position. They are fortunately inconsistent. 
Dr. Bavinck in his Reformed Dogmatics recalls the case of the 
Pietists who decried doctrine and yet sought to convert children 
to Christi'anity by use of the catechism. Of course they did. How 
could they convert anyone wi1hout telling the old, old story of Je
sus and His love which led Him to die on the Cross for our sins. 
But this old, old story i,s of course just Christian doctrine, New 
Testament doctrine. 

Other clasiOes of Modernists, nodoubi, would repudia'te this 
entire theory of knowledge, and make reason their authority in 
religious knowledge. Then they become rationalists, substituting 
religious philosophy for the Christian revelation. But we think 
their number is not so large as those who adhere in a more or 
less consistent way to the tl~eory which we have been criticizing. 
Very likely there are many Modernists of an das'ses who refuse 
to follow the logic of their fundamental presuppositions and prin
ciples. But the laws of logic 'are stubborn things. ,iust as stubborn 
as facts. To abandon logic is to abandon the laws of human 
thought, and to do this is to commit intellectual suicide. Sooner 
or later the fI·ood of ,scepticii'm will bU'l'st tl1rough the dams of re
ligious sentiment and overwhelm any Ohurch that accepts the 
M:odernis,t theory of knowledge. 
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REVELATION OR DISCOVERY 
Professor GEORGE JOHNSON, Ph.D. 

(Lincoln University, Pa.) 

"THERE is an art," said Coleridge, "of which man should be 
master,-the art of reflection." Let us reflect upon Revela
tion, and its contradictory, Discovery. 

I 
"The baptism of John," asked Christ, "Whence was it? From 

he~ven or from men?" This question recognizes the difference 
between Revelation and Discovery. We may ask a similar ques
tion.-That knowledge of God and His will which religion finds 
indispensable, whence is it? FrQm heaven? If SQ, H is revealed. 
From men? If so, it is di,scovered. 

The world religions are all on the side of Revelation. So true 
is this statement that revelatiQn and reliigion are correlative 
terms. All known religions claim some knowledge of God. Lowest 
are those in which men worship the objects of nature, and recog
nize tlhe divine in signs and wonders, oracles and medicine men. 
But never do they claim that such knowledge is a human dis
covery. It is a disclQsure of the being they take to be God. Ethical 
religions believe in a persQnal God who speaks by person1al agen
cies. HaiIDmu~abi claimed that the laws he published came from 
the sun god, Shamash. Mohammed asserted that what he wrote 
in tlhe Koran were the divine communications that had been en
trusted to his care. It is not necessary for our proof that these 
stories be true. We mention them merely in support of our state
ment that all known religions appeal to Revelabon. And this is 
necessary for religion. Science relates us to the world, ethics to 
the universe of moral principle, resthetics to the be'autiful; but 
while the true, the good, and the beautiful are all needed in re
ligiQn, they do not consHtute the essential thing in religion. Re
ligion is unique. In it we are related througfn Revelation to a power 
supernatm,al, superhuman, omnipresent, eternal, divine, and per
sQnal. 

Chris'tianity is the absolute religion. Nevertheless histQrical
ly it is one of the world-religions. It claims to possess a knowledge 
of God and His will revealed at sundry times, and finally in Jesus 
Christ, the brightness of the Father's glory and the express image 
of His person. Note carefully how ChristianHy thinks of this Rev
eIation. It holds that since tJhe relation between God and man is 
personal, there must be interchange of thought and common ,in
terest in action. GQd made Himself known first in creation, and 
aU that is and all that happens are but a continuation of the 
first divine disclosure. But to this activity of the divine there 
must correspond an activity of the human. Man must recognize 
and 'acknowledge, and this is also due to the divine power. "There 
is a spirit in man," as Elihu said, "and the inspiration of the Al
mighty giveth them understanding." But this does not create its 
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object. It is not a discovery, but a reception. When then the 
Divine disclosure is joined to this universal ability to perceive, we 
have Generol Revelation, appealing to all, perceivable in and by 
itself, and understandable by all. 

