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THE 
DEADLINE OF DOCTRINE 
AROUND THE CHURCH 

' A Reply to 

Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick’s Sermon 

ENTITLED 

“Shall the Fundamentalists Win.?” 

BY 

By James M. Gray, D.D. 
Dean of The Moody Bible Institute of Chicago 

I do not call myself a fundamentalist, not because I lack 
sympathy with the Bible truths for which that name now 
stands, but because I think the name itself is unnecessary and 
perhaps undesirable. 

It is unnecessary in my judgment, because the body of truth 
for which it stands has always had a name which requires 
neither explanation nor defense. And it is undesirable for the 
reason that it is needlessly irritating to some opponents and 
also gives them a two-fold advantage before the public. It 
enables them to speak of fundamentalism as something new, 
and not only new but divisive in the churches which are said 
to be already “sufficiently split and riven.” 

And yet there is nothing new in fundamentalism except it 
may be its name. It is the same old “offense of the cross” 
which Paul’s words to the Galatians imply shall never cease. 
It is the same old “stumbling block to the Jews” and the same 
old “foolishness to the Greeks.” 

It was fundamentalism under another name, and perhaps 
without a name save that “Name which is above every name,” 
which explained the martyrdoms of the Diocletian era and of 
the middle ages. To be a fundamentalist cost life then. The 
Waldenses and the Hussites were fundamentalists. The most 

3 



succinct, and yet comprehensive statement of fundamentalism 

of which I know is the Apostles’ Creed, and surely this has 

never been divisive of the churches? It has not “split and 

riven” them. We have always regarded the Apostles’ Creed as 

a bond of union, and have praised God for it as a near-inspired 

expression of the evangelical faith. 

That is what fundamentalism is, namely, the evangelical 

faith, the 

“Faith of our fathers, living still. 

In spite of dungeon, fire, and sword.” 

And it is in the light of that fact that I desire, in all fairness 

and charity, to examine the Reverend Harry Emerson Fosdick’s 

sermon of last May, entitled, “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” 

Misapplying the Scripture 

I select this sermon as a text because it is an authoritative 

statement of the present opposition to the evangelical faith, and 

because it has been published and circulated with a definite 

request for comment. For the time being its author seems to be 

considered as an accepted spokesman for the liberal school of 

theology. 

With strange infelicity, however, he commences his sermon 

with a reference to Gamaliel’s advice to the Jewish council as 

recorded in Acts V. The Jewish council, as he says, had 

haled before it Peter and the other apostles because they had 

been “preaching Jesus as the Messiah.” They proposed to 

slay them, when in opposition Gamaliel, a doctor of the law, 

rose up and said: “Refrain from these men, and let them alone; 

for if this counsel be of God ye will not be able to overthrow 

them; lest haply we be found even to be fighting against God.” 

The preacher makes the Jewish council to represent the 

fundamentalists, and Peter and the other apostles to represent 

himself and his brother liberalists. But is not the opposite 

nearer the truth? Peter and the other apostles who “had been 

preaching Jesus as the Messiah” were fundamentalists. One 

has only to examine the content of their preaching in the pre¬ 

ceding chapters of the Acts to be assured of that. 

Moreover, the preacher claims that the fundamentalists are 

dividing the churches, but if so they could not be represented 

by the Jewish council. The council was not the dividing 
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body, but the body that was being divided. And what a happy 

thing it has been for the world and the church that it was 

divided! Yes, blessed be God, Peter and the other apostles 

kept right on “preaching Jesus as the Messiah,” until before 

long the council was very seriously divided, “and the Word 

of God increased; and the number of the disciples multiplied 

“in Jerusalem greatly; and a great company of the priests were 

obedient to the faith” (Acts 6:7). 

Therefore let not the fundamentalists slack their hand nor 

forego their testimony; but at the same time let them have 

their behavior seemly among the liberals, that wherein they 

speak against them as evil doers, they may by their good works 

which they shall behold, glorify God in the day of visitation 

(1 Peter 2:12). 

What Justifies Liberalism? 

Dr. Fosdick justifies the liberalism he represents on the 

ground that “there have been strange new movements in Chris¬ 

tian thought,” “new knowledge about the physical universe,” 

“about human history, and in particular about the ways in 

which the ancient peoples used to think in matters of religion, 

and the methods by which they phrased and explained their 

spiritual experiences.” 

He assumes all this so-called new knowledge to be truth in 

the same sense that the Bible is the truth, a revelation from 

the God of the Bible, and of the same value as the Bible. The 

Christian faith must now be seen and stated in the terms of 

this new knowledge, he affirms. In other words, if he is under¬ 

stood correctly, the revelation in the Bible must now be quali¬ 

fied by modern philosophy, by the evolutionary hypothesis, and 

by comparative religion. 

He offers only one analogy to support his affirmation, how¬ 

ever, and that is the change in the planetary system from the 

Ptolemaic to the Copernicon. But does he mean that the evolu¬ 

tionary theory of the universe is to be accepted on the same 

scientific ground as the conviction that the sun is the center of 

our system? Will a gentleman of his distinction in the religious 

and educational world stand sponsor for that opinion in the 

face of the testimony of noted specialists to the contrary? And 

will he at the same time affirm that the concepts of modern 

philosophy are in themselves so superior to those underlying 

the Christian faith of all the centuries as now to be substituted 

for them? 
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“By their fruits shall ye know them.” What have these 

“strange new movements in Christian thought” yet accom¬ 

plished for the world? d'he late world war and Bolshevism 

are a correct answer. "Strange” indeed are these movements, 

and perhaps relatively “new”; but while they may be in Chris¬ 

tian thought, as Christians themselves are in the world, yet 

they are not of it, but absolutely alien to it. 

And about “the ways in which the ancient people used to 

think in matters of religion,” what call have we Christians, 

having “escaped the pollutions of the world through the knowl¬ 

edge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,” to be again en¬ 

tangled therein and overcome ? Shall it happen unto us accord¬ 

ing to the true proverb, “the dog is turning to his own vomit 

again, and the sow that had washed to her wallowing in the 

mire” (2 Peter 2:20-22) ? If this is what the liberals are dis¬ 

posed to do, are not the fundamentalists entitled to respect at 

least for standing by the old faith? 

Is Liberalism Christianity ? 

Dr. Fosdick notes four stakes which the fundamentalists 

are driving “to mark out the deadline of doctrine around the 

church” he says, every one of which he and his liberalistic 

school would uproot. But one may appeal to the consciousness 

of regenerated men and women to say whether these four stakes 

are not only Biblical but vital to the Christian faith. 

The first he names is the virgin birth of our Lord; the sec¬ 

ond, the plefiary inspiration of the original Scriptures; the 

third, the substitutionary atonement of Christ; the fourth, the 

second coming of Christ to set up a millennium on the earth. He 

claims that no one has a right to deny the Christian name to 

those who do not hold these doctrines, or to shut against them 

the doors of Christian fellowship. 

“To the law and to the testimony, if they speak not according 

to this word it is because there is no light in them.” (Isaiah 

8:20.) In other words, what saith the Scripture about the 

Christianity of such men and the shutting of the doors of Chris¬ 

tian fellowship against them? 

Paul was a fundamentalist surely, and he testified against the 

false teachers in Galatia, saying: “Though we, or an angel 

from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which 

we preached unto you, let him be accursed. ’ He repeats the 

anathema twice to make it the more sure (1 :8-9). 
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Writing to Timothy, he says: “This charge I commit unto 

thee * * * that thou mightest war a good warfare, hold¬ 

ing faith and a good conscience, which some having put away, 

concerning faith have made shipwreck; of whom is Hymeneus 

and Alexander, whom I delivered unto Satan, that they might 

learn not to blaspheme” (1 Tim. 1 :18-20). 

Peter stands with Paul: “There were false prophets also 

among the people, even as there shall be false teachers among 

you, who privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying 

the Lord that bought them, and bring upon themselves swift 

destruction” (2 Peter 2:1). 

John stands with Peter. Writing unto the elect lady, he says; 

“Many deceivers are gone forth into the world, even they who 

confess not that Jesus Christ cometh in the flesh. This is the 
deceiver and the anti-Christ. * * * * If any one cometh 

unto you and bringeth not this teaching, receive him not into 

your house, and give him no greeting; for he that giveth him 

greeting partaketh in his evil” (2 John 7:11, R.V.). 

It is not therefore a question as to whether the fundamental¬ 

ists so-called,—I use the term simply for convenience,—it is 

not a question as to whether they shall withhold the Christian 

name from, and shut the door of Christian fellowship against 

deniers of such doctrines, but the question rather is whether 

they can consistently and conscientiously do otherwise? 

I 

Arguments For and Against the Virgin Birth 

But now on what grounds would Dr. Fosdick question the 

virgin birth of our Lord? Two are named. For one he goes 

back to “the ways in which ancient peoples used to think in 

matters of religion,” and for another he mentions the silence 

of John and Paul on the subject. 

He tells us that “to believe in virgin birth as an explanation 

of great personality is one of the familiar ways in which the 

ancient world was accustomed to account for unusual superior- 

especially in the case of founders of great 

religions. Buddha, Zoroaster, Lao-Tsze, according to the rec¬ 

ords of their faiths, were all supernaturally born, he says. 

“That is to say, when a personality arose so high that men 

adored him, the ancient world attributed his superiority to some 

special divine influence in his generation, and they commonly 
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phrased their faith in terms of miraculous birth.” In this way 

large groups of people in the evangelical churches came to think 

of Jesus as coming especially from God, “but they phrased it 

in terms of a biological miracle that our modern minds cannot 

use.” So far Dr. Fosdick. 

But would he permit a few questions? 

1. Would he consider it as making any difference in Jesus’ 

case that men and angels also, did not wait until His person¬ 

ality arose “high” before they adored Him, but that they actu¬ 

ally adored Him while He was yet a new-born babe? Or, 

would Dr. Fosdick possibly deny the historicity of the song of 

the heavenly host, the visits of the shepherds and the wise men 

from the east, and the prophesying of Simeon and Anna, 

to say nothing of Elizabeth, the virgin’s cousin, who recognized 

her even before the birth of Jesus as “the mother of my Lord”? 

(Luke 1:41-43; 2:8-38; Matt. 2:1-10). 

2. Touching those records of the pagan faiths of which he 

speaks, were they contemporaneous records as in the case of 

the gospels, or were they written hundreds of years later? Was 

the claim of virgin birth made by them in the very period and 

in the very place when and where the founder of the religion 

lived and toiled and was best known, as was true of Jesus? 

Were those records filled with other evidences of the super¬ 

natural in the lives of those men as the gospels are filled with 

such evidences concerning Jesus? Did any of those men cast 

out evil spirits with a word and heal all that were sick with all 

manner of diseases? Did the winds and the sea obey any of 

those men (Matt. 8:23-27)? Did any of them raise the dead, 

or perchance, did any one of them himself arise from the dead? 

In other words, was the supposed biological miracle in their 

case a logical and consistent event in an otherwise unique life, 

or was it an isolated and contradictory occurrence in com¬ 

parison with their subsequent history? Moreover, has Dr. 

Fosdick himself perused these records, and will he affirm that 

any of them make a distinct claim of virgin birth such as that 

recorded of our Lord? Was it not rather a birth resulting 

from the supposed carnal intercourse of a pagan god with a 

victim of his lust? 

3. Is Dr. Fosdick fairly well acquainted with the Biblical 

description of Satan? And would it occur to him that possibly 

the prince of darkness might wish to forestall the effect of the 
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biological miracle of Jesus’ birth by counterfeiting it in the 

annals of paganism? And would Satan have had any reason 

or suggestion for doing so arising out of the divine promise 

in the garden of Eden concerning the seed of the woman that 

should bruise the serpent’s head, or because of Isaiah’s prophecy 

that the Messiah should be born of a virgin, which was known 

some seven hundred years before the event? 

4. Does Dr. Fosdick believe, and would he have his hearers 

believe, that Matthew and Luke, who so explicitly record the 

circumstances of the virgin birth, are guilty of actual fraud? 

Is that his real position ? And would he in so far give aid and 

comfort to the Jews who charged Jesus with imposture, who 

called Him a bastard, and would he in so far justify them in 

His crucifixion? 

5. Finally, in this particular connection, just what kind of an 

impression is Dr. Fosdick seeking to make when he speaks of 

“large groups of people in the evangelical churches as coming 

to think of Jesus as coming especially from God,” and phrasing 

it “in terms of a biological miracle”? As one not unacquainted 

with church history, would he deny that the virgin birth was 

from the beginning a criterion by which genuine and spurious 

Christianity were distinguished? Or, would he question the 

primitive origin of the Apostles’ Creed, and assume to say that 

practically the whole church was not back of the article, “Who 

was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the virgin Mary ? 

Does Silence Prove Anything? 

To pass now to the silence of John and Paul. Dr. Fosdick 

says that these “two men who contributed most to the church’s 

thought of the divine meaning of the Christ, never even dis¬ 

tantly allude to the virgin birth.” 

Even if this were absolutely the case, could it nullify the 

plain and unmistakable testimony of Matthew and Luke? In 

the mouth of two witnesses a fact must be established in Jewish 

law, and Matthew and Luke are two witnesses to the fact. If 

one discards their testimony to this fact for any arbitrary 

reason, why not do the same with any other fact that does not 

run alongside of his mind? 

There are four gospels, and each is different from every 

other. Each was written with a particular object and for a 

particular class of people. John’s gospel up until the record 

9 



of tlie passion at chapter twenty, is almost entirely new in its 

relation of facts, as compared with the other three. For ex¬ 

ample, he omits all reference to the life of Jesus prior to His 

baptism. Does this silence cast doubt upon everything else that 

Matthew and Luke wrote covering that period? 

And reversing the situation, shall we say that John is not to 

be believed in the marvelous events he relates because Matthew 

and Mark and Luke are silent on them? 

Dr. Robert Dick Wilson has discovered that William Cullen 

Bryant’s History of the United States, with its 3,500 pages 

quarto, makes no mention of Thanksgiving Day, nor of the 

days of fasting and prayer during the Civil war, nor the Bible, 

except in the relation of the Bible Society to slavery. Shall 

some destructive critic later on affirm therefore that this na¬ 

tion ignored God in that sad chapter of its history? 

The work of Bryant has fifty-three pages of index, double 

column, and yet the word Presbyterian does not occur in it, 

nor the word Christian except in the title of the Christian Com¬ 

mission, and the word church only occurs twice. And yet, as 

Professor Wilson remarks, that work is a history of a republic 

founded by Christians, observing the Sabbath, devoted to for¬ 

eign missions, and full of churches and their activities. The 

argument from silence therefore proves nothing absolutely. 

But Dr. Fosdick errs when he says that these two men, John 

and Paul, “never even distantly allude to the virgin birth.” 

For instance, John says; “In the beginning was the Word, 

and the Word was with God and the Word was GOD * * * * 

And the Word zvas made (or became) flesh and dwelt among 

us, and we behold His glory, the glory as of the only-begotten 

of the Father, full of grace and truth.” 

