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Not human reason, but divine reveration is the source of faith.
rt is the very nat're of faith to accept what God has ,revealed.
The object of saving faith is Jesus, the Lord, the Savior.

"Abraham against hope believed. in hope that he might become
the father of many nations, according to that which was spoken,
so shall thy seed be. And being not weak in faith, he considered
not his own body now dead, when he was about an hundred years
old., neither yet the cleadness of Sarah,s womb; he staggerecl not
at the promise of Gocl thro'gh .nbelief, b't .rvas strong in faith,
giving glorv to God. ancl being full1' persuailecl that what He had
promised He was able also to perforrn. ^.\nrl therefore it was
imputecl to him for righteousnes,.. \orr it was not vritten for
his sake alone. that it 

-'a-c 
imputecl to ]ri'r. b.t for .s also, to

whonr it -.hall be i'rp'terl, if we beliere on Him that 
'aisccl 

up
"Iesus, our Lord, from the dead; who was deliverecl for our offen_ses,
anrl was raised again for our justification.,, Rom. 4, lg-Zi.

Abraham's faith is set forth in the Scriptures as an erample
for our faith. The source of Abraham,s faith was not his ottn
reoson. IIis reason told him that he and Sarah must remain
childless. But God said, "So shall thy seed. be.,, That was a
wonderful revelation to Abraham. Abraham believed what God
had" reaealed, to him; he "against hope believed in hope.,, ,,He

was strong in faith, giving glory to God; and being fully persuaded
that what He had promised. Ile was able also to perform.', Goil,s
promise was that of the Woman's Seed, the Savior. This promise
Abraham believed. The promised, Messinh was the objeci of his
faith. '(This was not written for his sake alone, but for us also.r,

" A Review of Die Grundwahrh,eitm d,er christlictten Retigivn, by
Reinhold seeberg. seventh edition, 1921. Deichertsche verlagsbuchhand-
lung, Leipzig and Erlangen. 182 pages, 5B/4X81/2,
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Paul warns against any encleavor after a philosophical faith
when he writes to Timothy: ..O ,Timothy, keep that which is
committed. to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, and
oppositions of science falsely so called; which some professing have
erred concerning the faith." 1Tim. 6,20.21.

The faith which obtains the kingdom of God is not a faith
which results from dialectic reasoning ancl specurative philosophy,
but is the simple, childlike trust of the christian in the promises
of God in His Gospel. "Verilv, f sa1'unto you.,' says Jesus, ,,who-
soever shall not receive the kingdom of Gocl as a little child, he
shall not enter therein." llark 10, 15.

Over against the Christian,s simple, childlike faith, rvhich
accepts the words of Goci at tlieir face 

'alue, 
and rests assured

that all mysteries in the christian religio' are sucrr only because
man with his finite and sinful reason cannot comprehend the
infinite God, there has ever been the endeavor on the part of man
after a philosophical faith, an endeavor to reiluce ilre eternal verities
of God to a philosophical system, so as to make them appeal to
man's reason. In this attempt truth has always been sacrificecl,
and the floodgates have been opened to a multitude of human
opinions and false cloctrines in the realm of religion.

Church history amply bears witness to this attempt. This
attempt has been renewed in every age, and will continue to the
end of days. It has appeared under. different names and different
forms, b't it has always resulted. in the denial of the truth, either
in whole or in part. The thinker who supposed that he had solved
a problem in reality unclermined the doctr.ine.