Sufficiency is a function of need. What is enough for a man 
in one situation may be inadequate for the same man in a dif
ferent situation. For mwn in his present condition Gene,ral Rev
elation is not enough. Man is sinful, and his sin has paralyzed his 
abilities and darkened his heart. He needs more than informwtion, 
just as the patient sick and dying needs more than lectures on 
P,at!hology and Materia Medica. The sick man needs the physician. 
The sinner needs the Saviour. But General Revelation says noth
ing about a Saviour. It is dreadfully deficient for the soul that 
is sick and dying. The latter needs information about a love that 
turns mercy and pardons transgressions, and needs a person who is 
this love incarnate. But this is more than word; it is deed. None of 
this has been found in General Revelation, not even if we grant with 
Thoreau tha,t the universe is wider than our views of it. Do not 
the world religions, Christianity excepof:ed, confirm this state
ment? Many think that each of these religions is so admirably 
suited to its 'adherents, that it were better not to attempt to 
displace it with another. But look closer and reflect. Is it not 
nather true that while each represents tlhe longing of the hearts 
that serve it, it knows not the way by which these longings can 
be satisfied, and therefore it leaves these hearts beating anxious
ly in the shadow of their sins. 

ChrisHanity claims to possess a sufficient Revelation. God 
has visited His people and made known to them the way of life. 
'Dhis has been called Special Revelation because it meets man's 
specific need as a sinner. It brings God dose so that the soul 
crushed by sin and powerless in the presence of evil may be for
given and enter into fellowship with God. How admirable is this 
divine lapproach! How satisfyingly it communicates to us the 
thought of God and provides for mutual activity! Down through 
the centuries it has held its conquering way. The false beliefs in
to wlhich men had fallen could not permanently resist its advance. 
Animism, fetichism, polytheism, henotheism, were all successively 
overcome by it, for in it was the irresistible power of God's sav
ing love seeking its beloved. This love at last became inc,arnatein 
the person of our Lord Jesus Christ and entered thus into the 
heart of the creation. But this Jesus Christ not only taught but 
worked. He was active in word and deed, as is witnessed by the 
manger of Bethlehem, the Cross of Calvary, the empty Tomb, and 
the opening cloud. Thus the Spedal Revelation aims not merely to 
interest scientis,ts and philosophers by informing the reason, nor 
to enlist the moralists by diiscourses on virtue and duty, nor to 
give men that ecstatic joy in God so highly prized by the mys
tics, but its goal is that which is greater than any of these sing
ly or all of tlhem t'aken together,-salvation. What is salvation? 
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If ,i,s wha.t eye hath not seen, as Paul wrote to the church at 
Corinth, nor ear heard, nor what entered into the heart of man. 
It is what God has prepared for them that love Him, and this only 
the Spirit of God Himself can reveal. This is the message of the 
Special Revelation. 

Evangelic'al Christianity makes a double claim. It is the re
ligion of the Spedal Revelation, and this latter is identical with 
Holy Scripture. Holy Scripture isa record and much more. For 
God is with it, and therefore he who ~tands in the presence of 
Scripture stands in the presence of God. It tells of the great sav
ing deeds of God performed in all the centuries but culminating 
in the Cross of the Saviour. There Jesus Christ extended His 
arms and gathered to Himself the ages past and still to be. There 
He made atonement for the sins of His people, and in this action 
is manifested the ultimate truth about God and man and the way 
of s,alvation. As Huxley staid, Time whose tooth gnaws away every
thing is powerless against truth. Such imperishable truth Ev'an
gelical Ghdstianity claims to h'ave, and therefore it offers itself 
as supremely satisfying, complete, absolute, and final. 

II 
Many contempomry thinkers do not agree with the concept 

of Revelation las we explain it. They would replace it with the 
notion of Discovery. They believe in God. They believe also in a 
divine action upon man, but this action is within. What is ap
parent is that some races and some individuals are more religious 
than others. Evidently there isa possibility of progress in the 
knowledge of God, but on what is this dependent? Not on fresh 
revel'ations from God, but on the ripening of insight that leads to 
Di,scovery. Advance in religion is thus similar to progress in 
science. All that we can know is already present in some sense in 
our world, but much of it, perhaps the greater part, is hidden and 
therefore unknown. What is needed is not new data, but keener 
observation and more rigorous thinking. When these are operative, 
discoveries of permanent value result. 