It did not occur to Dr. Fosdick to mention these words of 

John to his hearers, but had he done so, might his hearers have 

surmised that while John did not definitely name the virgin 

birth, he certainly did more than “distantly allude” to it? 

Surely if God became man, as John says, there must have been 

a biological miracle of some kind? 

And a similar conclusion is equally obvious from Paul s 

words to the church at Philippi: “Let this mind be in you,” 

he says, “which was also in Christ Jesus; Who being in the 

form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God; 

but made Himself of no reputation and took upon Him the 
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form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men.” If 

this is not an affirmation of the virgin birth, does it not, as in 

John’s case, at least ^‘distantly allude to it”? 

Paul’s epistles, like John’s gospel, were penned for a very 

distinct purpose, not to recite the history of Christ’s life al¬ 

ready familiar to and believed by the whole church, but to 

build up a great body of truth on the basis, not of His incarna¬ 

tion, but His atoning death and resurrection. 

Quoting Professor James Orr, of Glasgow, “Did not Paul 

know of Christ’s birth from a virgin? Certainly he did, for 

Luke, who narrates it in his gospel, was the travelling com¬ 

panion of Paul, and everything Luke knew, Paul knew.” 

The same inquiry might be made of John. Did he not have 

the other gospels before him when he wrote his gospel? And 

was not the virgin birth of Christ an already accepted article 

of belief in the church? But does he repudiate or contradict 

it? And if not, on the supposition that it was untrue, how 

could one believe anything else that John wrote? When it 

comes to an argument from silence, if it proves anything in 

this case, it proves that the record in Matthew and Luke is 

correct. 
II 

Argument For and Against Inspiration 

But passing from Dr. Fosdick’s views about the virgin birth 

of Jesus, let us consider those which he entertains about the 

inspiration of the Scriptures. 

First, he reminds his hearers that the original documents 

of the Scriptures are no longer in our possession. 

This is true, of course, but it does not invalidate their in¬ 

spiration. 

The Declaration of Independence may be taken as an illus¬ 

tration. How many American citizens now living ever saw the 

original document, or even know whether it exists? And yet 

it is important to know that there was such a document, and 

that we possess accurate copies of it which carry all the sig¬ 

nificance and authority of the original. We are zealous for its 

very words. Is it unreasonable that as much importance should 

be attached to the original of the sacred Scriptures which fur¬ 

nish the foundation for the Christian faith? 

Dr. Fosdick’s idea of inspiration is confused. He thinks 

that the plenary inspiration of the original documents means. 
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to quote his words, that “whether we deal with the story of 

creation, or the list of the dukes of Edom, or the narrations 

of Solomon’s reign, or the sermon on the mountain, or the 

thirteenth chapter of First Corinthians, they all came in the 

same way and they all came as no other book ever came.’’ 

On Wiiat Does Inspiration Terminate? 

But this is not so, and it is difficult to believe that so intelli¬ 

gent a gentleman wishes to be taken seriously in saying it. He 

must know that the inspiration of the Scriptures terminates on 

the record. They who maintain its plenary inspiration may 

leave others to determine the human source of the story of 

creation, for example. It is not incumbent upon them to say, 

nor is it with them a primary matter to determine, just how, 

or where Moses obtained that story. They merely say that 

the story has the stamp of God upon it, that as a record it is 

correct and the story of creation which God desires man to 

believe. 

The same is true of the list of the dukes and the other ex¬ 

amples which Dr. Fosdick names. All of them did not come 

in the same way but in different ways, and yet putting them 

all together in the one book, it is competent to say that the 

book came as no other book ever came. That is, no other 

book as to its record is inspired of God (2 Tim. 3:16-17). 

To illustrate this from another point of view. Dr. Fosdick 

says the fundamentalists believe that everything was “inerrantly 

dictated, scientific opinions, medical theories, historical judg¬ 

ments, as well as spiritual insight, all is infallible.” And the 

way he says it we fear, is intended to make fundamentalists 

appear ignorant and silly. 

But his remark should be qualified. There may be scientific 

opinions, medical theories, and some other utterances in the 

Bible which are in themselves untrue, and yet the record of 

them may be an inspired record for all that. 

The True and the False in the Bible 

Take the book of Ecclesiastes as an example. It contains 

some statements that are only partially true and some that are 

altogether false, yet the record that its author said, and thought 

and acted in accordance therewith on the different occasions 

named is an inspired, and hence an absolutely true record. 
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If Dr. Fosdick knows this to l)e the fundamentalists’ view 

of inspiration, and it is reasonalile to suppose that he knows 

it, how can he justify the placing of the Koran on the same 

level as the inspiration of the Bible? He finds things in the 

Bible which he dislikes and he finds the same things in the 

Koran; and he scarcely saves himself from something ap¬ 

proaching blasphemy by saying simply that in the Bible they are 

not final, that “they are always being superseded, that revelation 

is progressive.” 

This last remark, “revelation is progressive,” as he uses it, 

is another evidence of his misunderstanding of the subject, 

inasmuch as he confounds “revelation” with inspiration. Reve¬ 

lation in the Bible is indeed progressive, “dynamic,” to quote 

a favorite word of his, but inspiration in contradistinction 

thereto is static. Revelation in the Bible progresses from the 

first promise of the Redeemer in the garden of Eden to His 

closing words in the apocalypse, “Surely I come quickly.” 

But the inspiration of the record, from the writing of Moses 

in Genesis to that of John in the apocalypse remains ever the 

same, so that we have precisely the same reason and the same 

authority for accepting the divinity of Moses’ writings as we 

have for accepting the divinity of the writings of John. 

How Far Is Revelation Progressive? 

Dr. Fosdick says that to him and to those he represents 

the Bible “is more inspired and more inspiring than it ever was 

before.” More inspiring it may be, but more inspired we wish 

to say, it can never be, inasmuch as it is and always has been 

God-breathed. 

But this part of the subject should not be left without a 

cautionary word. We have admitted that revelation is pro¬ 

gressive. But we mean revelation as contained in and limited 

to the Bible. We are not talking about a progressive revela¬ 

tion outside of the Bible. 

The Bible is now a completed revelation. “If any man shall 

add unto it, God shall add unto him the plagues that are writ¬ 

ten in it, and if any man shall take away from it, God shall 

take away his part out of the book of life” (Rev. 22:18-19). 

There was progress while that revelation was in process of 

delivery to men, but the progress ended wliere the process 

ended. And that which was thus delivered to the saints, was 

13 



delivered, as Jude instructs us, once for all, and it is this which 

constitutes the reason wdiy we are commanded to earnestly 

contend for it against false teachers who have come in amongst 

us unawares (Jude 3, 4). 

Ill 

Argument For and Against Christ's Second Coming 

Dr. Fosdick does not enlarge upon his objection to the sub¬ 

stitutionary sacrifice of Christ, but proceeds to do so with 

reference to the second coming of Christ, approaching the sub¬ 

ject with his customary preconceptions. Instead of coming to 

the Bible as the Word of God to ascertain what is therein 

revealed concerning the second coming of Christ, he begins 

to tell his hearers what the ancient world thought and did not 

think. For one so ambitious to be progressive it is astonish¬ 

ing how he loves to linger in the teaching of the ancient world, 

the heathen world at that. 

“No one in the ancient world had ever thought as we do of 

development, and gradual change as God’s way of working out 

His will in human life,” he tells us. That is, no one in those 

days ever thought of evolution. 

“They thought of human history as a series of ages suc¬ 

ceeding one another with abrupt suddenness.” 

Thus would he forestall on the part of his hearers any ac¬ 

ceptance of Daniel’s interpretation of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream 

of history as visioned in the metal image. It was not in his 

opinion a divine revelation, but “the Hebrew way of express¬ 

ing hope for the victory of God and righteousness.” And 

“when the Christians came they took over that phrasing of 

expectancy, and the New Testament is aglow with it.” 

In other words, the second coming of our Lord is not a 

divine promise ever to be literally fulfilled, but merely “the 

early Christian phrasing of hope,” a remark which for simon- 

pure rationalism can hardly be surpassed. 

He says that the literal coming of Christ externally on the 

clouds of heaven, to set up His Kingdom here, was a teaching 

that he never heard in his youth, as if that proved anything. 

There are many who never heard it in their youth, and yet 

like him, presumably, were brought up in Christian homes and 

in the habit of attending church. Some of them, however, 

have since come to learn that it is one thing to believe the 
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Bible in a general way, and quite another thing to know what 

the Bible actually contains. 

In other words, there is such a thing as progress in the 

knowledge of God’s revelation and in the knowledge of what 

really constitutes the Christian faith, and it is lamentable that 

one should increase in years and in general erudition and yet 

make no progress in that direction. 

On What Shall We Base Our Thinking? 

He tells us that the group to which he belongs believes that 

Christ is coming, “but they are not thinking of an external 

arrival in the clouds.” 

Why are they not thinking so, may one ask in all sincerity, 

inasmuch as Christ Himself witnessed before the Sanhedrin, 

saying: “Hereafter shall ye see the Son of Man sitting at 

the right hand of power and coming on the clouds of heaven”? 

(Mt. 26:64.) 

Why are they not thinking so, when the angels on Mount 

Olivet said to the waiting disciples: “This same Jesus, which 

was taken up from you into heaven, shall so come in like manner 
as ye have seen Him go into heaven”? (Acts 1:11.) 

Why are they not thinking so, when Paul writes to the Thes- 

salonians: “The Lord Himself shall descend from heaven with 

a shout, with the voice of the archangel and with the trump of 

God, and the dead in Christ shall rise first; then we which are 

alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the 

clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and so shall we ever be with 

the Lord”? (1 Thess. 4:16, 17.) 

Why are they not thinking so, when John says: “Behold, 

He cometh with clouds, and every eye shall see Him, and they 

also which pierced Him, and all kindreds of the earth shall wail 

because of him”? (Rev. 1:7.) 

If the preacher is not thinking of an external arrival on the 

clouds, of what kind of a second coming of Christ is he think¬ 

ing? 

He explains the kind he is thinking of by saying that man’s 

music has developed, man’s painting has developed, man s 

architecture has developed, development is the way in which 

God works. Therefore the second coming of Christ simply 
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means that “slowly but surely Ills will and principles will be 

worked out, by God’s grace, in human life and institutions.” 

This is the evolutionary hypothesis applied to the “Blessed 

Hope.” The underlying principle of evolution is that of con¬ 

tinuity, no break, no abrupt change, no cataclysm. 

Now, this is beautiful and interesting if it were only true. 

But it is not true if the Bible is to be taken at its face value, 

if Christ Himself is to be believed. 

A Solemn Warning 

Moreover, there is at least one passage of Scripture that 

squarely opposes it, and does so in connection with a most 

solemn warning, to any who are tempted to believe it. 

That passage is where Peter says, “that there shall come 

in the last days scoffers, walking after their own lusts,” or as 

the Revised Version puts it, “mockers shall come with mock¬ 

ery, and saying, ‘Where is the promise of His coming?’ For 

since the fathers fell asleep all things continue as they were 

from the beginning of creation.” “For this they wilfully for¬ 

get,” he adds, “that there were heavens from of old, and an 

earth compacted out of water and amidst water, by the Word 

of God; by which means the world that then was, being over¬ 

flowed with water, perished.” 

In other words, the theory of continuity, no abrupt changes, 

no cataclysm, is contrary to history, contrary to fact. 

Then follows the warning: “But the heavens that now are, 

by the same Word, have been stored up for fire against the 

day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men. Forget not 

this one thing, beloved, that one day is with the Lord as a 

thousand years, and a thousand years as one day. The Lord 

is not slack concerning His promise (the promise of the re¬ 

turn of our Lord, he means) as some count slackness; but is 

long-suffering to you-ward, not wishing that any should per¬ 
ish, but that all should come to repentance” (2 Pet. 3:3-9). 

It is a solemn matter indeed, in the face of this warning, to 

deny, and to lead others to deny, the “Blessed Hope,” for as 

the same apostle says in another place: “We have not fol¬ 

lowed cunningly devised fables, when we made known unto 

you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were 

eye-witnesses of His majesty” (2 Pet. 1 :16). 
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IV 

The Question at Issue 

It remains only to inquire into the meaning of the title of 

this sermon, “Shall The Fundamentalists Win?” 

Win what? It might be supposed that the preacher was 

thinking primarily of Christ and the Scriptures. Would it 

eventually be found that the fundamentalists are right as to 

the inspiration of the Scriptures? Would it eventually be 

found that Christ is more than a religious teacher, that He is 

the Very God, conceived by the Holy Ghost and born of the 

Virgin Mary, and that He died as a sacrifice for human guilt, 

and that He is coming again personally and visibly in power 

and great glory? It might be thought that these were the 

questions uppermost in the use of the word “Win.” 

But not so. The inquiry is more mundane and personal 

than that. For, after distinguishing between the view of the 

fundamentalists and the liberalists on the virgin birth, the 

preacher says: “Here in the Christian church are these two 

groups of people, and the question which the fundamentalists 

raise is this: “Shall one of them throw the other out?” He 

repeats the question after distinguishing between their views 

of inspiration, and again after distinguishing between them 

as to the second coming of Christ, “Shall one throzv the other 

out?” 

In his opinion “the fundamentalists are not going to suc¬ 

ceed,” i.e., they are not going to be able to throw the liberals 

out, and doubtless he is a true prophet in saying so. If the 

liberalists wall not go out of themselves, as they did in John’s 

day (1 John 2:19), if their sense of fairness and consistency 

and honor will not lead them to relinquish their hold upon the 

treasure and the institutions which fundamentalists of other 

generations have accumulated and built up for the further¬ 

ance of the truth, the latter, we prophesy, will not lay hands 

upon them. Fundamentalists have suffered the loss of all 

things to follow Christ in other days, and if necessary they 

will rejoice to do the same again. 

The preacher pleads for tolerance and Christian liberty, but 

on that score of what can he complain? He is a Baptist min¬ 

ister who, over his signature, has renounced and denounced 

the evangelical faith; and yet he is occupying a pulpit in the 
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Presbyterian church whose confession of faith affirms the 

four essential doctrines which it is the purpose of his sermon 

to refute. 

A preacher, therefore, who is permitted to do this, and be 

generously compensated for it besides, so far from suffering 

intolerance or the curtailment of spiritual liberty, must feel 

rather that the lines have fallen unto him in pleasant places, 

and that he has a goodly heritage. 

The Preacher's Idea of These Great Doctrines 

He tells us that if we are to reach a happy solution of this 

problem, what we need “is a clear insight into the main issues 

of modern Christianity and a sense of pentitent shame that 

the Christian church should be quarreling over little matters 

when the world is dying of great needs.” 

But the question will not down as to who introduced this 

“quarreling” if it so be, and who is responsible for this con¬ 

troversy over the inspiration of the Bible, the Godhood, the 

atoning sacrifice and the second coming of our Lord? To 

seek to fasten it upon the fundamentalists would be like Ger¬ 

many laying the blame for the world war upon Belgium be¬ 

cause she defended the forts of Liege. If the liberalists, in 

other words, had not sought to introduce their strange and 

subversive doctrines among God’s saints, would the latter have 

had need to contend for the faith delivered unto them once 

for all? (Jude 3.) 