During the period of Scholasticisrn. from Anselm to Aquinas,
the theologians of the Church collectivelv entlearorecl to rationalize
Christianity and to construct a philosophi. of religion. Anselm
stated his own position thus: ,,Neque eniru quaero intelligere, ut
creilam; sed credo, ut intelligam.', Faith was to be given first
place and reason seconcl place; but in giving reason a place at all
in matters of faith he was treading on dangerous ground and
actually recommended the endeavor after a philosophical faith.
In his ttact, Cur Deus Homo, he calls it a neglect of duty, if, after
we are confirmecl in our belief, we do not study to und,erstand, what
we believe - "negligentia mihi vicletur, si postquam confirmati
sumus in fde, non studemus quod creclimus intelligere.,,

And what else than cleference to human reason was it when
Aquinas, the great teacher of Romaa Catholic theology, restricted
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his dictum that the attainments of reason are inadequate for the
apprehension of the knowledge of God and must be augmented
by divine revelation, bv saving that the Scriptures rnust be under-
stood in the light of the interpretation of the council-* an,]. the
Fathers?

Not all sc.holasrics. howerer. ac.knowledged the Tirirtrity of faith
in the attempt to rationalize rhe Chrl.tian religion. The clictum
of Abelard: "\,-,n c'reden,lum. nisi prius intellecrum." is the esact
reverse of An=elm'-: "L'rrd.'-r- ut intelligam." Abelard wa-c tlle first
one wlro formalls sel fc'nh the so-called tnoral influence theory of
the aronemenr. actt'rding to which Christ's passion was not the
atonement f,rr man s sin. the .saf 1s/actio ttcaria, but simplv an
eshibition of the gteatness of God's love as a means of winning
the sinner.

The attempt of Rationalism, during the last hatf of the
eighteenth ancl the first half of the nineteenth century, to sub-
stitute a system of ethics for the doctrine of red,emption, was but
another, though crud.er, endeavor after a philosophical faith; it
was another attempt, in its fnal analysis, at deceiving mankind.
by setting aside the "Thus saith the Lord."

The same speculative and rationalistic tendency in matters
religious is clearly to be seen in so-called modern theotogE. Much
of the theology that is taught in the theological universities of
Europe and of this country, and much of the preaching which is
heard from modern pulpits, is of this type. Reinhold Seeberg
whose book, Die Grund,wahrheiten d,er ch,ristlich,en Religi,on (The
Fundamentals of the Christian Religion), has prompted this article,
is one of its exponents.

The title of seeberg's book is promising. so is also his brief
preface to the latest edition. rle writes: "Muy the book be of
service in maintaining the old truth at a time when it is sorely
needed." And in the opening paragraph of the first chapter or
lecture (the book contains sixteen lectures, delivered to the students
at the University of Berlin) Seeberg promises to give to his readers.
a real treat, saying, "Nil carum nisi quocl prod.est.r,

W'e cannot, however, long remain in the company of a man
whose words anil behavior we closely observe without fincling him
out. Seeberg d,oes not long cleceive us. The very first sentence
in the second paragraph of his book arouses within us the suspicion
that the title of the book is misleacling. rle says: "My purpose
is to present Christianity as a religion as r understand it, and as,
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according to my opinion, it can and should be made accessible to
the understanding of the learned of our day."

Seeberg uses the terminology of the Bible: he speaks of God,
of Christ, and of the Spirit; of sin ancl grace; of repentance,
regeneration, ancl conveLsion; of faith and love; of justification

ancl sanctification; of the means of grace, the Word, Baptism, and
the Lord's Supper; of prayer: of hell and heaven.

Seeberg uses the phraseologl of Christian literature. He says:

"Jesus gives life, for lle is the Life-" p. 114; "The cross of Christ
is in the very center of the [ ']rristian religion," p. 141 ; "The way
of salvation is the way of the cross of Cli l ist." p. 138; " 'They saw
Jesus alone'-these are the real buiklt.rs of the Chr.rrch," p. 15?;
ttWhatsoever stancls in the war c,t' the nressage of Christ must be
most emphaticallr- oppo,.e,.l. ' '  1,. 15S: "\ot 1ren. but Gocl gave faith
and love. Goil aloue it is rrho can antl t'ill keep these for us,"
p. 163; "Tlie Chlistian prar-s in the nane of Jesus." p. 163 : "No
one'rvill be sared wlio in this life rras not founcl in faith ancl love,"
p.  181.