What makes this view logically necessary? We would answer, 
adherence to the principles of naturalism in general and to the con
cept of evolution in particular. We may put the argument of the be
lievers in Discovery as follows. The concept of evolution has proved 
useful in the biolDgical sciences. Why may it not prove so in the 
sciences of religion? Examine the Holy Scriptures. Are they not in
dubitably a product of evolution? Are not the books of Holy Scrip
ture composites, somewhat a's the rocks are made of layers repre
senting various periods? Is Christianity not akin to its chronolog
ical and geographical neighbors? Do we not clarify our understand
ing of most of the Old Testament and much of the New ,when we 
recognize in each the presence of widely prevalent myths? Are not 
the religious phenomena of Ohristianity psychologically the same as 
those found in the ethnic faiths? What are conversion, inspiration, 

j 
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and prophecy, paDables and miracles, but higher forms of the 
magic, divining, and soothsaying of the primitives? 

Thinking and arguing thus, the advocate of Discovery sees 
only progressive changes in the understanding of the naturally giv
en, where the believer in Revelation recogni'zes inpourings of a 
creative divine. When the lattera'sserts that Christi'anity is there
fore unique, for it has this divine influx in a sense that no other 
religion has, the former rejoins that Christianity is but one of 
the world religions. The content of what the E va n
gelical Christian calls Revelation is thus not information due to 
God's creative and inspiring ,action, but is what man himself has 
wrested from an unwilling universe by trial and error for the most 
part, or now 'and then by those sudden insights which in their 
ignorance men call genius. 

Which of these two contradictory views should we accept ? 
We unhesitatingly declare for Revelation. Let us compare further 
the two concepts; let us give a reason for the choice we have 
made. 

We agree with those who adopt Discovery that God is and 
must be immanent in His universe, but we also believe that He is 
and must be transcendent, meaning by transcendent not the con
tradiotory opposite of immanent, but its necess'ary correlative. 
This the advocates of Discovery will not admit. They think that 
God must always work in accord with the laws established in 
Cre'ation and upheld by Providence. They therefore imprison the 
Creator in the world He has made. They deny His creative will. 
They surrender themselves either to materialistic or idealistic pan
theism. They cannot see how God can be personal. They involve 
themselves in inextricable difficulties when they try to deal with 
the existence of evil. They cannot stimulate moral effort. ~hey 
are unable to satisfy the religious longing of our hearts. We agree 
also that Christianity is a religion in time 'and space, and that 
therefore it has had a history and has followed the laws of devel
opment. But we also believe that it is the unique, final, and ab
solute religion, because it contains the fin~l truth concerning the 
way of salvation. Why not? If mathematics can write the timeless 
and changeless formula of an infinitely developing series; if one 
perishable line of poetry can open to us the door of a never dying 
universe of beauty; if one statement of duty can roll back the 
veil from the immortal good; why may not Christianity infer 
from what is in space and time in to the endless glory and holi
ness of the absolute God? We agree also that in view of Revela
tion there must bean answering activity on the part of man. 
But we also believe that this aetivity does not constitute its con
tent, but appreciates it; does not make the truth, but merely 
acknowledges it. 

We are convinced that the notion of Discovery is too meagre 
to do justice to the f.acts. It does not allow God, nor religion, nor 
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man to come to their rights. It cannot cover the rich variety of 
our religious experience, nor satisfy our needs. Discovery is of 
men, and it would assimilate the work of God to the actions of 
men. But the concept of Revelation provides for 'all these require
ments, and forms the starting point for a high and wide develop
ment of truth. We therefore find our satisfaction in Revelation, 
and we say of it, 
"I believe it. 'Tis thou, God that givest, 'tis I rwho receive: 
In the first is the last, in thy wiU is my power to believe. 
All's one gift. Thou canst grant it moreover, as prompt to my prayer 
As I breath out this breath, as I open these arms to the air." 