And really are these “little matters” over which they are 

contending? Is the preacher justified in calling them as he 

does in a further sentence, “the tiddledyzmnks atui peccadillos 

of religion”? Is that a sane or reverent estimate of the im¬ 

portance of the Bible and the truth as to the Person and the 

work of Christ? 

He speaks of the world as “dying of great needs” while the 

quarreling is going on, and he cites Armenia. “They are kill¬ 

ing the Armenians yet,” he says, “the Turkish deportations 

still are going on; lately they crowded Christian men, women, 

and children into a conventicle of worship and burned them 

together in the house where they had prayed to their Father 

and ours.” 
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Why the Armenians Suffer 

Yes, the name of the Armenians belongs in tlie inspired 

Hall of Fame which Bible lovers recognize as the eleventh 

chapter of Hebrews. But has Dr. Fosdick paused to think why 

the Armenians are willing thus to suffer the loss of all things? 

Has he reflected that they might escape their afflictions if they 

would? Does he know that if they were not fundamentalists 

in principle they would not be persecuted? 

If the Armenians could take the position of the liberalists, 

if to them Christianity were only a religion and not the re¬ 

ligion; if the origin of the Bible, if the Person of Jesus Christ, 

if the atonement of the cross, if the second coming of the 

Lord of glory bringing His reward with Him, if these truths 

were to them the “little matters” which they are to Dr. Fos¬ 

dick and his group; if they were merely “the tiddledywinks 

and peccadillos of religion;” if, in other words, they were not 

to them the “main issues of Christianity,” ancient as well as 

modern, and modern as well an ancient, would they consent 

to be “made a gazing-stock by their reproaches” ? 

They have been “tortured, not accepting deliverance, that 

they might obtain a better resurrection. They have had trial 

of cruel mockings and scourgings, yea, moreover of bonds and 

imprisonment; they have been stoned; they have been tempted; 

they have been slain with the sword; they have wandered about 

in sheepskins and goatskins, being destitute, afflicted, tormented, 

of whom the world was not worthy” (Heb. 11:33-38). But 

let not twentieth century liberalism add the remaining grief of 

professing to minister to their deepest needs. That can be 

done only by the Saviour whom liberalism rejects. 

(Reprinted from the November, 1922, issue of The Moody Bible Institute 

Monthly.) 

(Copies of this pamphlet will be supplied without charge on request, 

accompanied by postage, and gifts of money to aid in its circulation will 

be appreciated.) 
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DR. PARKS RENEWS 
AHACK ON BISHOPS, 
BUT NOT IN PULPIT 

Observing Truce at Services, 

He Issues Printed Additions 

to Last Week’s Sermon. 

THANKS HIS SUPPORTERS 

Discusses Virgin Birth Tenet, 

and Questions Scholar¬ 

ship of Bishops, 

GUTHRIE DEFERS MANIFESTO 

Rector of St. Mark’s Will Issue It 

Next Sunday—Clergymen Gen¬ 

erally Observe Armistice. 

The Rev. Dr. Leighton Parks, rector 

of St. Bartholomew’s Church, whose 

protest from his pulpit on Sunday, Dec. 

16, against the Fundamentalist pastoral 

letter of the House' of Bishops brought 

to a head the controversy in the Prot¬ 

estant Episcopal Church, observed in his 

sermon preached yesterday the Christ¬ 

mas truce requested by Bishop Manning. 

On the other hand, he issued in printed 

form his controversial sermon of the 

previous Sunday with an explanatory 

foreword in which he thanked his friends 

for their support, and addenda in which 

he questioned the scholarship of the 

Bishops, and declared that the doctrine 

of the %drgfn birth had been “clamped 

■on the church” as a development of the 

belief in original sin. 

Dr. William Norman Guthrie, rector 

of St. Mark’s-in-the-Bouwerie, in ob¬ 

servance of the armistice, withheld his 

manifesto on the aims and purposes of 

St. Mark’s until next Sunday, but prom- i 

ised that it would arouse discussion. Dr. : 

Percy' Stlckhey Grant and other Epis- ■ 
copal clergymen who have been Involved 

in the clash in the church said nothing 

yesterday to add to the controversy. 

.‘Amplified Sermon Printed. 

Copies of Dr. Parks's sermon last 

Sunday, printed at the request of tlie 

vestrj", were distributed at the end of 

yesterday morning's services at St. 

Bartholomew's. The printed sermon 

contained several additions to the ser¬ 

mon as delivered last Sunday, includ¬ 

ing a foreword and an appendix in 

which he charged that the Bishops were 

unscholarly men, whose administrative 

duties gave them little time to study, 

and that they were less • capable of 

speaking authoritatively on the ques¬ 

tions at issue than many clergymen who 

had kept up -with the times. Tlie rector 

predicted that if the Bishops Insl.st on 

trying to settle questons of scholarship 

by ancient tradition, “the very founda¬ 

tion of our Protestant Church will bo 

shaken.” 

In another appendix Dr. Parks de¬ 

clared that the doctrine of the virgin 

birth was “clamped upon the Church” 

by the doctrine of original sin during 

the Dark Ages. He said that the Mod¬ 

ernist believed that his view constituted 

a return to the earliest tradition of the 

Church, before the doctrine of the virgin 

birth was suggested. 

Krgards Confidence an Tribute. 

The fir.st reference to the controversy 

at .yesterday’s services in Dr. Parks’s 

church came when the rector had Ws 

curate read Bishop M.anning’s pastoral 

letter calling for a truce. No comment 

was made on the letter. Shortly after¬ 

ward, while making routine church an¬ 

nouncements from the pulpit. Dr. Parks 

said: 

"It has sometime been my custom on 

this Sunday before Christmas to ask for 

a Christmas present and to indicate as 

the children do exactly ■what I should 

like to have. Last year, I asked for a 

ladio outfit for the parl.sh house, and 

that was promptly given. It w'ouid be 

almost impossible to exaggerate the 

great pleasure that that has given to 

great numbers dui’ing the past year. 

“Now this year I am asking for no 

present. In the first place, I have had 

the best of all presents, and that is, the 

expression of the confidence and loyalty 

of the people to whom I minister.” • » • 

Dr. Parks made the following an¬ 

nouncement about last Sunday’s ser¬ 

mon and his reference to Dr. Bowie: 

“The sermon preached in this church 

last Sunday has been printed and wall 

be distributed by the ushers at the close 

of this seivlce. May I be allowed to 

say one word? I w-as so unfortunate 

as to misstate a fact. I stated last 

Sunday that one of the signers of tlie 

protest against the so-called pastoral 

letter was the Rev. Dr. Bowie, the 

rector of Grace Church, New York, 

“I was informed on Monday that I was 

mistaken, tnai it was another Dr. 

Bowie. I immediately wrote to my 

friend, the rector of Grace Church, ex¬ 

pressing my great regret that I should 

have misrepresented him and I received 

from him a perfectly characteristic let¬ 

ter. He said: ‘As a matter of fact. 1 

did not sign the protest but I would 

much rather that In the printed sermon 

the statement you made should remain 

and that you should make no public ac¬ 

knowledgement of your mistake, as 

otherwise it might be supposed that I 

was not In an entire spiritual fellowship 

with you.’ ” 

Clarifies Previous Sermon. 

The printed sermon of the previous 

Sunday distributed by the ushers yes¬ 

terday bore the title “Intellectual In¬ 

tegrity, or the Equal Rights of the 

Fundamentalist and Modernist In a 

Comprehensive Church.” Over Dr. 

Parks’s Initials the foreword said: 

“This sermon Is printed as it was 

preached, with the exception of such 

few verbal changes as are always nec- j 
essary in translating the spoken into , 

the written word. I have, however, tak¬ 

en advantage of the printing of the ser¬ 

mon to introduce a few paragraphs 

which I trust may serve to make the 

meaning of it more clear. 

“I was as deeply shocked on reading 

in the headlines in certain newspapers 

which reported this sermon that I had 

'flouted the virgin birth' as thou¬ 

sands of devout souls must have been 

who read the newspapers but will never 

see the sermon. I have ‘flouted’ noth¬ 

ing; I have ‘defied’ no one. I have sim¬ 

ply tried to call attention to the fact, 

which seems to have been overlooked, 

that the loyalty of clergy and laity 

alike Is to be tested by the Holy Scrip¬ 

tures. 

I 

“May 1 take this opportunity of ex¬ 

pressing iny thanks to the vestry o 

iSt. Iliirtbolomew's (’tiui'ch, who under 
stHiid that i desire neither publicity nur | 

uotoriety. but that through all my min¬ 

istry r have been trying «<’ ' 
the Prayer Book as to make it 
for men and women in tlie twentieth, 
0? itury to feel thot It l.s at once th’Ir . 

Ld their right to be 

bfoc^s^ln^t Tra- ; 

"'.VT°S'‘\h1f’^mal>‘^'"frlends clergy 

laity in our own and Church , 
whff hn.ve been moved to :.SrdB''Srencouragement and approba¬ 

tion. r beg leave to express my sinceic 

Makes Flea for Modernist. 

“To some of the objectors I venture 

to state that I haVe used the terms 

‘Fundamentalist’ and ‘Modernist’ to 

designate the opponents In the contro¬ 

versy. though I think both terms mis¬ 

leading. ‘Traditionalist’ would better 

express my understanding of the one 

and ‘broad churchman’ of the otheix 

I believe the devout men and profound 

scholars (such as the late Rev. Cyril A\. 

Emmet) have a better understanding 

of what is fundamental In tlie Christian 

t: ’th than have the traditionalists. ^ 

regret that the broad churchmen should 

be supposed to be indifferent to the ’ 

Ulurainating tradition of the Church. 

“I think. If the Issue raised by the 

pastoral be clearly understood, it will 

be seen that some of the' side Issues 

which have been dragged Into the pub¬ 

lic discussion are not relevant. That 

issue, as I unders,tand It, is two fold: 

first, that the Modernists are not justi¬ 

fied in their opinions either by the 

‘best scholars’ or by tradition; second, 

that unless they accept th’^ Bishops’ 

interpretation of the Creed they are dis¬ 

honest. It is the second that I vehe¬ 

mently (some will think too vehemently) 

deny. As for the first, I have not even 

attempted to prove that the Modernist 

is right, still less to assert that the 

Fundamentalist is wrong. My scholar¬ 

ship does not warrant me in jiogmatlz- 

ing on questions which can only be 
decided by years of patient research. 
My sole object has been to, sfet forth 
what I understand to be the conclusions 
of scholarship and to show that the 
Modernist has the same right to be 
counted a lawful minister of this Church 
as has the Fundamentalist, for both are 
to be judged by the Holy Scriptures.”- 

Doubts Unanimity of Bishops. 

In the added paragraphs of his ser¬ 

mon Dr. Parks questioned the unanim¬ 

ity with which the House of Bishops 

adopted the pastoral letter to which j 
the Modernists object. He said he | 

had been informed that there was noj 

roll call, but that one Bishop was au-1 

thorlzed to cast a single vote. He also 

said he had been Informeil that one and 

perhaps more of the Bishops present 
have since signed a protest against the 
pastoral, “presumably on the ground 
that they were caught napping.” He 
added that It was a fair Inference tliat 
the Bishops had been Influenced by an 
appeal from a certain section of the 
laity and had not given those who 
thought differently a chance to speak. 
He criticized the Bishops for not having 
called clergy and laity of other scViools 
of thought into consultation. 

“This letter,” Dr. Parks added, “is 
of the effects produced by the tidal 

wave of Modernism sweeping through 
ail the Churches; and the attempt of 
those who call themselves Fundamen¬ 
talists to check the rising tide of knowl¬ 
edge, and, as I believe, of spiritual life 
in the, churches, has manifested Itself 
in ways that must distress refined and 
intelligent people. In the Baptist Church 
the Fundamentalists have manifested a 
spirit of vulgarity -which is shocking. 
I do not think Dr. Grant has over¬ 
stated the case in his comments upon 
the controversy in that Church. In the 
Presbyterian Church a spirit of obscur¬ 
antism, identifying religiqn with ex¬ 
ploded theories of the origin of the uni¬ 
verse and of man, has made the late 
meeting of the General Assembly of 
that venerable Church ridiculous. 



ItlxIinpH Not GiilKy of ViilKiirlly. 

••Our HIshops l.uvo not inn-n Kuilty 

olthor of vulpnrlty or obaouranti.sin. ]n- 

rtood they Hhow evkimie of the aplrlt 

of Modornlsin. Tlie Htatom.-nt that the 

Christian faith may h,. dlsilnKuIshod 

fiom Iho forms In which It is expressed 

ns somothmgr doeiier and higher and 

nioiv personal’ could not have been 

found in any lottcr put fortli hv f>iA 
liouso ot llishnps f^'ty or evon twAntv 

hrVhe ‘^best scho’l "’"^f 
.loeiry ‘’.ri;^nr,^i[v"!rt;" i'"ut"‘'rer]j;i;7^^th‘^ 

iHontration of the spirit 
of Modernism is found in thf^ faft + 

ahan^on.d ills old orthodox 

cfes'^-ind CJes, <ma itcognize the miracles to ha 

personal!™' P'-oduccd by a divine 

show the spirit of Modern¬ 
ism by recognizing that human words 

' are inadequate to express divine reali¬ 
ties. When, liowever, they deny the lib¬ 
erty which they enjoy in the interpre¬ 
tation of ten of the articles of the Creed 
to the Interpretation of the two articles 
which refer to the Incarnation and 
Kesurrection, it will seem to some that 
they are inconsistent in logic and show 
signs of what may be called ’arrested 
development’ in their Modernism. Cer¬ 
tainly those who have entered Into the 
larger liberty which has come as the 

! result of years of struggle have no de- 
' sire to point the finger of scorn at those 
who have not gone the whole way on 
the Journey. They should recognize that 
this 'arrested development' of the 
Bishops probably means no more than 
that tliey are resting. They hax'e been 
wearied by the Journey, and however 
much it is to be regretted that their 
weariness should manifest' itself in de¬ 
nunciation of those who have gone 
furtlier along on the road to freedom, 
the 'progressives’ should rejoice as they 
note how great has been the advance 

; of the whole army of the faithful.” 

Church Not Autocratic. 

Discussing the limitations of the 

Bishop’s authority and the right of the 

clergy to appeal to a court of his peers, 

Dr. Parks said; 
I "We have a democratic, constitutional 

i Church, and we recognize no autocracy, 

t and we absolutely repudiate the notion 

i that the Bishops are the sole defenders 

or definers of the faith." 
Commenting on suggestions that the 

Bishop put certain clergymen out of the 
Church, Dr. Parks added: 

"It would be Just as sensible to ask. 
'Why does not Governor Smith put in 
Jail the editors of some of the yellow 
Journals who seem to be preaching 
anarchy, fanning the flame of envy, en¬ 
couraging revolution?’ The answer I5 

that if Governor Smith were to put any 
of those men in Jail without due process 
of law, he would find himself in Jail. 
If the Bishop of this diocese were to at¬ 
tempt to remove from the ministry of 
the Church tmeu whom you and I do 
not approve of or like, he himself would 
be removed ftom the Church. This is a 
constitutional Church, and Bishops and 
clergy can be deposed only by due 
process of law." 