Seeberg refers to Jesus, to Paul, to Luther, to the Apology
of the Augsburg Confession, and to Luther's Small Catechism, and
makes them sponsors for his doctrines. He ilenounces all false
religions, saying that the Christian religion alone. is true, alone
will satisfy the needs of the soul, alone will endure.

But Biblical tenninology is not usecl by Seeberg in its original
Biblical sense; anal the phraseology of Christian literature is not
employed by him in its usual meaning. He comes to us in sheep's
clothing. This is characteristic of his kind. He belongs to the
most raclical type of moclern theologians. The title of his book
ought to read: .4 Total Den'ial of All the Fund,amental Truth,s
of Chri,sti,anity.

Seeberg shall be permitted to speak for himself. It is not
just to condemn a man unhearcl. "Does the Cirristian religion
teach realities?" (Bi,nd, es Reali'taeten, d,i,e d,as Christentura aer-
huend,i,gt?) To this question, which Seeberg himself propouncls,
he answers: -

"fhere was a time-ancl it still exists for some to-day-when it

seemed very easy to anslver this question. The doctrines of the Christian

religion are realities for 'they are found in the Bible.' The Bible is ver'

bally inspiretl, Gocl cannot lie; therefore, rvhat the Bible declares to be

true is real. So it has been said; antl many generations of Christians

have been satisfied therewith.

"Why should rve to-day not be satisffetl with this answer? Two con-

clusive reasons are against it. It is an acknowletlged fact that the Bible
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contains errors of the rriters and contradictions in its narratives. As
l i t t le as th is ean shake the fai th of  the pious Cirr ist ian.  iust  so destruc-
tise it is for that theor.F." f. c.. that tbe Bible is the inspired \rord of God;
"for then God rrouid t'e tle author of errors. But thi: is nct the main
issue. In rarious ap.:logetical sass an attimpi lias lxen made to uphold
the the,rrs. t ut Fe ca,nl,it itt our frilir Cepel.l upon such trickers. It
is more lnrir.rtanl to ka,:,r t!a: cur ,lursii,]n (?nnot tle ansrsered in thiS
mann€r.

"f-.:ie argrmtlt he_. L<rn adrancri that the crn:i.nts oi- tl:e C.hristian
religron are realltirs h+-c;ru-;e tbe auth,:,rs of the H,:rlJ- Scripture liare be-
liere,l thern to tr suetr. t,eing of the opinion thet ther sere inspireri br Go,l,
But Lor do r-e Laoq- that thcs€ men sere reallr.inspired'? If rre rest
our iaith uFtrn thii- thetr \re must be able to assure ourselses. beyond.
a doubt. of this historical fact. -\gain. as it is possible that rve to-day
crr ai to tbe realitr of ihe Christian religion, even so those men of the
Bible c,-'uld also hare erred. Finally, is it not possible ilrat the so'ereignty
oi G,:.1 sas at one time aetually manifested, ancl flrat it is no,rv no longer
manifested? \fe Iearn that. in this wise s,e make no headway. In all
questions pertaining to the life of the soul, the soul cannot be satisffed
n-itlr a certainty from without (genuegt dieser ebem niemals eine fremde
Gercissheit)' but the soul must by its own experience have arrived at
a certainty (sie muss aus eigmer Drfohrwng itrer Sache gewiss gewor-
den sein).

"What do we,call real? It is a well-known fact that philosophy,
since the days of Kant, has labored hard to anslver this question. The
educatecl Christian cannot ignore this fact. It is rude (es i.st u,ngeaogenl
to set aside in religious matters that sharp and careful thinking which
is deemed proper to be applied to the small things of this life. . . .

"The difficulty for us increases in a field where we are not, flrst
of all, concernecl rvith historical facts, which could be .seen' or ,heard,,

but 
-vith 

the reality of metaphysical quantities (u,ebersinnli.cher Groessenl
- the sovereignty of God and the kingdom of God. Here it rvill not
suffice to rely upon miracles and signs which once upon a time were per-
formeil. \\:e are, first of all, concerned with such ilrings as are done at
the present t ime."  (pp.37,38.)