DR. HOWARD A. KELLY ON THE BIBLE* 
(Jahns Hopkins University) 

In 1889 I said to myself that the earlier Christians evidently 
got far more out of the Bible than I was getting, and i det,er
mined Ito investigate it. I am interested in all science-since this 
is my Father's world, as the song has it-and being a scientist I 
follow the scientific method; I ask, "What does this science say 
for itself?" I do not read newspaper discussions about the Bible, 
the way many people do. Indeed, some doctors form their medical 
opinions from newspaper and magazine articles, rather than 
from first hand investigation. 

So I asked, "What does the B£ble say of itself?" I went 
through the Book-through the Old Testament and through the 
New-and I found hundreds, yes thousands, of times that it 
claims to be the Word of God. Well, I tried it and it worked, and 
it has been working ever since. I read the Bible in both the Greek 
and Hebrew originals, and I find it consistent in all its parts. I 
have not yet seen anything of importance that needed correction. 
I have seen it confirmed by research, times without number. I be
lieve concerning the Bible that it is all that it claims for itself. 
Rationally and logically it i,s God's Word. 

It is the foundation of all sc.ience. I have met jurist,s and 
many other eminent professional men. I have yet to meet one 
who knew the Bible well but rejected it. I never yet met one who 
rejected the Word of God who had tried it out on a correct scien
tific basis. "If any man will do His (God"s) will, he shall know 
of the doctrine." 

With all its boastfulness, an evident characberistic of these 
times is that in fact they are peculiarly unscientific, superficial 
and illogical. The questions of difficulty about the Bible and mir
acles really involve begging the question and slipping in imma-

*'Dhoughts from an address of Dr. Kelly at Princeton Seminary on 
February 15, 1927. 
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t'erial matters. But there is one mirade that I can't beHeve, and 
that is that the Bible is not the Word of God. The fundamental 
question is A 1n I dealing with God? In that case use the right in
strument; your instrument-which is keener than a two-edg,ed 
sword-is the Word of God. 

E. V. D. 

WHY I BELIEVE THE OLD TESTAMENT* 

Of course, I hold all the accepted reasons for believing the 
Bible to be true. It is recognized that it is the only book that 
claims to be the Word of God, and its character indicates its 
supernatural source. 

The Bible gives the best philosophical explanation of the 
Universe. I prefer the philosophy approved by Paul and Athana
sius and Augustine and Anselm and Butler as a reasonable ground 
for man to act upon. No man today, without revelation, knows 
anything more about God than Plato did. An old Professor art Ber
lin used to say that all the philosophers since have not produced 
anything equal to Plato. As Addison said (in "Karto")-"Plato, 
thou reasonest well". But while he said that he believed in God, 
he added that,if we were to know anything about Him, He Him
self must send a messenger to teach us. There is only one theology, 
and it is God-made and God-given. We have no right to call these 
man-made systems "theology"-they are anthropology; ,and I can 
make my own anthropology. 

I've been teaching textual criticism of the Old Testament for 
about forty years-and not to dull fellows either, but to men pre
paring for their higher degree. In teaching, if we find a difficul
ty, I have my students go straight to the Hebrew Manuscripts, 
to the Mrassoretic no,tes, to the Greek version, so that they can 
testify at first hand that today the Old Testament is substantial
ly what it was in the time of Ghrist. Scientifically considered, 
there is no doubt that we have today substantially the same 
Hebrew BibIe -(hat \Wts used by Christ and his apostles and to 
which they gave their approbation. 

Recently, a young professor brought out a book about the Old 
Testament. It was a compilation of the opinions of the men who 
thought like himself, which he called his "authorities". He never 
cited the Old Testament text as an authority, but only other 
nadical writers. We sometimes forget that the Bible itself is an 
authoritative fact in evidence. 

There are those who are throwing dust into the people's eyes 
and giving out the impression that you can't depend on the Eng
lish version or the Hebrew original of the Old Testament. Either 
they mean to deceive or they do not know what they are 

*Noltes from addresses of Professor Rohert Dick Wilson, Ph.D., LL.D., 
given under auspices of tlhe Bible League in Great Britain in 1925. 
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talking about. There ha:s never heen a version, made in good faith, 
but has contained the plan of salvation and the great doctrines 
of the church "sufficient unto salvation for everyone that be
lieveth". 