Dr. Parks criticized the Fundamental¬ 
ists as inconsistent in insisting on the 
literal interpretation of the virgin birth 
and bodily resurrection, when they have 
abandoned such interpretations of other 
articles in the creeds. 

"There is not one of the Bishops who 
believes the article concerning our 
Lord’s ascension as it has been believed 
from early days,” he added. "In a Pto¬ 
lemaic universe it was inevitable that 
the ascension should be conceived as a 
physical fact. There seemed ho incon¬ 
gruity in supposing that the physical 
body of our Lord was lifted from the 
Mount of Olives to tlie throne of God at 
some point in space above the visible 
firmament. But every Bi.shop today has 
abandoned that notion. They are living 
in another universe. They know that if 
our Lord’s body had begun to ascend 
into space forty days after his resur¬ 
rection. it would not today have reached 
the farthest .star revealed by the tele¬ 
scope.” 

Contrasts Opposing Views. 

I In his appendix on the evolution of 

I the doctrine of the virgin birth Dr. 

I Parks traced the development of both 

I the Modernist and Fundamentalist 

viewpoints of this doctrine. He said: 

"In the early Jewish Christian Church, 

marrliigc wns considered ’un honoraoie 

I'stiile, In.stltuted of God in the time of 

man’s limoiTncy. signifying unto us 

tlie my.stleal union tliat is l>etwlxt 
Chrl.sl and ills Church,' But it was 

not very long beforo tlie Cluirch, pass¬ 
ing out of liiat Jewisli atmosphere wliich 
had glorified marriage, coming into a 
corrupt society sucli a.s Is described by 
Juvenal, degraded by tlie lust of the 
flesh, came to feel ’■iiat virginity was 
a higlier state than matrimony; ^nd 
when they once, believed that, tliey 
could not wlthot.'t sacrilege retain tlie 
earliest tradition and express their 

faith as we believe Paul annd John and 
Mark and Peter expressed it. Al¬ 
though not one word from the pure lips 
of Mary nor the divine lips of Jesus 
could be found to Justify this explana¬ 
tion of the Incarnation, nevertheless 
tliey could express themselves in no 
other way. They were obliged to say 
that He was born of a virgin, because 
otherwise they would have felt that 
they attributed to Him something less 
than the glory of human life. Now, 
those who do not think so: those who 
believe that the married life is Just as I 
pure as virginity; those who have out¬ 
grown the awful doctrine of Augustine 1 

of original sin, that every, child born 
into this world is corrupt because it ' 

‘ is the fruit of the union of a man with 
a woman, turn to the Scriptures and 
ask if for God’s sake they can’t bo 
delivered from this glacial period ip 
the Church’s history. And they find 
freedom In the Bible itself. 

"Those who are familiar with the 
history of theology know that when tlie 
ascetic spirit had taken possession of 
the Church, and virginity was exalted 
above matrimony and the Dark Ages 
settled upon the Church, where no in¬ 
tellectual activity was possible, it was 
inevitable that this doctrine of the vir¬ 
gin birth should be clamped upon the 
church by Augustine’s novel doctrine of 
orlgrlnal sin. 'When later in the Middle 
Ages the schoolmen began to discuss 
this question, they asserted that our 
Saviour could not have been born in 
wedlock, for had he been so born he 
would have been contaminated by the 
guilt which Augustine declared was en¬ 
tailed upon every child born in wedlock. 
•Therefore, in order to relieve our Saviour 
from the curse pronounced upon the 
original parents of humanity, they em¬ 
phasized the virgin birth. Some of us 
can remember when that was the final 
argument advanced for this belief, but 
it is significant that the Bishops have 
abandoned it because the whole struc¬ 
ture founded by Augustine and reared 
by the schoolmen, both Catholic and 
Protestant, fell to the ground when Dar¬ 
win publisned his 'Descent of Man,’ and 
it was recognized that the story of 
Adam and Eve was a myth. 

Says Fiuidamcntallsts Differ. 

"But the Fundamentalists are not en¬ 

tirely at one. There is both a Right 

and a Lett wing. It is the ‘Protestant' 

wing which, accepting the doctrine of 

the virgin birth, denies that Mary con¬ 

tinued a virgin after tlie birth of Jesus. 

They read in the gospels that Mary and 

Joseph lived together apparently as hus¬ 
band and wife for certainly twelve years 
after the birth of Mary’s first born. But 
they repudiate the notion that this was 
a simulacrum of marriage. But there 
can be no question that the perpetual 
virginity of the Blessed Virgin is a 
fundamental doctrine of the Catholic 
tradition, and that Is accepted by the 
‘Catholic’ Fundamentalists. They believe 
that virginity is a higher form of life 
than can be found in marriage, and 
many of them prove their faith by their 
works. The final and, as it seems to 
some of us, the inevitable step was 
taken by the Roman Catholic Church, 
which asserted that not only was our 
Saviour born of a virgin, but that the vir¬ 
gin herself must have been immacu¬ 
lately conceived, as otherwise the taint 
might have descended to her son. The 
dogma of the Immaculate Conception 
may be modem in its formal statement, 
but it represents the flower of the 
Catholic tradition. The skeptic may well 
ask if the Immaculate Conception of the 
Blessed Virgin does not lead to the im¬ 
maculate conception of St. Ann and so 
on back to Seth, the son of -Adam. 

"Now, as I understand it, the.Mod¬ 
ernist does not feel himself bound by 
the whole of this tradition, nor by that 
part of it which the ‘Catholic’ accepts, 
nor by its beginning, which is congenial 
to the thought of the ‘Protestant’ Funda¬ 
mentalists. In other woVds, he believes 
that he has returned to the earliest tra¬ 
dition of the Church before the doctrine 
of the virgin birth had been suggested. 

Dr. i’arka'.s on tii'* iUahop.s' 

scholaialilp re ad aw followa: 

"There Is no convincing evidence that 

tlie Ul.shops speak with the uutliorlty of 

scliolarshlp. This i.s not Intond-d a* any 

disparagement of thidr sacred offli ‘ • '* 

the lOngllsli Church scholarship hes 

been held to be one of tlic requisites for 

tlie ICplBCOpate, and tlie Bi.sliops have 

largely been drawn from tlio seats o 

learning. But It has not been so with 

us. As a rule, a Bishop Is chosen, first, 

because ho is believed to be a rnan of 

sincere religious spirit; secondly, of 

sound Judgment, and, thirdly, endowed 

' with the gift of administration, wliich 

in American speech Is called ’’effi¬ 

ciency." When we remember how va¬ 

rious and arduous their duties are; how 

perplexed with care ‘ and anxiety tliey 

must be; how their time is spent and 

tlieir strength ’exhausted in long and 

wearisome journeys, it is not strange 

that they should have little time for 

study. Speaklrlg to one of the wisest 

and best of our Bishops in regard to a 

recent book which is in the hands of 1 

every scholar, he said to me, "Not only 

have I not read it, but if you were to 

make me a present of It, I should not 

be able to give the time necessary to its 

study.” It may be replied that the same 

is true of the parochial ministry; that 

few of our clergy aj'e learned men. But 
on the other hand, there ar-e many of 
them who, without being original re- 
searcliers, have found time to make 
themselves familiar with the conclusions 
of the best scholars, and therefore their 
opinion on such questions is more 
valuable than that of the Bishops. 

"Now, if the opinion is accepted 
among the laity that the consecration 
of a Bishop enables him to .speak with 
authority on questions which he has 
been unable to Investigate, the dignity of 
the Episcopate will not be enhanced If 
their scholarship is brought to a test. 
And if the Bishops, unconscious of their 
limitations, insist that questions of 
scholarship are to be settled by an ap- 

! peal to ancient tradition, the very foun- 
i datlon of our Protestant Church will be 
; shalcen.” 

I Says Christ Was In Conflict. 

! Dr. Parks preached yesterday morn¬ 

ing on the following text: "Rejoice in 

the Lord always; and again I say. Re¬ 

joice. » • * Let your moderation be 

known unto all men. The Lord is at 

hand. « • • And the peace of God. 
which passeth all understanding, shall 
keep your hearts and minds through 
Christ Jesus." (Phillpplans Iv.; 4, 5, 
7.) In his sermon he said: 

“It was the nearness of. God as re¬ 
vealed in the Providence manifested in 
life that Jesus said would bring peace. 

"There is 'another thing that we sel¬ 
dom think about. We rest and rightly 
rest on the authority of our Lord. Jesus 
Christ. W’e believe Him to be the 
truth, but how seldom we ask ourselves 
how that authority was built up. how it 
was that He came, to say that not one 
word He spoke abot what the Fatlier 
had spoken to Him. Do you suppose 
that He simply drifted into the knowl¬ 
edge of God's character which He has 
Imparted to you and me? He did not. 
It was because God was near Him that 
He was able to pass out of the inade¬ 
quate, sometimes inhuman, thoughts of 
God into that revelation of God which 
is our glory today. 

"And do you suppose that it was easy 
for Him to look at the pain in Mary’s 
face as she saw Him drift away from 
the orthodox teaching of the synagogue? 
Do you suppose it was easy for Him to 
turn away from the good old rabbi who 
had taught Him to read the Scriptures? 
Do you think that He was anxious to be i 
in conflict with tlie authoritative teach- 1 

ing of His day? Not at all. But it was I 
because God was near Him that He! 
learned little by little that underneath I 
the old statements was the everlasting 
'Truth, and He brought it to light so 
He was able to speak not with the au¬ 
thority of tradition but with tho au¬ 
thority of spiritual cxperlenc*.*’ 



The Questions in Dispute: The Virgin Birth 
Why *‘ the modem mind ** rejects it By William Jenning's Bryan 

WAS Christ, as the Bible says, conceived of the 
Holy Ghost and born of the Virgin Mary, or 
was he the son of Joseph or some other man? 

The differences of opinion on this subject do not turn 
on questions of evidence, because the evidence is all 
on one side. 

We have the record of Matthew, who says: 
Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this wise: When 

as his mother Mary was espoused to Joseph, before they 
came together, she was found with child of the Holy 
Ghost. Then Joseph her husband, being a just man, and 
not willing to make her a publick example, was minded 
to put her away privily. But while he thought on these 
things, behold, the angel of the Lord appeared unto him 
in a dream, saying, Joseph, thou son of David, fear not 
to take unto thee .Mary thy wife: for that which is con* 
ceived in her is of the Holy Ghost. And she shall bring 
forth a son, and thou shalt call his name Jesus: for he 
shall save his people from their sins. Now all this was 
done, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken- of the 
l,<prd by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin shall be with 
cflild, and shall bring' forth a sort, and they shall call his* 
n^uie Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God witiji 
Uii (i : 18-53). 

There is no ambiguity about the language. It is 
not a matter of interpretation,' and the statement can¬ 
not be attributed to an error made in the copying qf 
the autograph manuscripts. The statement is either 
true or false. 

And so with the record found in Luke; 
And in the sixth month the angel Gabriel was seiUi from 

God unto a city of Galilee, named Nazareth,, to a^rtrgin 
espoused to a man whose name was Joseph, of the house 
Df David; and the virgin’s name was Mary. And the angel 
■same in unto her, and said, Hail, thou that art highly 
favoured, the Lord is with thee: blessed art thou ainorig 
women. And when she saw him, she was troubled at his 
saying, and cast in her mind what manner of salutation 
ihis should be. And the angel said unto her. Fear not, 
Mary; for thou hast found favour with God. And, behold, 
ihou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a son, 
and* shall call his name JESUS. He shall he great, and 
shall be called the Son of the Highest: and the Lord God 
shall give unto him the throne of his father David: and 
fie shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of 
ftis kingdom there shall be no end. Then said Mary unto 
^he angel. How shall this be, seeing I know not a man? 
And the angel answered and said unto her. The Holy 
Chost shall come upon thee, and the power of the High* 
tst shall overshadow thee: therefore, also, that holy thing' 
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of 
Cod. . . . For with God nothing shall be impossible 

ii : 26-37)- 

Here, too, there is no doubt about the language used 
about the meaning of the language. It is either 

Irue or false. 
Those who deny the virgin birth make no attempt to 

lontrovert the language or its meaning. What do 
llte Modernists say? Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick can 
fairly be accepted as an exponent of the Modernist 
«r Liberal side. He thus presents the views of those 
i^dio refuse to accept the record of Matthew' and 
luke as true: 

But side by side with them- [orthodox Christians] in the 
ivangelical churches is a group of equally loyal and rev- 
trent people who would say that the virgin birth is not 
lo be accepted as an historic fact. To_ believe in virgin 
iirth as an explanation of greht personality is one of 
4ie familiar ways in which the ancient world was accus¬ 
tomed to account for unusual superiority. Many people 
fuppose that only once in history do we run across a 
-tecord of supernatural birth. . . . There are within the 
tvangelical churches large groups of people whose opinion 
ibout our Lord’s coming would run as follows: those first 
lisciples adored Jesus — as we do; when they thought 
ibout his coming they were sure that he came specially 
tom God — as we are; this adoration and conviction they 
issociated with God’s special influence and intention in 
-lis birth — as we do; but they phrased it. in terras of 
4iological miracle that our modern m^nds cannot use. 

The explanation, it will be seen, is that “the first 
fisciples .adored Jesus,” that “they were sure that he 

A (triking fact in the present controversy be¬ 

tween the Conservatives, who stand for the whole 

Bible,, and the Modernists, who deny much of the 

Bible, is that Unitarian leaders are welcoming the 

Modernists to their own ranks. The Modernists, of 

course, do not like this; but it is logical and in¬ 

evitable. Unitarians and Modernists agree in 

either denying or in counting non-essential the 

God-declared fact of the Virgin Birth of Christ. Mr. 

Bryan here shows why this doctrine is essential. 

The article is the third in Mr. Bryan’s series on 

“ The Questions in Dispute.” The entire series, 

including the two already published in the last 

two issues of The Sunday School Times, is cover¬ 

ing the following subjects: 

The Inspiration of the Bible 

The Deity of Christ 

The Virgin Birth 

The Blood Atonement 

The Resurrection of the Body 

The piracies 

The Origin of Man 

came specially from God,” and that “this adoration 
and conviction they associated with God’s special in¬ 
fluence and intention in his birth”; but that “they 
phrased it in terms of a biological miracle that our 
modern minds cannot use.” These words follow lan¬ 
guage that indicates that the story of a virgin birth 
was made up — suggested by a like explanation in 
the birth of great personalities, or, to use Dr. Fos- 
dick’s own language: “To believe in virgin birth as 
an explanation of great personality is one of the 
familiar ways in which the ancient world was accus¬ 
tomed to account for unusual superiority.” 