These worcls of Seeberg leave no room for doubt as to his
attitude towarcl the Bible; toward the great historical facts in the
life of Christ: Ilis birth, death, and resurrection; toward the
miracles; and. even toward the absolute assurance that any religion
is the true one. After such an acquaintance with Seeb.erg we are
not surprised that he speaks of God's appearing in the garden of
Eden as a "pious legend," p.8; and that he refers to the story of
the Fall as (6an old rationalistic fairy-tale,', p.110.

Abelard's "Non credend.um nisi prius inteliectum,' is the
measuring-rod which also Seeberg applies to the Christian religion.
Conformably, he says, "There are three tests to which all religious
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systems must be subjected: logic, history, and the intellectual needs
of the soul." (p. 22.)

The Bible has no place in Seeberg's metaphysical speculation
as to religion. Pasa graph,e theopneustos, writes Paul to Timothy,
? Tim. 3, 16; and Jesus sa1,s, "The Scripture cannot be broken."
John10,35. But Seeberg savs. "How clo rve know?"-*To the
Law and to the Testimon.v I if thel speak not according to this
word, it is ,because there is no light in them." Is. 8, 20. But
Seeberg says, l{ot to t}re Lav' and tlie Testimony, but to "Iogic,
history, and the inteliectual neccls ,-,f the soul.t'- The psalmist
says: "I have mole unclerstanrling than all rlr. teachers, for Thy
testimonies are nry meditati,'n. Thr- \\-ord is a lamp unto
my feet and a l ight unto n11.- path.:: Ps. 119- 99. 105. But Seeberg
refers to an "eclucatecl C'irristian." to liant. 'niro laborecl hard to
tell us what is real. - Patl sars : "If Christ be not raisecl. rour
faith is vain, ve are \et in rour sins. . . . Rut non- is Cirrist risen
from the dead." l Cor'. 15. 1?. ?0. tsut Seeberg informs us ihat
such a great historical fact cioes not concern us first of all; rve
shoultl rather be first concerned about the "realitv of metaphvsical
quantities."

Seeberg is making great clemands upon us when he asks that
we cast asicle our Bible, given us by God, and such trustworthy
witness as the prophets, evangelists, and apostles, and accept his
philosophy instead. He is asking much of us when he suggests
that we ignore the entire history of the Christian Church in its

trials and victories from Christ and the apostles down to the
present time and our own realization of the blessings of Chris-
tianity, anil, instead, accept his musings in a matter of such vital
importance. Or does he not ask this of us? Then we ask, What
does Seeberg really mean when he closes his book by saying, "Gen-
tlemery we har.e now finished. I hope that we have not labored
in vain" ?

After these premises we know rvhat we may not expect of

Seeberg in answer to the great question of the ages, "What think
ye of Christ?" To Seeberg Christ is not the God-man in the sense
of the Scripture; not the Savior, who by H.is satisfactio a'i,cari'a
retleemecl us and all mankind from sin and eternal death. Seeberg,
moreover, remincls us of that ancient enemy of Christianity, Por-

phyry, a Neo-Platonic philosopher of the third century, who said

that Jesus should not be blasphemed, but that the Christians who

worship Him as their God are to be pitied.
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Sc.etrre must again be permitted to speak for himself. He
derote: a sgec'ial chapter to "The Person of Christ," ancl another
to "The \fork of Christ." In the opening paragtaph of the first
r,'f tlese two chapters he says: -

"There are ts'o historical facts which we must try to understand.

Florr could the llumblest emong men feel Himself to be the Lord and

Judge of the world, and how could He who died on the cross be confessed

and worshiped by Ifis followers as Lord and God?-for both of these trvo

t€rms are applied to Ilim in the New Testament." (p. f 16.)