In the last thirty years, we have discovered sO' many Driginal 
documents that such theories as Wellhausen's and the like are en
tirely out of date. In 1882 a magazine was started in Germany 
that was a great prota,gonist of the WeUhausen theory. A couple 
of y'ears ago they issued a prospectus announcing a new series of 
this Magazine of Old Testament Science, saying "What we forty 
years ago thought to be a seience of Old Testament criticism, we 
have now fDUnd not ,to have been science at all, and it will be the 
endeavor of this review to reconstruct, if possible, a new science 
of Old Testament criticism". 

The Hebrew Bible is all right, but the trouble is with the 
would..Jbe interpreters. I don't pretend to understand everything 
in the Old Testament; but I am interested in knowing that we 
have the original text to interpret. Here is a ProfessDr who goes 
on commenting until he ,gets stuck on something he can't trans
late or understand; then he says, "There's something the matter 
here with this text, and so we'll chang,e it to' read something that 
we can understand". Well, if examinations were conducted in that 
way, every student would always get one hundred percent. 

For years I was hunting a way of showing that we could get 
back of the Greek translation of the Third century (Septuagint) 
in our ·scientific confirmation of the Old Testament Hebrew text; 
finally I struck on the proper names, especially the proper names 
of the Kings, more particularly those that are mentioned not 
only in the Old Testament text but also on their own monuments 
or on monuments contemporaneous with the Kings mentioned. 
I found there were 41 names of Kings which are mentioned either 
on their own monuments Dr on monuments contemporaneous with 
themselves. These forty-one names contain 191 Hebrew con
sonants. I found that out of those 191 consonants used in our 
present Hebrew text in writing those names of the 41 Kings, there 
are only two or three about which there could be any controver
sy as to their being proper renditions of the original names. Yet 
it is not to be expected that proper names should be handed 
down correctly. To transmU properly, proper names, for thou
sands of years, is one of the most wonderful phenomena in con
nection with historical document,s. 

For example, there are a number of Egyptian Kings men
tioned in the Old T'estament-Shishak, N eco, etc.; you will find 
that those names have been handed on letter by letter in the man
uscripts. The Assyrian Kings-such as Sm'gon, Shalmwneser and 
Senn:acherib-you will again find have their names spelled in the 
Hebrew Bible text in every ca'se with absolute accuracy. 

Perhaps the most marvelous case of all is that of Xerxes-a 
contemporary of and named by Herodutus. Yet you could never 
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transliterate Xerxes into the form of Ahas'Uerus, found in the Old 
Testament Hebrew text. As spelled in the Bible, (Ahasuerus), 
Xerxes is nearer to the original form on the Persian monuments, 
as spelled by Xerxes himself, than you will find anywhere else. 
How did some Hebrew writer of the second century B. C., writing 
in Palestine,get Ahasuerus out of Xerxes? I was mentioning the 
above facts to a certain Professor, and he said that the name of 
Xerxes alone was enough to confound all the critics. In the Bible 
it has been handed down all these millenniums correctly. 'Dhe 
writers of the Hebrew Bible were for some reasonable to spell 
the proper names of all the Kings of Egypt, Babyloni,a, Assyria 
and Persia correctly; they spelled the names of the Egyptian 
kings just as the Egyptian kings themselves spelled them; they 
spelled the names of the Assyrian kings with the same accuracy. 
Yet, prO'per naifies are more easily changed than any other words; 
you will find more mistakes of tranSifiission of proper names than 
anywhere else. 

Secondly: the Bible gi'ves the names of these kings in their 
lJropel' chronological order, from all these various countries-nine 
or ten of them. SynchJCono'Usly the Bible gives every king his 
right and proper place in the scheme of Old Testament history. 
What is the explanation for such accuracy. The writers WO'uld 
have to read Egyptian and Assyrian and Babylonian amd Persian, 
and have access to all original sources, to write such a history 
Yet, what I have been saying about Assyria was not known from 
612 B. C., when Nineveh was destroyed, until less than a century 
ago. Nobody on earth knew how to spell the names of those As
syrian kings. No Greek document gives us the names of these As
syrian kings. Yet when these documents that had been buried 
for 2,500 years are unearthed and brought to light and read, we 
find our old friends Tiglath-Pileser, Shalmaneser, Sargon, Sennac
herib and Esarhaddon. Is it not a wonderful thing? 