There you have it — “modern minds cannot use” the 
Bible as it is written. The Unitarians are more bold 
than Dr. Fosdick — it is not necessary for them to be 
cautious. A recent advertisement of the Unitarian 
Bookroom in one of our large cities says: 

During the life of Jesus he was understood by all to be 
the son of Joseph and Mary horn in holy wedlock. This 
is clear from a study of the Gospels in their early and 
most authentic form. But long after the death of Jesus 
unknown hands added to the copies of the Gospels they 
were making those introductory chapters in Matthew and 
Luke which relate the legends of a miraculous birth. These 
legends . . . are as manifestly the product of an irrational 
point of view as are other tales of miracles. Miracles do 
not happen. 

Mr. Bryan Says 

'* The supernatural element cannot be 
eliminated from the account of the birth of 
Jesus except by the application of rules 
that will strip the Bibl« of everything su¬ 
pernatural.” 

“No one else was ever born as Christ 
was, but that is not strange when we con¬ 
sider that there was never any other Christ. 
If the Modernists will take Christ out of the 
man class and put him in the God class, 
they will have no difficulty in understanding 
him and in accepting all that the Bible says 
of him.” 



The Modernists liave no evidence to offer to contra¬ 
dict tlie Bible record. In not a single one of the 
sixty-six Ijooks of tlie Bible can tliey find a sentence, 
word or syllable to justify a rejection of the explicit 
language of Matthew and Luke. On the contrary, 
there is in the seventh chapter of Isaiah a prophecy 
(quoted by Matthew) that foretells this very event: 
“Behold a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and 
shall call his name Immanuel,’’ These words were 
^oken some seven hundred years before the birth of 
Christ. 

Not only is there nothing to contradict the Bible 
record of the virgin birth, but nearly every writer in 
the Bible records things done that were just as mys¬ 
terious as the virgin birth. It was supernatural, but 
the supernatural runs all of the way through both 
the Old and New Testaments. The supernatural ele- 
rnent cannot be eliminated from the account of the 
birth of Jesus except by the application of rules that 
will strip the Bible of everything supernatural. The 
birth of Christ was miraculous,' but the miraculoui' 
also runs all the way through the Bible from begin¬ 
ning to end. The miraculous cannot be eliminated, 
from the record of Christ’s birth except, by the applj" 
cation of rules that will eliminate all that is miracu¬ 
lous. 

No one else was ever born as Christ was, but that is 
not strange when we consider that there was never any 
other Christ. His birth was in keeping with his char¬ 
acter as the only begotten Son of (jod and Saviour of' 
the world. If it is true, as the Bible says, that before 
his appearance on earth Christ was the companion of 
the Heavenly Father — equal with God; if it is true 
that he came down to earth to offer redemption to all 
mankind and, after his crucifixion and burial rose 
bodily from the grave, appeared to his disciples and 
others and then ascended into heaven — if all this be 
true of Christ, why is it unreasonable to believe that 
his birth was different from our birth? 

There is nothing unreasohable about the virgin 
birth of Christ. The method employed for bringing 
him into the world was entirely in harmony with his 
life while on earth and with the means employed to 

• bring his earthly career to an end and return him to 
God’s presence. The trouble is that the “modern 
minds” that “cannot use” the language employed in 
describing the birth of Christ, cannot use the language 
which he employed in describing himself and his mis¬ 
sion. If the Modernists will take Christ out of the 
man class and put him in the God class, they will have 
no difficulty in understanding him and in accepting all 
that the Bible says of him. 

It is not necessary to consider some of the shame¬ 
ful attempts that have been made to find a scientific 
explanation of the virgin birth — parthenogenesis — by 
putting the mother of Jesus in a class with frogs and 
bees that, we are told, sometimes reproduce without 
union of the sexes. Why not frankly explain the vir¬ 
gin birth as supernatural — miraculous ? 

God, according to the Bible description of him, is 
infinite in wisdom, infinite in power, and infinite, in 
love. If God is infinite in intelligence, why should 
the finite mind of man attempt to limit God’s think¬ 
ing by man’s understanding? If God is infinite in 
power, why should puny man attempt to limit God to 
the doing of things that man can do or that man can 
comprehend? There is an egotism — an insufferable 
egotism — in the attitude of those so-called “modern 
minds” that “cannot use” the language employed by 
the writers of the Gospel. 

It must not be thought, however, that Dr. Fosdick 
speaks for all the educated Christians of to-day; he 
speaks only for those who so over-estimate their own 
intelligence that they presume to decide and declare 
what God would or would not do. They lack the 
humility that Christ taught; they are as boastful of 
their superior intelligence as the Pharisee was of his 
superior virtue: may they not be as offensive to God 
as the Pharisee was ? They are “not like other men”; 

they cannot be deceived, as they think the early Chris¬ 
tians were. From their lofty thrones they look down 
with ill-concealed contempt upon those Christians who 
are credulous enough to believe that Christ was any¬ 
thing more than a man — a tolerably good man, these 
“modern minds” think, considering his poor oppor¬ 
tunities, but just a man. 

Fortunately there are millions to-day of educated 
people who are able to distinguish between the human 
and the divine and who can, without offending their 
intelligence, believe of Christ all that the Bible says 
of him — educated men and women who worship a 
full-statured Christ —one of the Trinity, who loved 
man well enough to become incarnate in the flesh, to 
suffer crucifixion, and then to return to heaven to be 
man’s intercessor at the throne of God. 

Luke, the "beloved physician, was not an ignorant 
rnan; he was one of the most learned men of his 
time, and he was dealing with a subject with which he, 
as a physician, was familiar. He had no difficulty m 
believing that a God could be conceived by a God, 
though born of a woman, and every generation 
that day until this has contained physicians of the 
highest standing who could accept, without ques¬ 
tion, Luke’s account of the virgin birth. There is not 
an evangelical church of any size to-day that has not 
among its members many physicians, as learned as 
any in the profession, who believe as sincerely as 
Luke that Christ was conceived and born as described 
in the two Gospels mentioned. 

As a Modern Luke Reads Ancient Luke 

To be specific, let me quote one of the most promi¬ 
nent physicians of this generation, Howard A. Kelly, 
M.D., LL.D. He was for many years Professor of 
Obstetrics and Gynecology at Johns Hopkins Uni¬ 
versity; professional and honorary degrees have been 
conferred upon him by universities on both sides of 
the Atlantic. He is a member of many learned so¬ 
cieties in various nations and is consulted by people 
from many lands. As a writer, he ranks among the 
most eminent living authorities in his profession. Dr. 
Kelly says: 

His title, the Son of God, is a statement of his divine 
birth, which could not be made more definite. In this 
very matter lay the issue between him and the Jews in 
the fifth chapter of John, often called the divinity chap¬ 
ter (v. i8). Again in the sixth, it is brought up — “And 
they said. Is not this Jesus the son of Joseph, whose father 
and mother we know? how is it then that he saith, I came 
down from heaven?” (6:4a.) 

Matthew is most explicit in his first chapter, and quotes 
Isaiah, and tells us that the word Almah in the Hebrew 
of Isaiah (7 : 14) in his day meant a virgin, and that Jesus 
was conceived by the virgin Mary of the Holy Spirit. 

I read Luke’s account with particular pleasure, perhaps 
because he was a physician (“Luke, the beloved physician” 
— Col. 4 : 14) as well as because of the fact that his 
trained scientific mind shines out all through his writ¬ 
ings, both in the Gospels and in the Acts. Luke was a 
greater scientist, I opine, than many of our own day, for 
he was broad-minded enough to examine into the alleged 
circumstances, and then if he found them true, to admit 
the fact, however much it might upset his preconceived 
notions. . . . 

Every time I call him Lord, I mean by that God, the 
Son of God, and I proclaim his virgin birth. 

The virgin birth is not, as some would have it, a mere 
question as to whether I, as a scientific man, may accept 
such a doctrine because no similar phenomenon has come 
within the experience of the human race in any authenti¬ 
cated instance. Indeed, if in rare occasional instances a 
virgin birth could be shown to have occurred, then the 
Scripture claim as to Christ’s divine descent would at once 
lose all value. 

There is a radical difference of opinion among 
those who reject the virgin birth as to the effect of 
the rejection. The atheists who reject the Bible ac-" 
count of Christ’s birth consider such rejection as a 
complete overthrow of Christ’s claim to deity, while 
those who reject the virgin birth and yet claim to be 
Christians are unanimous in their insistence that the 
matter of birth is entirely immaterial. As the argu¬ 
ment of immateriality is always associated with the 
arguments which professing Christians make against 
the virgin birth, it is proper to consider this contention 
from two standpoints. 

If the virgin birth is rejected, how shall the deity 
of Christ be proved? It is quite common for Modern¬ 
ists to affirm that the deity of Christ is entirely inde¬ 
pendent of the manner of his birth. It is possible 
to conceive of a Christian retaining a belief in Christ’s 
deity if his rejection of the’ virgin birth comes after 
belief in the deity of Christ has been firmly fixed, but 
how can one who does not believe in the deity of 
Christ be led to such a belief by one who thinks 
that Christ’s father was a nian? At whtrt time and in 
what manner did the change take place, if Christ was 
born as other children? And what authorities can be- 
invoked to prove that Christ was divine after all is 
stricken out as false that imputes to him a virgin 
birth ? 

If the Modernists would stop criticizing long enough 
to state plainly what they, themselves believe, the gen¬ 
eral public could easily and quickly determine the 
quantity and quality of their religion. But instead of 
doing this they carefully conceal their owm views. 

The protest recently published by one hundred and 
fifty Presbyterian ministers furnishes a perfect illus¬ 
tration of evasion on the part of Modernists. "They 
find fault, but they do not reveal the individual viezvs 



of a single signer. Then note their plea for unity 
and harmony coupled with an attack on doctrines that 
tlie church holds sacred. 

How can a Modernist convince an unbeliever that a 
part of the Gospel is true, if he condemns the rest of 
the Gospel as false? How will he distinguish between 
that which he accepts and that which he rejects? Will 
he give to science a censorship over religious matters 
and regard as true only those parts of the Bible upon 
which science places the stamp of its approval? Sci¬ 
entists do not agree; many of the scientists contend 
that science has nothing whatever to do- with religion. 
That was Darwin’s contention. In a letter, written 
not long before his death, he says, “Science has noth¬ 
ing to do with Christ, except insofar as the habit 
of scientific research makes a man cautious in admit¬ 
ting evidence.” The attitude of science is agnostic, 
so far as religion is concerned. Science deals with 
that which can be perceived by the senses — this was 
the opinion of Professor Steinmetz, stated just a few 
days before his death. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, for a Christian to 
do ahy evangelistic work after he has reached the con¬ 
clusion that Christ was the son of Joseph — he seldom 
tries. He may speak of Christ as a wise teacher and 
quote from him as he would quote from Aristotle or 
Confucius or Buddha, but he shrinks from the at¬ 
tempt to present Christ as the Bible presents him. He 
cannot answer the questions that any intelligent skeptic 
would ask him. 

If Christ’s deity was not demonstrated by his birth, 
and was not proved by the manner of his birth, the 
Modernist will experience great embarrassment in con¬ 
vincing a questioner that there was any other time or 
way in which the deity of Christ became manifest. 

Dr. I. M. Haldeman thus condemns those who 
would divest Christ of divine Sonship: “The men who 
deny the virgin birth; who do so that they may the 
more easily be delivered from carrying the baggage of 
the miraculous; who shift the fatherhood of Jesus 
from the eternal God to the act of some unknown and 
sinful man, are paying a dear price for their jaunty 
endeavor to accommodate the supernaturalism of 
Christianity to the poverty-smitten weakness of their 
own faith, and the noisy clamor of pn unbelieving, 
spiritually ignorant, and scoffing world.” 

But there is another aspect of this case: Does the 
man who rejects the virgin birth really believe in the 
deity of Christ? He may say that he does, but by 
what rule are we compelled to accept a man’s word 
when his words are contradicted by his actions? “Ac¬ 
tions speak louder than words,” according to a very 
ancient maxim. A person who rejects the Bible explan¬ 
ation of Christ’s visible deity and can find no other ex¬ 
planation or definite test of that deity ought not to 
expect others to believe his words when he contends, 
without any, explanation, that he does believe in the 
deity of Christ. It is not sufficient to say, as some 
Modernists do, that they "believe Christ divine in the 
sense that they contend there is a certain divinity in 
every one. That is not the kind of divinity that char¬ 
acterized the Saviour. The identification of Christ 
with man is an unwarranted degradation of the Mas¬ 
ter or an inexcusable exaltation of sinful man. It is a 
lack of respect for the Son of God coupled with 
adulation of self. 

And may we not apply the rule that “Actions speak 
louder than words” in judging of the sincerity of 
lho.se who claim to believe in the virgin birth, and yet, 
in the name of “tolerance” and “Christian charity,” 
extend the hand of Christian fellowship to those who 
reject the virgin birth? Is there so little difference 
between a Son of God, conceived by the Holy Ghost, 
and an ordinary man with a human father, that one 

_who worships the former can “drink out of the same 
canteen” with one who simply respects the latter? If 
Christ was co-equal with God, apd God is infinitely 
superior to man, how can the gulf between the Bible’s 
Christ and the Christ of the Modernists be bridged? 
Does not one admit a very low conception of Christ 
when he can see no difference between the Christ de¬ 
scribed by Dr. Luke and the Christ described by Dr. 
Fosdick ? Who is the better authority in spiritual 
matters ? 

Why Orthodox Christians Cannot Compromise 

And what reason have we to believe that such a 
Christ as “the modern mind” conceives Christ to be 
can do the work that has been done in every land 
by the Christ presented as Son of God and Saviour? 

Difference of opinion on the virgin birth is not im¬ 
material, it is vital. It goes to the very root of the 
question of deity, and that is the very essence of 
Christ’s power; hence the unwillingness of orthodox 
Christians to compromise upon this issue. 

Christ IS our example; we have no higher — we can 
liave no other; and Christ has shown us how to deal 
with questions where a vital principle is involved. Mark 
tells us of a rich young man, a ruler, who came “run- 
nitfg” and “kneeled” before Christ. When he asked 
what lie must do to inherit eternal life, Christ refer¬ 
red him to the commandments, and he answered that 
all these he had observed from his youth. We are 
told that “Jesus, beholding him, loved him”; and yet, 
to this blameless youth who was anxious to become 
a follower, Christ presented a test that was too severe, 

ihc young man went away sorrowing. 
H Christ had followed the policy recommended by 

Modernists, he would not have, rejected the plea of the 

rich young man; he would have welcomed him as 
cordially as some of the professed believers in the 
virgin birth welcome those who ridicule it as a mytli. 
He would have said, “It is immaterial whether you put 
money first, or God first.” But that was not Christ s 
way of dealing with vital things; he never varied a 
hair’s-breadth from the rule which he had laid down, 
and his rule required that God should have the first 
place in the life — “Thou shalt have no other gods 
before me.” So the young man, lovable as he was 
otherwise, because he put his money first, — for he 
had great possessions — retired to obscurity and is not 
mentioned again. So, to-day, the Christians who ac¬ 
cept the Bible as true — believe in a God with whom 
all things are possible and in a Christ who is one of 
the Trinity — cannot lower the standard to accom¬ 
modate those who put reverence for the guesses of 
scientists above reverence for God’s Word. 