Seeberg's endeavor after a philosophical faith will not permit
him to let the case rest there. He continues: -

"As long as there have been Christians, both of these facts have

been a.cknorvledged, and both questions have been thought over. What,
then, does history" - logic, history, and the intellectual neecls of the

soul, not the Bible, are Seeberg's three measuring-rods applied to religion

-"teach us as to these questions? Paul and John have presented the
facts as above stated, and their congregations did not think otherwise.

For them the Man Jesus, who was a genuine and true man, rvas at the

same time, in some way, the only-begotten Son of the X'ather, who, in
heavenly glorS had been rvith God, and who, after He had here on earth
taught, labored, suffered, died, and arisen, again was in possession of
divine glory and power" (the kenosis, which the New Testament does not
teach), "so that He, the Eternal, lives as the Lord. of llis Church, and
governs the hearts of men.

"These thoughts represent the religious faith of the time of the
apostles, but they do not offer a theoretical solution of our questions."
(p.  t l6.)

Seeberg then calls attention to the teachings of the Gnosties
and the apologists of the early Church, to Arius ancl Athanasius,
and then continues: -

"But also this mental process did not go beyond mere religious state-
ment-s. As a mere assertion it was great, for it took in the whole case.

-\,q a theorv it remained incomprehensible- simply one, and yet three-;
but incomprehensible theories will nof, do, for they do not explain. One
can understand that the practical application soon arrived at this thought:
Father. Son. and Spirit are three persons, as three angels or three men,
s'ho. nerertheless, are one, inasmuch as they are of a similar kind and
sinrilar essene€. Only by means of various frickeries (ilurch allerhanil,
Kuensteleic:ni could this coneeption be defended against the objection of
teaching tr i theism." (pp. f17.  f l8.)

Therebv the doctrines of the deity of Christ ancl of the Trinity
are sacrificed as far as Seeberg is concerned. \I'hy? All in the
attempt to brirg the infinite God and His wonderful works within
the narrow compass of finite and sinful human reason.

For his denial of Christ's deitv Seeberg introduces Luther as
sponsor. Ile makes him sav, without quoting him: -

135
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"No one will suspect that Luther sacrificed in any part the deity
of Christ. But to him the €ssence of God is not an infinite substance,
but God is the personal, intellectual will of love, the almighty sovereignty
of love. This eternal energy of love (ewige Liebesmergiel filled the human
soul of Jesus, so that it became its content. That is the deity of Christ.,'
(pp. 1r9. r20.) Bi,c!?

Seeberg then proceeds to say ihat the indwelling of God in
Christ and in the ,Christian is different only as to quantity ancl
not as to quality. "Jilas uns durch ihn wird, wirrl ihm aus Gott;
und was in uns klein und bruchstuec.kweise, gehemmt uncl zerstreut
geschieht, geschah in ihm ganz." (p.1?1.)

"The rvill of God leading men nnto sah-ation. or the redeeming spirit
of God," says Seeberg, "has in Jesus entered into history; IIe,, (i. e.r,,der
d.ie Geschi,chte der trfenschheit zutn, Eeil fuehrendc Gottesu:ille oder dcr
erloesende Gottesgeist"l "rvas made nran in Jesus and rrorked in a human-
histor ical  way: (menschl ich-geschicht l ic l r  )  in the sords and deeds of  Jesus.
This special divine 'will of histors rbesoviere goeitliche Geschichtstcille)
used the lfa,n Jesus as His organ and as the clear and precise espression
of His essence. This is done bv the Divine Spirit, rvho, at the baptism
of Jesus, enters into Him for perpetual communion. But already before
this did the Divine Spirit prepare and equip Jesus for such communion
and for the mission therervith implied. He created the IIan Jesus, as lle
did the first man, for His organ, - tha,t is the final and deepest meaning
of the ancient historical tradition that Jesus was born of the Virgin
Mary, - and IIe, from the very first moment of the existence of the Man
Jesus, entered into union with Him, influenced Him, and permeated His
sensibility, thinking, and desire. In this manner the Ma,n Jesus was made
'Son of God,' being made the vehicle of tlie divine spirit ancl of His work
of salvation among men." (p.122.)