There is no man today whO' knows enough to attack success
fully our Old Testament Hebrew text. A Professor does not knO'w 
anything more about an ancient document without having studied 
it than you do yourself. A Professor can only know about an an
cient document by learning the script of it, by learning the lan
guage in which that document is written, and by studying dic
tionaries, grammars, translations, and all that. If a Professor has 
not studied those ancient documents and languages he is abso
lutely unqualified to testify on the matter. 

One more point is the historical accuracy of the Old Testa
ment, as evidenced by the foreign wO'rds embedded in the texts 
written at different periods-like the raisins in your tea-cakes. 
In what may be termed the pre-patriarchal period, before Abram 
left Vr of the Chaltdees and journeyed westward to Canaan, you 
find words of Balbylonian and Sumerian origin; in the Eigyptian 
period of bondage, while naturalily there remain traces of the 
former, foreign words of Egyptian origin predominate; in the 
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Palestinian period of the Conquest and of the Judges you have 
practically the pure Hebrew--which was spoken in Palestine long 
before the time of Moses-though there is one word of probably 
Philistine origin; in the fourth period, that of the Kings, are found 
words of Armenian and Hittite origin, and especially Aramaic; 
fifth, the Assyro-Ba:bylonian period, fr()lIll T,iglath-Pileser to Neb
uchadnezmr, is marked by foreign words from that source; sixth, 
Persian period-the only Old Testament books surely having Per
sian words being those which, according tQ the Scriptures them
selves, were certainly written in Persian times. 

KNOWING THE TRUTH* 
E. Van Deusen 

I. Some Premises as to Knowledge. 

E. V. D. 

Basic Truths the Ground of all Thought and Action: 
A hasic fact or idea underlies and is implied in our every act 

and utterance. Behind and beneath both-recognized or not-are 
certain s'O-called "premises" that are the starting-point of all 
rational thinking in every field. Indeed, there are premises per
force ,assumed by ,anyone who would deny them; S'O, any con
clusion 'Of thought that c'Ontradicts, directly or indirectly, such 
fundamental premises of thought is plainly senseless. 
(a) Rationality: 

We unavoida:bly premise that we a,re rational beings; to deny 
this is to affirm one's irrationaHty and hence the f'Olly of his 
words. But, rational beings must think according to the laws of 
rational, 'Ord'erly thought. Whoever starts with true premises and 
thinks according to these laws will reach true conclusions 'Or 
knowledge-·which is the manifest end 'Or purpose of rationality. 
A conclusi'on that holds the impossibility of real knowledge, 01' 

that is insufficient and inadequate, or that is self-contradictory, 
is plainly irrational and false. 
(b) Personality and Objective Reality: 

The pre-requisite condition of aU knowledge is C'Onsciousness. 
To deny its reality thereby affil'lms it; plainly, one can't know 
without conscious knQwing. 

Human consciousness testifies to the reality of two prime 
facts-the existence of Self and of Not-self, nor can consciousness 
be otherwise convinced by any amount of adverse and seeming ar
gument. One's self, as distinct from and yet the essential common 

*This initial paper treats of (a) Some Premises regarding Knowledge, 
(b) Meaning of Truth and Knowledige, with certain Corollaries re'garding 
Tru~h, (c) Some designations of Truth, (d) Truth and Personal Opinions. 
Following will be the Means of Knowledge, the Tests of Truth, etc. 
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bond of all 'One's successive cQnscious states, is known through 
the innate primary power of Self-consciousness; while knowledge 
of our bodies and the wQrld 'Of matter as' presented through its 
properties is gained through the primarypowersof Sense-percep
tion. In all our knowing thought, consciousness ever distinguish
es between the known things and 'Our knowing selves. We have no 
clearer cQnsci'Ousness than the separateness and distinctness of 
these two realities; and this is confirmed by the normal conduct 
of mankind universally. 
(c) Truth KnowabTle: 

All constructive teaching and study takes for granted that 
there is fixed truth and that it can be known. We may not, of 
course, know all about a reality, but we know so much about it 
as 1:S manifested. This is implied also in the fact of a rational 
humanity at the head of an orderly and SQ ratiQnall world. W'hat 
is the use 'Of rationality in a world of I,aw and 'Order save as a 
means to the end of appr'ehending truth? Arist'Otle said, "Man is 
competently 'Organized for truth; and truth in general is not be
yond his reach". Indeed, any denial of the possibility of knowing 
truth is self-contradict'ory-it is to say that one knows that he 
cannot kn'Ow. 