Miami, Fla. 
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THE FACULTY TO THE ALUMNI 

We hear that many of you want to know how we as a 
Faculty feel in regard to the problems at present before 
our Church. 

Our first word would be this: Let every thought that 
Cambridge men utter be constructive. Let every one of us 
remember that in time of crisis he should show forth the 
spirit of Christ even more clearly than when all is going 
well. May we all take the opportunity to seek out those 
with whom we disagree, and in conversation and conference 
talk things over with the utmost candour, remembering 
that we are brothers in one family, assuming that the relig¬ 
ious experience of him with whom we talk is as deep and as 
rich as ours, striving to see that the heart of his conviction 
and ours may be the same. May we use these days for 
preaching and living the Gk)spel as never before. While 
honest in thought and frank in speech, let us be humble 
in dealing with the mysteries of God. May Alumni and 
Faculty unite in this endeavour. 

Secondly, let us turn at once to the questions which the 
pubhcation of the Pastoral Letter * has suggested. 

The Bishops would be the first to assert that they have 
no canonical authority to define the Faith, and, therefore, 
that their message is one of guidance rather than one of 
command. They themselves spoke of it as a message of 
reassurance. They have, we are confident, earnestly tried 
to allay the fears of many who believe that the Faith of the 
Church is in danger. 

* House of Bishops met at Dallas, Texas, Nov. 14 and 15, 1923. 

Total number of Bishops 144; Quorum 56; Present 6$. 



Furthermore the Bishops bear witness to the rich spirit¬ 
ual meaning which underhes a strict construction of cer¬ 
tain clauses of the Creeds, and particularly that regarding 
the Virgin Birth. Although they would not say that the 
Incarnation is dependent upon the method by which our 
Lord came into the world, they would say that His life 
plainly points to such a miraculous advent. Men and 
women have lived, are living, and will live under the com¬ 
forting assurance that this is a way in which God has re¬ 
vealed Himself to men. 

We would at once acknowledge the wealth of such expe¬ 
rience. History is filled with it; saints have been made by 
it; conduct is controlled by it; theories of life are built upon 
it. We would deplore the fact that men occasionally have 
spoken of it lightly. But we regret that others, quite as 
ardently convinced that the divine and the human are in¬ 
separably united in Christ, fully as sincere believers in the 
Incarnation, should have any suspicion cast upon their full 
membership in our Church or on their right of entrance 
into it. The Bishops’ letter has cast such suspicion on the 
membership of those who are unable to affirm belief in the 
Virgin Birth as a fact of history. 

The problem which the Church faces is not one of open¬ 
ing or closing its doors to those of differing attitude toward 
the Creeds. It is rather one of excluding many who are 
already within it. The Church is at present inclusive of 
varying points of view. Men and women occupying such 
different positions are at present bound together in the 
closest bonds of common prayer; they find deep spiritual 
satisfaction in the same liturgical forms; their worship cen¬ 
tres in the Holy Communion as our Church administers it; 
they cherish the same religious ancestry. 

The fact that these differences exist within the one body 
does not release us from the obligation to consider earnestly 



the foundations of our fellowship and our duty toward the 
formularies in which they are now expressed. As a Chris¬ 
tian Church we must share a positive faith which we wit¬ 
ness to the world. There must be positive standards of 
membership and teaching, of worship and discipline. Our 
existing standards of faith are nowhere closely defined, but 
clearly include the Bible, the Prayer Book, and the Ordinal. 
The Creeds are but a part of this larger standard. They 
gain special prominence because they are definite affirma¬ 
tions of faith and because the Apostles’ Creed is the expres¬ 
sion of faith required at Baptism. They are, however, only 
part of a larger standard, all of which is in force from the 
strict legal viewpoint. The issues raised by the attitude of 
some toward the Creeds are likewise raised by the attitude 
of larger sections of the Church toward the Bible and by 
the practice of still other sections of the Church in regard 
to the standards of worship. The strain arising from the 
use of ancient formularies in days of rapidly changing 
thought, and the difiiculty of giving liberty to the many 
minds and temperaments within the one body without 
sacrificing the positive unity of the Church, create prob¬ 
lems which aU of us must face together. 

Are we prepared for a rigid, even-handed, legalistic ap¬ 
plication of the whole standard of doctrine, discipline, and 
worship? Such an application of the standard plainly em¬ 
bodied in the Ordinal would bind us to a view of the Scrip¬ 
tures held strictly by few of the ministers of this Church. 
Presumably the question in the Ordering of Deacons, “Do 
you unfeignedly believe all the Canonical Scriptures of the 
Old and New Testament?” means what it says. Likewise 
a rigid enforcement of the ordination vows regarding con¬ 
formity to the worship of this Church would straightway 
stop liturgical and ritual usages, popularly called “high,” 
which correspond with the beliefs and meet the religious 
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needs of a strong section of the Church. We believe that 
this inclusiveness should be increased in order that the 
Spirit of Christ, using many minds and temperaments, may 
sift out that in all of us which is true and good and saving. 
But Uberty cannot be given in the application and interpre¬ 
tation of one part of our common standards while it is 
denied in regard to other parts. 

The Pastoral Letter not only selected the Creeds from 
the larger standard of faith and worship as being peculiarly 
binding, but selected from the Creeds certain clauses as re¬ 
quiring literal acceptance, in particular those regarding the 
Virgin Birth and the resurrection of the body. With the 
exception of the obscure clause concerning “the commun¬ 
ion of saints,” the original meaning of most of the clauses 
of the Creeds is plain. “Born of the Virgin Mary” means 
exactly what it says, that is, without human father. “He 
ascended into heaven” means. Pie went up into Heaven. 
“ The resurrection of the body ” means, the raising up again 
of the flesh. From very early times there have been di¬ 
vergent interpretations of some of these clauses. Through¬ 
out the history of the Church the more thoughtful have 
recognized that “heaven” could not be located above the 
earth and that an entrance into heaven could not be wit¬ 
nessed. But they have accepted the traditional report of 
a physical ascent of Christ as in some way symbolical of the 
spiritual event. There have been divergent interpretations 
of the “resurrection of the body,” which have had their 
roots and justification in the different views to be found 
within the New Testament itself. With the passing of the 
Bibhcal view of the physical universe a large proportion of 
laity and clergy have found interpretation increasingly 
necessary. We venture to beheve that there are many 
within the Church who could not confidently affirm a 
bodily ascension, or a visible coming down again of Christ 
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from heaven for judgment, or a raising up again of their 
flesh, who now express through this ancient medium what 
they believe to be the underlying religious truths, as, for 
example, that Christ truly went to God to share in His 
glory, that in Christ we face our final judge, and that God 
will bring us after death into eternal life. We are unable 
to recognize a distinction which would permit interpreta¬ 
tion of these other clauses and deny it in the case of the 
Virgin Birth. The latter is simply the last of those clauses 
to which inteipretation is applied. All alike are interpreta¬ 
tions enforced by a doubt concerning the literal historical 
facts clearly indicated by the words. 

We must respectfully dissent from the statement in the 
Pastoral that objections to the historicity of the Virgin 
Birth “have been abundantly dealt with by the best schol¬ 
arship of the day.” Reverently recognizing its place in the 
Gospel record and in the tradition of the Church, it is our 
judgment that the historical evidence is emphatically two- 
sided. For many, probably for most, of the laity and clergy 
of this Church, belief in the Virgin Birth is intimately- 
bound up with faith in Christ and the Incarnation, and 
is considered essential to a true appreciation of our Lord. 
Under such circumstances careless and confident denial 
would be both dogmatic and inconsiderate. The doubts, 
however, have been raised by a God-fearing search for 
truth in history and nature, and cannot be repressed by 
any official action or by any will to obey. It must be recog¬ 
nized that many honest men and women within the Church 
do not find belief in the Virgin Birth essential to their 
whole-hearted faith in Christ and in the Incarnation. As 
such we hold a place within this branch of the Church of 
Christ. 

The Church is greater than the Creeds. The central 
faith in God as He is found in Christ, upon which the 
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Church is built, is not destroyed or diminished by doubts 
concerning the method of Christ’s birth, of His return to 
God, or of His future judgment. The Church made the 
Creeds. The Creeds did not make the Church. The Church 
was and is a fellowship issuing from the love and power of 
Christ which has shaped the Creeds for its own purposes. 
What the Church has made it can remake. Tradition is 
still in the making; the inner life of the Church is still 
forcing itself to expression. We do not find the Creeds per¬ 
fectly adequate as expressions of Christian allegiance, as 
summaries of the Christian view of life, or as tests of dis- 
cipleship. To leave the Church because of dissatisfaction 
with clauses in the Creeds would be to put the creeds above 
Christ and His Church, and to pursue a fruitless sectarian¬ 
ism. 

This is not the first time the Church has been confronted 
with changes in its belief, nor the first time it has allowed 
freedom of interpretation, nor the first time violence seems 
to have been done to its formularies. The Reformation 
brought changes in the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, a 
doctrine which had been established for centuries and 
which men claimed was found in the Scriptures. The last 
fifty years have brought changes in tlie views of the Bible, 
a book which has been regarded as the inerrant Word of 
God from the first centuries until modern times. Without 
prejudging the issue of the present controversy, we are 
confident that only the Spirit of Christ, giving us trust in 
God’s truth and love for one another, can guide us to sav¬ 
ing wisdom. 

In any society, civil or religious, when the formularies in 
their original intention have ceased to represent the mind 
of the society or of a large section of it, the alternatives to 
literal adherence or withdrawal are interpretation and re¬ 
statement. In the case of the Creeds, interpretation is not 
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an attempt to explain away plain historical meanings, but 
a discovery, in the only language now authorized by the 
Church, of the underlying religious meaning. We believe 
that a large proportion of the Church now finds itself forced 
to this expedient in the use of various parts of our formu¬ 
laries. We agree with the Bishops that such use of lan¬ 
guage involves serious risk. 

All who find themselves forced to the expedient of inter¬ 
pretation are under obligation to work for greater consti¬ 
tutional liberty and for more adequate terms in which to 
test and express discipleship. Such liberty might be se¬ 
cured by making the use of the Creeds permissive instead 
of obligatory, and m the development of alternative forms 
to be tested by patient experience. A freedom of this kind 
would secure the effective use of the Creeds by those for 
whom they rightly have so great religious value without 
compelling others to whom they present difficulties to sub¬ 
scribe to them in detail or to repeat them on practically 
every occasion of public worship. As the Church through¬ 
out the major part of its experience has allowed wide 
latitude in its forms of liturgical expression, it is possible 
that it may become stronger and still more catholic if its 
congregations are allowed a generous range of liturgical 
freedom. 

Finally, we m-ge that the real ground for anxiety on 
the part of the whole Church is not our divergence over 
the things wherein we differ, but our half-heartedness in the 
religious affirmations that we share. At the foundation of 
our fellowship and at the heart of the Creeds lies the con¬ 
fession of Jesus Christ as Lord, the recognition in Him of 
very God. Are we prepared to accept in our lives the impli¬ 
cations of that confession, to permit Christ to be the Lord 
of our appetites, the Lord of our relations with oar neigh¬ 
bors, the Lord of our family life, of our industrial and 
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business relations? Every man who enters into the re¬ 
ligious meaning of the ancient Creeds stands upon his feet 
and joins hands with the great body of Christians through¬ 
out the centuries, and says that he believes in God, that he 
believes in a Righteous Will working in creation; he be¬ 
lieves in Christ, the Son of God, the very life and love of 
God in terms of our human life; he believes in the Spirit, 
God working within us to draw us to Himself; he believes 
in the Church, the fellowship of those who draw their 
strength from Christ; he believes in forgiveness, the un¬ 
discouraged love of God for us which demands an undis¬ 
couraged love for one another; he believes in our victory 
over death and the life of ever-deepening fellowship. We 
appeal to our Chief Pastors to summon us again and again 
to this faith and to hold us to a strict account in our sworn 
loyalty to it. 

(Signed)* Henhy Bradford Washburn, 
Max Kellner, 
Samuel McComb, 
William H. P. Hatch, 
James Arthur Muller, 
James Thayer Addison, 
Norman Burdett Nash, 
Angus Dun. 

* Edward Staples Drown, the only member of the Faculty who 

has not signed, is teaching in St. John’s University, Shanghai, China. 
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Modernism and the Virgin Birth 

of Christ 

HERE is a widespread feeling that in the religious discussions 

recently precipitated by Modernist denials of the Faith, the 
inevitable limitations of newspaper interviews have produced 

a certain clouding of the issues at stake. As a consequence, misunder¬ 

standings seem likely to arise. 
This occurs, first of all, in the use of the word “Fundamentalist.” 

Bishop Manning pointed out in his recent sermon at the consecration 

of the Bishop of Washington that there are no Fundamentalists in the 
Episcopal Church in the sense i'n which that term is used, for example, 

among the Presbyterians and Baptists. 
It has been assumed that those who insist upon a belief in the 

Virgin Birth of Christ as an essential part of the Christian religion, 
also believe in the literal, verbal inspiration of the Scriptures, and re¬ 

ject the theory of evolution. 
There were some early Victorian theologians who were Funda¬ 

mentalists of this type, but they passed away with the Victorian age. 
Old Dean Burgon was perhaps the last of these old stalwarts. One 
of his biographers tells us that he believed that the world was made 
in six days of twenty-fours hours each by the clock, and that the Gar¬ 
den of Eden was a garden with a wall around it. 

The present writer, who has the pleasure of a very wide acquaint¬ 
ance with the Episcopal clergy in every part of America, on the one 
hand knows very few who question the Virgin Birth, and on the other, 
cannot recall the name of a single clerical acquaintance who holds to 
verbal inspiration. 

He also knows an indefinite number who, along with him, accept 
the theory of evolution, and find nothing in it contrary to Christianity. 

At the same time, they hold explicitly every article of the Apostles' 
Creed. 
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It would be as great an error to class those Episcopalians who 
oppose Modernism with Dr. John Roach Stratton or Mr. W. J. Bryan 

as it would be to put Dr. Leighton Parks or Dr. Percy Grant in the 
same category with Ernest Renan or Professor Huxley. 

Nor are those who are freely discussing the Virgin Birth always 

clear in their minds as to the real meaning of the issue. When Chris¬ 
tians repeat the Apostles’ Creed, declaring their belief that Christ “was 
born of the Virgin Mary,” what do they mean, and what ground have 
they for insisting that this belief is an essential part of the Christian 

Faith? 
In reply to the first question, it can be said simply that they mean 

that that normal Baby who was born of Mary, and who was both per¬ 
fect God and perfect Man, was miraculously conceived, without the 

interposition of any human father. 