Seeberg is very frank and bold in his denial of the deity of
Christ and of the Trinity. The Biblical doctrine of the Trinity
he says is "mythology" ancl "unchristian polytheism,,; and he
accuses the believer in the Trinity of sophistical reasoning.
(p.12?.)

Denying the satislactio ri,caria, Seeberg says: -
"By permitting all suflerings to come upon Him, without wavering

in His righteousness, Jesus Christ, the Righteous, provecl the inherent
polrer of that which is good (beuaehrte er d,ie l{raft dcs Guten), and,
therebv-suffering and dying-He atoned for the sins of men.,, (p. f4l.)
"The idea of a sacrifice," says Seeberg. ,'has been borrov'erl from the re-
ligion of paganism." (p. la3.)

\\rhaf then, according to Seeberg, is the essence of Chris-
tianity? It is "sovereignty and faith, the kingdom and love.,,
Christ works faith in us, says Seeberg, by "making the sovereignty
of God effective in our hearts," and teaches us to love by ..showing

us the kingdom of God." (p. 13+.)
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Of course, Seeberg would not lead. men to salvation by the
preachilg of the old Gospel of the crucifiecl Savior, but everr: one,
he sars., who speaks of the sovereignty of God speaks the \ford
of God and expresses God,s will; and such speaking of the sov_
ereignty of God has the inherent power to lead. men to Gocl. to
salvation, for inasmuch as man's speaking of God ..is hearll and
becomes psychologically effective, it operates as the almighty will
of Gocl." (p. 1a9.)

Finally, of the bliss of heaven, which the Bible depicts to us
in beautiful language and thus awakens in us fhe clesire to enter
into the eternal mansions which christ has prepared for all who
believe in Him, Seeberg says: -

"Phantasy may have its own musings as to it, _ you may think of
Dante or of various other books wrrieh speak of rreaven or of hell, - and
this is your privilege. Let me not speak of it, for I rvould rather, aleo
in this case, apply the words of thd poet who said that .vre should not
magna paruis telluore mod,is, Lbat is, rve should not spea.k of sublime
things in our or1.n small rvay (einem grossen Tert eine kteine nlelodie
gebeml ."  (p.  l8 l . )

\fe suggest that a rnore fitting close would have been if Sce_
berg had saicl. Nhr- nake muc.h arlo about nothing? For, surelr,
to a'ran of Seebergs trpe of theologl'trre hear.en vhich chrisc
has dearlv bought for us must mean nothing. Seeberg,s religion
is simplr- "Diesseitsreligion,,, and of a very poor t.r-pe at that.

\Ye cannot argue rvith Seebcrg on the basis of the Bible. He
made it very clear to us from the outset that the Bibie is not to
him the inspired Word of God and not the norm accordins to
which he tests whether a religion is true or false. rle did not
prove, nor did he even make any serious attempt to prove, that the
Bible is not the Word of God. He simply sets it aside, and in
place of God's revealed religion puts his own philosophical system.
That this is true and rvorthy of acceptation he also does not prove.
On the contrary, he says: "As it ,is possibte that we to-clay err as
to the reali,ty of the Chri,stian religi,on, eyen so also those men of
the Bible" - he is speaking of the inspired writers - ..coulcl hal.e
€rred."