Truth is not the monopoly 'Of an aristocracy of so-called 
"authoriUes"; the humblest honest man who starts with true 
premis1es 'Of fact or thought and follows strictly the legitimate 
laws of thought is as sure of correct conclusions as is a "pro
fessor". Indeed, the prime function of the "specialist" is to sup
ply facts-not theories; from real facts, anyone who will obey 
the laws 'Of thought can draw proper inferences and knowledge. 
II. Truth and Knowledge-meanings: 

Truth is basally the real, the actual, or the definite principle 
or thing as it exists. The fact is the gauge of a truth. 80, f'Or 
the human mind,exact representati'Onor interpretation 'Of a fact 
is the essence 'Of a knQwn truth. In general, in,teHectual truth 
consists of not only those laws of thought and primary truths 
that are the fruit of ,the mind's necessary native powers and 
that appear upon the mere inspecHon of a thing, but als'O of every 
('I/i'Cemcnt of the mind's derived convictions with the correspond
ing realities-of the thought with the thing, or its special phase 
in question. 

Knowledge is the discernment and assurance-from the evi
dence-of the truth, and to knQw is to perceive or apprehend a 
fact 'with conviction that it is real or true. 80, trut,h is essential 
to knO\vledge and only as we know the truth do we truly know. 
An idea tha,t disagrees with the reality is not a part of real 
knowledge. 
ITI. Certain Cm'ollaTies as to Truth: 

Clearly, the dominant f'actor in truth is fact or reamy. Cer
tain corQllaries follow; 
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(a) Each Truth is Singular in essence: 
Flor every point 'Of fact or reality at any time there is plainly 

possible ·but one truly representative idea, ibut one corresponding 
thought agreement with that particular thing, hence but one pos
sible truth-though, of course, this one truth may be held by many. 
In mathematics there are three alternatives-a thing may he less, 
equal to, or greater than another; but in the logic of thought there 
are but two alternatives-a thing either is or is not. An idea is 
either true or not true-analogous to the law of Being, which 
either is or is not. 
(b) Each Truth is General in application:-

Resting as it does on a definite reality, 'a certain truth is at 
any time equally true for all men alike, and will be so 'long as the 
present narturallaws and consltitution of the world continue. In the 
very nature of the case, it is impossible that a truth should be 
true in fact for one man but not true for another, even ,though 
he himself may not apprehend it. This is so as to those primary, 
self-evident or intuitive truths that are the expresisions of man's 
native mental and moral nature; also as to all further truths 
legitimately derived therefrom or from experience by the laws of 
rationa:l, orderly, logical thought-which are aIi'ke for all men. 
That two straight lines cannot 'enclose a space is equa:lly true for 
all, everywhere and always; that inhumanity is morally wrong 
is as true for ()IIle as for another, in China or Chicago, now as in 
the ancient land of Nod. 
( c) Each Truth is Tenseless in time: 

A truth may reiJate to a present or to a past fact; but the 
truth i,s tenseless, or at least ever in the present tense. Strictly 
speaking, Once a truth always a truth. A truth is no less true 
because old, nor an error fal,se because new. Age has nO' bearing 
on this matter. Truths may be considered the abiding spirits, as 
it were, of factual bodies that may have ,their day and cease to 
be; but the truthfulness of a truth is undimmed by age. Day by 
day facts pass into and become part of history; and whenever any 
such fac,t has been correctly a,pprehended yon have a historical 
truth that so remains. Thus, reliable history is possible and sig
nificant. 
IV. Some Terms applied to Truth: 

New and Old:-
New truths may naturally foUow the disclosure of new or 

newly-known facts, or to correspond with changes in the con
stitution of known realities. But-from its nature-a nerw cannot 
contradict, though it may eclipse or supplement, an old truth. 
The force of a truth depends on the qualitative importance of the 
fact to which it refers, rather than to that fact's quantitative 
duration. With a continuing reality, the corresponding truth is 
both constant and final so long a!S that reality remains. Finality 
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of truth always attends permanence of fact; nor can a certain 
truth itself ever change. 