The second question, concerning the grounds of this belief, re¬ 

solves itself into the further question. Is the Virgin Birth a part of the 
Apostolic Faith? Has it always been held by the Christian Church 
or, as Dr. Parks would have us think, was it “clamped” upon the 
Church as a result of the teaching of St. Augustine who died A. D. 
430? If it cannot be showed to be part of the Apostolic teaching then 

we are not only free to deny it as a necessary belief, but we go the 
Modernist one better, and say that we are in conscience bound to 

deny it. 

Let us look to the evidence; and it must be remembered that we 
are not examining a metaphysical or moral principle, nor a theological 
theory, but an alleged fact which either did or did not happen at a 

certain place and time in the world’s history. 

First of all, we go to the Bible, the Word of God, written as St. 

Luke says, “that we might know the certainty of those things wherein 

we have been instructed” (St. Luke 1:4). 

In the New Testament we find two records of the Conception 
and Birth of Christ. The first occurs in the first chapter of St. Mat¬ 

thew, the second in the first two chapters of St. Luke. 

St. Matthew declares that St. Mary, while yet a virgin, “was found 
with child of the Holy Ghost.” St. Joseph, to whom she was be¬ 

trothed, not wishing to make a public scandal, thought to put her 
away privately. He was, however, warned by an angel not to be dis¬ 

tressed, that this was a miraculous thing wrought by the Holy Spirit. 
St. Joseph accepted this assurance, and placed himself in loco pa¬ 

rentis to the Child who was born of St. Mary some months afterwards 

in Bethlehem. Such is St. Matthew’s evidence. 



St. Luke's account is much fuller, including the story of the an¬ 
nouncement to St. Mary by the angel Gabriel that through a miracu¬ 

lous intervention of the Holy Spirit she should bring forth a son who 
should be the promised Messiah. St. Luke notes that in reply to St. 
Mary’s question how such a thing could be, the angel replied, “With 

God nothing shall be impossible.” 

It is clear that both St. Mary and the angel, as well as the 
chronicler, St. Luke, regarded the thing which the angel predicted as 
an impossibility in the ordinary course of nature, as something which 
could be brought to pass only by the miraculous working of the power 

of God. 
A little later, in the second chapter, St. Luke refers to our Lord’s 

“parents,” and says that St. Mary spoke to Him of St. Joseph as “Thy 
father.” The Modernists say that this proves that St. Joseph was our 
Lord’s natural father, and disproves His Virgin Birth. 

But if this had been St. Luke’s meaning, it is hardly possible that 
he would have devoted so much space, only a page or two before, to 
an account of a Virgin Birth which he describes as miraculously due 
to the Holy Spirit. No sane writer would ever contradict himself in 
such fashion as this. If we are going to use St. Luke’s Gospel for any 

purpose whatever, we must at least give him credit for not being a 

fool. 
Of course, there are those who deliberately shut their eyes to any 

explanation; but to those who w'ant one it is quite simple. There is, 
perhaps, not one person who reads this page who does not know of 
some child who calls a foster-parent “father.” If this is a common 
thing in every age, and in every country in the world, the Modernist 
deserves our sympathy, for he has a large burden to bear in proving 
that it was an impossible circumstance in Palestine 1900 years ago. 

It is important to keep in mind that not even the nimblest Modern¬ 
ist critic has been able to impugn on any textual ground, the authen¬ 

ticity of the passages in St. Matthew and St. Luke which assert the 
Virgin Birth of Christ. All scholars, even professed agnostics, agree 
that there is no ancient Greek manuscript of the Gospels which does 
not contain them. 

The distinguished German critic, Weiss, reflects the almost uni¬ 

versal opinion of scholars when he says, “There never were forms of 
Matthew and Luke without the infancy narratives.” 

Those who reject these passages do so on one of two grounds: 
Either because they contain statements of alleged facts which, 

being miraculous, could not, in their opinion, have happened; or be- 
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cause they think the literary style of the earlier chapters of these Gos¬ 

pels different from that which follows. 
Modernists are not agreed, however, in rejecting these passages, 

i’rofessor Harnack, although the foremost Modernist of our time, re¬ 
fuses to accept these criticisms, and in the case of St. Luke holds that 
the passages in question were undoubtedly written by the same au¬ 

thor who composed the rest of the Gospel. 

Professor Harnack’s opinion is all the more valuable since he him¬ 

self does not believe in the Virgin Birth, and naively suggests that 

some way be devised by which these passages in St. Luke can be 

legitimately omitted. 
Further objection to the Scriptural proof of the Virgin Birth is 

made because neither of the other two Gospels, St. Mark or St. John, 
make any reference to it. But the rules of evidence which obtain in 
any court would throw these objections out. Neither of these Evange¬ 

lists pretend to deal with anything but the public ministry of Christ. 
The narrative in both begins abruptly with the ministry of St. John 

the Baptist at a time when Christ was about thirty years old. 

To question the Virgin Birth because neither St. Mark nor St. 
John mentions it, would be comparable to questioning the fact that 

President Coolidge was born in Vermont because somebody’s account 
of his handling of the Boston Police strike was silent regarding his 

birthplace. 
The same is to be said of the silence of St. Paul. It is a uni¬ 

versally accepted fact that St. Paul’s Epistles were written for the 
specific purpose of correcting definite abuses in belief or conduct, or 
to strengthen and encourage his converts under some particular trial. 

There are numberless incidents narrated in the four Gospels, on 

which the essentials of Christianity hinge, which are not mentioned 
by any other New Testament writer for the simple and adequate rea¬ 

son that the four Evangelists were the only New Testament writers 
who had any intention of producing biographical works. St. Paul’s 

Epistles do not purport to be a life of our Lord, and to pretend that 
they were meant to be such, opens one to the suspicion of not being 

altogether ingenuous. 

The Modernists make the further claim that the earlier teaching 

of the Church did not include the Virgin Birth. We have seen re¬ 
garding the Gospels that some risk is involved in taking the Mod¬ 

ernist’s judgment at his own valuation. He is not unlike the 
politicians on the night of a presidential election. He claims ever>'- 

thing. So let us look at the evidence for ourselves. 



The earliest known form of what is called the Apostles’ Creed con¬ 
tained the words, “Born of the Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary.” 
Harnack, the world’s foremost Modernist, thinks that this form of the 
Creed was in actual use in the Church about A. D. 140. Zahn and 
Kattenbusch, both scholars of high rank, date it, respectively, A. D. 
120 and A. D. 100. These dates are important because it is generally 
agreed among historians that the Apostle St. John died about the year 

100, that year being regarded as bringing to a close the immediate 

Apostolic ministry. 

This Creed, definitely declaring the Virgin Birth of Christ, goes 
back therefore, according to excellent authority, to the year of St. 
lohn’s death. Harnack thinks it was in use forty years after St- 
John’s death, the same period of time which separates us from the 

first presidential term of Grover Cleveland. 

To assume that in this brief time it would have been possible for 
the Church to misunderstand or misrepresent the Apostolic teaching 
on so tremendous a subject is about as reasonable as to think that the 
Democratic party of to-day could put over a misrepresentation of Mr. 

Cleveland’s views on the tariff. 

Furthermore, in the year 110, St. Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, 

one of the earliest Church writers, who is called one of the “pupils of 
St. John,” wrote a series of letters to various local Churches in which 
he refers to the Virgin Birth as a fact accepted in his time without 
question. He says, Christ’s birth from a Virgin was “one of the three 
mysteries of renown, wrought in the silence of God.” 

Fifteen years later, about A. D. 125, a Christian controversialist, 
named Aristides, declared that Christ “from a Hebrew Virgin took 

and clad Himself with flesh.” 

Just fifteen years later again, in 140, Justin Martyr, one of the 

most famous of Christian writers, argued at length concerning the 
\hrgin Birth against Trypho, a distinguished Jewish antagonist. Jus¬ 
tin did not argue to prove that the Virgin Birth was a part of the 
Christian Faith, for Trypho, the Jewish disputant, himself testified 

that this was the universal Christian belief at that time. The 

argument on Justin’s part is to show that this doctrine is credible. 
That it was a part of the Apostolic teaching which had to be ac¬ 
cepted by every one who would call himself a Christian, was taken 

for granted in the year 140 by both him and his opponent. 

About 175, Irenaeus, an Oriental Greek Christian who had mi¬ 

grated to Gaul, and as Bishop of Lyons became one of the Church’s 

greatest teachers and martyrs, wrote, “The Church though dispersed 
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throughout the whole world, even to the ends of the earth, has 
received from the Apostles and their disciples this Faith.” He then 

goes on to enumerate the articles of the Faith, including “the advent 
and the birth from a Virgin.” Tertullian of Carthage, in North 

Africa, about the same time, teaches the Virgin Birth as one of the 

undoubted points of the Faith. 
Irenaeus and Tertullian were separated from the days of the Apos¬ 

tles by about the same lapse of time as separates us from the begin¬ 
nings of the Civil War. They testify that in their day the Virgin 
Birth of Christ was held as an essential part of the Christian Faith to 

the remotest parts of the earth. 

To say that two distinguished and learned Christian writers in the 
latter part of the century following St. John’s death should be ignorant 
of what was handed down by the Apostles about seventy-five years 
before, is very much like saying that Mr. Henry Cabot Lodge, for ex¬ 
ample, was ignorant of the principles for which the Republican party 

stood in the great political contest just before the Civil War. 

So much then for the early days of the Church during which the 
Modernists so glibly tell us the Virgin Birth was an unknown doc¬ 
trine. It is not necessary to produce further testimony, for it is 
acknowledged by all historians that after this period the Virgin Birth 
was accepted everywhere. This condition existed for nearly 200 years 
before St. Augustine, whom Dr. Parks, with a curious inaccuracy, 
makes responsible for “clamping” the doctrine of the Virgin Birth on 

the Christian Church. 

We must now come down to our own Episcopal Church which 

the Modernist would have us believe is indifferent to the doctrine of 
the Virgin Birth of Christ. The Bible, as her most fundamental 
formulary, has already been considered. She makes her appeal to the 
Faith of the primitive Church, and we have just seen what that Faith 

was. 
What does her Prayer Book say about the Virgin Birth? It is 

interesting to note that since the beginning of the Reformation, the 
Book of Common Prayer has, under varying influences, sometimes 
High Church and sometimes Dow, been subjected to no less than 
seven sweeping revisions; but in no one of these has the fact of the 

Virgin Birth ever been questioned.* 

•More Interesting still Is the fact that even among the so-called Reformed 
sects which gave up much of the old Faith, the Virgin Birth of Christ was 
strongly upheld. Socinus, the founder of modern Unitarianism, for example, 
denied the divinity of our Lord but held fast to His Virgin Birth. Denial of 
the Virgin Birth was unheard of in the Reformation period. 
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la the Prayer Book no less than eight times are the Creeds di¬ 

rected to be used, in which the fact of the Virgin Birth is set forth side 

by side with the fact of the Incarnation and the Deity of Christ. 
In the service of Baptism, the candidate, as a prerequisite to re¬ 

ceiving that Sacrament, is required to declare that he believes all the 
articles of the Christian Faith as contained in the Apostles’ Creed.” 

including the Virgin Birth. 

In the Catechism which every child must be able to recite before 
it can be confirmed, this same Apostles’ Creed is taught and ex¬ 

plained. 
In the service of the Visitation of the Sick, the Apostles’ Creed, 

including the article “that He was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born 
of the Virgin Mary,” is put to the sick person in the unusual form of 
a direct question, to which he is required to answer, “All this I stead¬ 

fastly believe.” 

There would seem, therefore, to be no doubt that the Apostles 
Creed with the article on the Virgin Birth,is the Faith of the Episcopal 
Church, and every priest, before his ordination, has to put his signa¬ 
ture, to a deliberate and solemn declaration that he will, in all his 
ministry, conform to the “doctrine, discipline and worship of the 
Episcopal Church; and one of the formal vows which he makes in the 
presence of the congregation, immediately before the Bishop ordains 
him, is that he will minister the Christian doctrine, not according to 
his own conclusions, nor the conclusions of any higher critic, but as 

this Church hath received the same.” 

So much for the Apostles’ Creed. But even if it did not appear 
at all in the Prayer Book, our Modernist friends would not be rid of 
the doctrine of the Virgin Birth, for in the Te Deum the unqualified 
statement stands, “Thou didst humble Thyself to be born of a Virgin, 
and this is appointed to be read every day in the year at Morning 

Prayer. 
But again, even were the Te Deum omitted, we find in the Collect 

or principal prayer, set forth for Christmas day and for the six days 
following, the categorical statement that Christ was “born of a pure 

Virgin.” 

In the Holy Communion service for Christmas Day and for seven 
days thereafter, the statement is made that Christ “by the operation of 
the Holy Ghost was made very Man of the substance of the Virgin 

Mary, His Mother.” 

Logic is not a strong point with the Modernist, however they 
may claim that all things should be decided by the rule of mere human 
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reason, and one often sees them floundering’ hopelessly in trying to put 
two and two together; but if they would study their Prayer Book and 

make a simple arithmetical calculation, they would find that where the 
Ser'vices are used in the full measure, and with the frequency, contem¬ 

plated in the directions given, (that is, where a church has daily ser¬ 
vices), every priest so using them, is required to declare publicly his 
belief in the Virgin Birth nearly twelve hundred times every year. 

It is appalling to think of the moral deterioration that is inevit¬ 
able where a man, even if it be only two or three times every Sunday, 

deliberately and solemnly declares that he believes in that which in 
his heart he does not believe. Surely Bishop Lawrence does not give 
thought to this peril when he tells clergymen “who find it difficult, if 
not impossible, to accept the doctrine of the Virgin Birth,” that “with 
an honest heart they may join in the recital of the Creeds,” (Fifty 
Years, pp. 72-73). 

But the Episcopal Church is still on the witness stand. We are 
not yet through with her evidence. She has still another document 
to put into the record, which sets forth her doctrine. This is the 
Church Hymnal. 

In the Episcopal Church, the Hymnal is not a mere collection of 
sacred songs complied for congregational use by any experienced 
musician, but it is the Church’s official book of praise, adopted after 

years of minute consideration and discussion by the General Conven¬ 
tion, the Church’s highest legislative body. 

The present collection of hymns was laid before the Convention 
by a commission composed of learned theologians as well as of expe¬ 
rienced doctors of music, one of whom was Bishop Slattery, Dr. 
Bowie’s predecessor at Grace Church, New York, and now Bishop 
Coadjutor of Massachusetts. The Hymnal is very carefully edited 
that it may, in the form of praise, express with accuracy the teaching 
of the Church. Indeed Bishop Lawrence tells us that the Faith is 
set forth in hymns as definitely as in formal Creedsi. 

Among these hymns are many which state definitely that Christ 
was born of a Virgin. Perhaps the best known of these is the fa¬ 
mous Christmas hymn,“Adeste Fideles,”—“O come all ye faithful,” 
in which occurs the line from the Church of England version of the Te 
Deum, “Lo He abhors not the Virgin’s womb.” Another is Charles 

Wesley’s widely used, “Hark, the Herald Angels Sing,” in which 
Christ is declared to be the “Offspring of the Virgin’s womb.” 