Seeberg reminils us of another prominent German theoloqian.
whom we heard a number of years ago make the remark, .. it, i ,
is what we teach to-day; whether or not we shall so teach twenty
years hence we do not know,', and who closed his lecture with the
worcls: ttSo, meine l{erren, nun haben Sie gehoert, wie in einer
deutschen theologischen Studierstube gedacht wird.,,
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But can that help us any in our religion to know rvhat or horv
a German theologian thinks in his study ? There is too much at
stake ! Life is short, and eternity is vithout end ! To know rvhat
will become of me in eternitv, and whether or not I am now in
Goil's favor and am scrving Him in a manner acceptable to Him,
f must have a more sure grouncl for rny faith. 'Ihe Bible, or the
Christian religion which it teaches, has stood every test to which
it has been put, and has given unto many, rnany thousands that
peace of God rvhich surpasseth ali unilerstanding and which Christ,
the Son of God, purchasecl for us rvith His blood; while the
philosophical religious systems of men har-e never satisfiecl thc
spiritual needs of the soul ancl hale, for this vely reason, been
undergoing continual changes frorn age to age in their vain attempt
to improve upon God's ordel of sallaiion. .\s the mysterics of
salvation did not antl could not originate in the mind of man,
but in the heart of Goc1, so it rvill ever be beyond man to bring
them within the narrorv compass of his human, ffnite, ancl sinful
reason. "Ficles non est contra rationem, sed supra rationem."

Christ says : "I am the Way, the 'Iruth, and the Life; no
man cometh urto the Father but by Me." John 14,6. This Christ,
however, is He of whom Johrr says: t'In ,the beginning t'as the
\\rorc[, ancl the Worcl was with Gocl, ancl the W.ord was Goil. The
same was in the bcginning with God. All ihings were maile b1,
Him; and without Him was not anything maile that was made.
In Him was life; an<1 the lifc t'as the light of men. . . And the
W-orcl rvas made flesh, and dl'elt alnons us, (anc1 rve beheld His
glory, the glory as of the Oniv-begotten of the Father,) full of
grace ancl truth." John 1. 1-1. 11. "The bloocl of Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, cleanseth ns frorn all sin." l John 1, ?. This is
the Christ whom "the Je*'s souglit the more to kill because He
hacl said also that Ciod was His Father, naking Himself equal
wi,th God," John 5, 18, but rrho ansrrerecl the question of the Jewish
Sanhedrin, "Art Thou, then. tlte Son of Gotl ?" bv replying, "Ye
say that I am." Luke 2?, 70.

In the light of the Bible, then, Seeberg's religious system,
denying the deity of Christ ancl the satisfacti,o aicaria, is destructivc
critieism of the worst type, for under the guise of Christianity it
annihilates the very fundamentals of the Christian religion. Yet
it is the kind of theology which is taught in many theological
unirersities here ancl abroacl, and which is preached, either in the
same cruale or in a more ('refined" form, from many so-called
Christian pulpits of our day. For this reason we have devoted
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more than ordinary space to Seebergra book. Such a sample of
modent theology as Seeberg gtves us, coming from Germany even
in tle year 1921, wilf heb us to unalerstand how the mintls and
hearts of rnen Ere being poisoned with eubversive teaehings, and.
vhy the visible Church of our day has been reduced to its deplor-
able conilition, as also what we must look for, if this crime.wave
in theologr will be permittecl to spenrl its force-

On the other hand, such efiusions of unbelief ought to arouse
us to a greater appreciation of our heritage of the truth rfnd to
a greater acti"ity in proclaiming by worcl, spoken ancl written, ancl
by ileeil, yitlin and without our circles, as the many opportunities
present themselves, the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the God-Man and
only Savior, sayrug with Paul: "I am not ashamed of the Gospel
of Cbrist, for it is the power of God unto salvation to every one
that believeth." Rom. 1,16.

As Luther, on April 18, L52L, four hundreil years ago, stoorl
four-square on the Bible, and therefore refused to recant, so may
GocI in TIis graee help us ever to remain true to His Worcl and
be not "removed from Him who called us into the grace of Christ
unto another gospel, which is not another," though ..some trouble
us, ancl would pervert the Gospel of Christ." Over against such
Paul says: t'Though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any
other gospel unto you than that which we have preachecl u,nto you,
let him be accursetl." GaI. 1. 6-9.