Albsolute and Relative: 
AU truth is relative in the sense that it relates and must re

late to realities; but the common expression "relative" applied to 
truth really means conditional. As truth involves the agreement 
'Or correspondence of idea with reality, there evidently can be no 
c'Onditional truth-either there is agreement and truth, or there 
is not; there is no third alternative-as befor·e indica'ted. Any 
inquiry regarding re}ative or conditional truth must ref'er, not to 
the truthfulness, but to the obligatoriness of the truth in question. 
This can apply 'Only in the realm where oughtnes,s applies, that is 
in the realm of moral obligation. But moral obligation exists 'Only 
as to a higher moral authority than our finite selves-i. e. to an 
infinite ,and intelligent personality who is absolute. Truth related 
to the absolute must be absolute, unconditional and so changeless 
truth. With an abiding, changeless and unconditioned reality or 
being, you naturally 'have in consequence only abiding, changeless, 
unconditioned or absolute truth. There are truths that may be 
supplemented or eclipsed by greater and more important ones; 
but there are also truths that are absolute in their unconditioned 
changelessness, their universal application, and their permanent 
authority. 

V. Truth and Personal Opinions: 
"Facts are stubborn things to deal with" because they don't 

and can't conform to personal opinions. Obviously, neither the 
existence nor nature of a past fact is changed by present opinions; 
and every-day events show that present facts are not changed by 
opinions-if they were, this earth would be a fool's paradise and 
none would suffer the fruit's of his folly. So, as our opinions don't 
change the facts, our necessary "adjustment" to this world of 
realities must he made by conforming our thoughts to the facts. 
This agreement of idea with reality is truth. 

N or is truth the product of a comparison of different 
opinions. Tv,'O or more ideas may be in accord with each other, 
and yet all be false. There is no alchemy by which one can ex
tract truth from a lot of erroneous personal views. A physicist 
may start with the proposition that the attraction of matter for 
matter varies inversely as the distance~s. the square of the dis:
tance-and so construct on paper a s'Olar system that would be 
consistent in all its parts, and yet untrue to the actual reality. 
The muddled thinking that holds the test of truth to be thai 
someone believes it is consequent 'On a haughty disregard of the 
grounds and necessary laws of orderly thought. The best cure 
f.or such notions is to apply them for a year in business backed 
by one's own pocketibook. Real objective standards'-rather than 
thO'se of subjective thought-are 'as necessary for testing truth as 
is a foot-rule or a ::;cal~ t() (}ecide the disputed size of a fish. 
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Certainty is essential to knowledge; and you can't reaeh certainty 
when you begin without it, simply by comparing one idea with 
another. 

In passing it hardly need be said that truth is completely in
dependent of human personalities-popular or not. A diamond is 
a diamond in any setting. 

In this connection also a word as to so-called "independent 
thinking": independence in thought-as in action-is desirable so 
long as it conforms to and is not independent of the natural and 
necessary laws of thought--'but no longer. There are controlling 
laws of thought, as of conduct; and, whenever these are ignored, 
"independent thinking" is worse than useless-it's but a "joy 
ride" on the road to error. 

Another incidental word as to "broadmindedness" or so-called 
liberality of thought; to be broadminded is to have a wide range 
of mental interests; but the intellectual must be intelligent, and 
this involves truth and knowledge. An .intelligent, knowing hroad
mindedilless must be discerning-a discriminating or juclicial
mindedness-i. e. a mind open to all related evidence and refusing 
all irrelevant and immaterial matters; a mind like a clean seive 
th~at separates the wheat from the chaff, not a garbage can that 
takes in everything. A "broad" or judicial mind weighs and inter
prets carefully all and only pertinent evidence according to the 
basic rules of evidential thinking; decides according to the de
mands of rational, orderly thought; tests the conclusions with the 
fundamental tests of truth; and then frankly accepts the verdict. 
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