Again there is the well-known hymn, “Of the Father’s love be¬ 
gotten,” containing the lines, 
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“When the Virgin full of grace. 
By the Holy Ghost conceiving, 
Bore the Saviour of our race.” 

“The Virgin bears the Infant, Avith virgin honor pure,” occurs in 

hymn 82. 

“In the arms of her who bore Him, 
Virgin pure, behold Him lie,” 

are two lines from the hymn the Church appoints to be sung on the 

Feast of the Purification, (February 2). 

“A Virgin born of David’s line 
Shall bear the promised Seed,” 

are the words which appear in the hymn of the Annunciation (March 
25); while the expression “Virgin Mother” occurs in hymn 506, the 

universally beloved “Silent Night, Holy Night. 
Let us now sum up this evidence for the Virgin Birth as it ap¬ 

pears from the official testimony, and in the formularies of that 
Church whose doctrine Bishop Lawrence, Dr. Parks, Dr. Grant, and 
others of their way of thinking, when they were ordained, took an oath 

to believe and teach. 

1. The only two documents in the New Testament which pre¬ 
tend for a moment to make any historical reference to the circum¬ 
stances of Christ’s birth and childhood, give full and detailed ac¬ 
counts of His Virgin Birth, and no higher critic, in spite of frantic 
efforts to that end, has been able to impugn the genuineness of these 

passages. 

2. The earliest known form of the Creed which goes back to Apos¬ 
tolic days, according to some high authorities, and to within a gener¬ 
ation of them according to the greatest living Modernist, Harnack,con¬ 

tains the words, “Born of the Virgin Mary.” 

3. Writers who were taught by the Apostles, or who w'ere born 
within a generation of their time, the authenticity of whose testimony 
has never been questioned, declare that in their day the Virgin Birth 

was held as a part of the Faith by all Christians in every part of the 

world. 

4. At the Reformation, when many doctrines were revised or re¬ 

jected, the Virgin Birth of Christ was not questioned by anybody, 

whether Catholic, Protestant, or Unitarian. 
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5. The Episcopal Prayer Book again and again states the Virgin 

Birth as a categorical fact which is to be taught and believed. She 
provides that priests and people shall make three declarations of it 

every day in the year where the daily Service is used. 
6. In her worship and praise, the Episcopal Church officially de¬ 

clares St. Mary to have been a “Virgin Mother,’’ and in many ap¬ 
pointed hymns teaches her people the fact of the Virgin Birth of 

Christ. 

Now for our conclusion. America is a free country. The writ of 
no Inquisition runs in these United States. If a man for conscience 
sake, or because he thinks his own intellectual conclusions infallible, 
or on any other ground, good or bad, wishes to do so, he is at liberty 
to reject the belief that Christ was born of a Virgin, or the whole of 
the Christian religion for that matter. No power exists to force him to 

conform to that which he does not believe. 
But, in the face of the testimony that has been here adduced ;in the 

face of the record the Episcopal Church presents to those who demand 
to know what her Faith is, these questions cannot be avoided: Can 
any man, in common sense or in common logic, deny that Christ was 
born of a Virgin, and still retain his position as one of her official 
teachers? If he does so, does he not stultify his intellect every time 
he uses her Offices or her Liturgy? Does he not make wreck of com¬ 
mon morality every time he professes with his lips what he denies in 

his heart? 
With no fear as to what the verdict will be, we leave these ques¬ 

tions to the jury of plain Christian men who are accustomed to say 

what they believe, and to believe what they say. 
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AS A great fundamental doctrine of the Chris¬ 
tian faith in the Apostles' time and in the cen¬ 
tury following, incorporated in the tradition, 

of the Church and proclaimed in her written docu¬ 
ments, the virgin birth was never questioned by those 
who professed to believe the Scriptures. Justin Mar¬ 
tin in A. D. 140 declared that the virgin birth was the 
universal belief to be accepted by every one calling 
himself a Christian. It is an integral part of all an¬ 
cient documents of the Gospels of Matthew and of Luke, 
as Harnack, leader of the higher critics, acknowledges, 
though at tlie same time, as one has said, he “naively 
suggests that some way be devised by which the pas¬ 
sages referring to it can be legitimately omitted” I 
It is in the heart of the Apostles’ Creed, which reaches 
hack into the first half of the second century, repre¬ 
senting the faith of all early Christians, and was only 
denied on a priori grounds by such philosophizing 
sects as the Ebionites, who denied the divinity of 
Christ, and the Docetists, who took the other extreme 
and denied him a real humanity. His combined deity 
and humanity was the thrilling mystery of all the Old 
Testament, while Spirit-filled men in all ages, like 
Nathaniel and Simeon, doubtless have known that in 
the Messiah God would in some way be clearly mani¬ 
fested in and through our humanity, although the man¬ 
ner of his coming remained a mystery. 

The references to the virgin birth in Genesis 3: IS, 
Isaiah 7: 14, and Jeremiah 31: 22 neither obviously nor 
necessarily refer to the Christ as born of a woman 
or of a virgin exclusive of an earthly father, but the 
moment the fact is revealed by the Spirit of God it is 
at once discovered that the laiiguage readily admits of 
and is exalted by such an interpretation; thus with 
the facts before one, the ancient purpose long hid¬ 
den in the counsels of God becomes plain. It appears 
to me also that the dignity of .such a revelation is 
greatly enhanced, ishrst? and'sacred a.s it must needs be, 
wnen me'full understanding follows t^ie event. Mat¬ 
thew inspired by the Holy Spirit translates the He¬ 
brew word “almah,” meaning a young v-oman, in 1^'-' 
iah 7:14, by the Greek word “parthevos, 
virgin; Luke also uses the same Greek word when 
he tells us that Gabriel was sent “to a virgin es^used 
to a man whose name was Joseph. Ihe Ula testa¬ 
ment with this blessed truth revealed becomes a once 
a new book, a fresh treasure house of the mmd and 
purposes of God; every page becomes illuminated vvdh 
this new and high conception which confers added dig¬ 
nity and meaning to its events as they develop through 
tlie centuries toward the working out of his plans. 

The Two Complementary Records 

While but one clear ^New Testament statement was 
needed to reveal the fact of the virgin birth, our 
Father in his infinite mercy has vouchsafed us two 
complementary records as the ground of OHT, P®’’ 
assurance in a matter so vital to fa'*. These ac¬ 
counts are those of the first chapters of Matthew and 
Luke, the former from the standpoint of Joseph, the 
husband, who gives the child his legal status and who 
names him Jesus, Saviour; and the latter, clearl> 
Mary's account of the divine overshadowing and the 
implLitation of the divine seed by ^h® .^oly Spmt 
Read both and carry them ever m mind in studjing 
tlie Scriptures, for an analysis detached ^''o™ ^ 
synthesis of Scripture may but serve to mar the sobri¬ 
ety, lofty purpose, and spiritual teauty of the narra¬ 
tives ” and as Bishop Moule of Durham has further 
said ’ “No isolated references can properly represent a 
subject so deeply interwoven into the very texture of 

^'^lScc *^he first Christian doctor, his calling being 
much in evidence in the medical terms he so oiten 
uses was a true scientist, saturated with the spirit 
of liis profession, careful and accurate as an investi¬ 
gator, and fully cognizant of the vital importance of 
the facts he was about to relate. He gives us, I be¬ 
lieve in his first forty-two words in the Greek, eight>- 
two ’in the English, without the slightest observable 
effort, the largest quantum of certainty and assur¬ 

ance ever expressed in equal compass in any language. 
Let us pause for a moment that we may receive a 
deeper impression, as Luke proceeds — to set forth m or¬ 
der a narrative —of things most surely believed among 
us — delivered over unto us — by eyewitnesses fro 
the beginning —ministers or servants of the "O'""-;" 
It seemed good to me, too, having had a perfect ui- 
derstanding — of all things — from the very rs 
(meaning also “from above’)—to w^te unto tliM 
in order — most excellent Theophilus (loved of God, 
and so we all are also Theophilites — compare John 

^ Where, I submit, in the world can one find more 
simply and naturally stated a greater and more justi¬ 
fiable assurance, as well as more comi^tent testimony, 
in a matter exceeding all other earthly interests ui 

One reason why some men have difficulty in 

understanding Bible truth is that they try to limit 

Almighty Ood to the realm of their own experience. 

Yet men are constantly forced to admit the fallacy 

of a similar position in the natural phenomena of 

every-day life. 

Speaking of the Virgin Birth some time ago, Dr, 

Kelly said: 

“The Virgin Birth upsets, as the coming of God 

to live on this earth ought to upset, all our precon¬ 

ceived notions. In this age of discovery it is folly 

to cry “impossible” because the thing proclaimed 

is new and outside of our own limited experiences. 

Only a few years ago radium was declared ‘utterly 

impossible ‘ by distinguished scientists, yet the ex¬ 

planation—that the phenomena of radium are due 

to the breaking up and setting loose of enormous 

forces locked up in the ‘ indivisible ’ atoms is now 

universally accepted. ” 

The entire series by Dr. Kelly, “ A Scientist s 

Belief in the Bible, . of which this is the sixth 

article, is covering the following topics: 

How I Came to My Present Faith 

When the Higher Criticism Challenged My Faith 

1 Believe the Bible to Be the Word of God 

Why I Accept the Bible Literally 

Why I Believe that Jesus Christ is God 

Why 1 Believe in the Virgin Birth 

Why 1 Believe in the Blood Atonement 

Why I Believe in the Bodily Resurrection 

Why I Believe Christ is Coming Again 

importance? Then, fearless as a scientist should ever 
be, Luke does not hesitate to begin his record with 
two well ascertained miraculous events, namely, the 
manner of the birth of the Messiah, the Son of David, 
and thiit of his servant, John the Baptist. It is sig¬ 
nificant-iO J'Ote the appropriateness of these declara¬ 
tions in that Matthew and Luke alone deal with our 
Lord’s childhood, w!;;]' Mar!: John have nothing 
on this head as it is apart from their purposes in writ- 
ioS- 

The logical course for those who reject these clear 
and positive declarations, integral parts of the Gospels 
of Matthew and Luke, is to join those old Docetists 
referred to above who rejected our Lord’s human na¬ 
ture. To do this, one must obliterate from memory 
the unimpeachable evidences to the contrary of the 
apostle and the physician, and then perhaps strive to 
erect a doctrine on the first verse of Mark, where 
Jesus is declared to be the “Christ, the Son of God.” 
Or there remains the alternative of the Ebionites, and 
of the Socinians who over fourteen hundred years 
later denied the divine nature. Names may change, 
but the weapons of the enemy are ever the old ones 
used centuries ago. Satan goes about like a roaring 
lion and is diligent, but he is not very resourceful, 
being for the most part only a poor old imitator; the 
trouble is that we are more easily entrapped than a 
silly fowl, for “Surely in vain the net is spread in the 
sight of any bird.” 



A Gr«kt Truth, Daily Confirmed 

The Bible being a living book, its right use soon 
genders conviction, and so as I read, unsophisticated 
and as a child, these lofty and spiritually beautiful 
narratives drive arrows of conviction deep into my 
heart, first arousing wonder, then adoration and ab¬ 
solute faith, and then follow the varied fruits of the 
life, while henceforth the truths vouchsafed by the 
Spirit of God are discerned by direct vision as one 
beholds the sweet light of the sun. If we have ab¬ 
sorbed this great truth already in childhood, it is con¬ 
firmed daily as one grows continually better acquainted 
with the Scriptures. The virgin birth is the great key 
to the Bible storehouse, nor is there any other which 
so quickly unlocks its precious secrets. If I reject the 
virgin birth, the New Testament becomes a dead, man¬ 
made letter, recounting the well-intentioned imagin¬ 
ings of honest but misguided men. Those who con¬ 
tinue to carp at the supposed “reticence” of Mark and 
John to dwell explicitly upon the virgin birth must 
take it upon themselves to determine for God our 
Father how many times he must repeat a matter be¬ 
fore they will admit it; forsooth a dangerous r9le 
for a homunculus flashing out of the night of eternity 
upon the earth for a few seconds, only to vanish like 
a wraith of the morning mist. 

But I do positively affirm that Mark and John and 
Paul, while not entering unnecessarily into the par¬ 
ticular circumstances, are yet so replete with this 

blessed doctrine of the virgin birth that I am aston¬ 
ished that this fact is not more regularly recognized 
and insisted upon. In Mark he is called both Son 
of God and Son of man, while the Father’s voice tes¬ 
tifies from Heaven at his baptism, “Thou art my be¬ 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” Even the 
affrighted unclean spirits bear testimony that he is 
the Holy One of God, and the Son of God, while all 
knew that he was the son of Mary living among them. 
Let then the burden of the proof rest on him who ob¬ 
jects, and let him explain how in any other than the sim¬ 
ple plain Biblical way Jesus could have been both Son 
of God and Son of man. 

John in the Gospel, in his First Epistle, and in Rev¬ 
elation, is undeniably clear as to Jesus’ eternal exist¬ 
ence and his deity; repeatedly we hear Jesus in John’s 
Gospel use the “I am,” the Old Testament name of 
God. John knew Mary, Jesus’ earthly mother, from 
the first, and to his care she was entrusted at the 
cross, and yet John avers that he wrote his Gospel 
“That ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the 
Son of God; and that believing ye. might have life 
through his name.” Again let me repeat it, John 
knew well that Mary was Jesus’ mother, and he it is 
who also reveals to us “That eternal life, which was 
with the Father, and was manifested unto us.” It is 
he, too, who in this First Epistle says warningly, “He 
is antichrist, that denieth the Father and the Son.” 
Let all who are inclined to be skeptical as to the vir¬ 
gin birth give heed to this Epistle written in large 
measure to prepare men for, and to combat, this lat¬ 
ter day deadly heresy, that of denying the Christ his 
heavenly birthright. 

And if Paul was not aware of the virgin birth, how 
otherwise shall we explain his statement in the sec¬ 
ond chapter of Philippians that, being in the form of 
God, Christ laid aside the insignia of his divine ma¬ 
jesty and assumed the form of a servant and was 
made in the likeness of men (as born of the virgin 
Mary) and even died upon the cross for us sinners 
whom he had pome to save? So saturated are Paul 
and John with this great, underlying, vivifying truth 
of his deity that one might more easily maintain from 
their writings that, while Christ was indeed God, he 
probably was not man at all! 

Vio Without the Virgin Birth 

He who violently wrenches the narrau’v’ta 
virgin birth from the New Testament, in order to be 
consistent must also uniformly expunge all other mir¬ 
acles and with them the atoning death, the resurrec¬ 
tion, the ascension, and the present mediatorial office 
of our Lord, as well as the presence here on earth 
to-day of his vicegerent, the Holy Spirit, whose per¬ 
sonality and blessed office then dwindle to an indefin¬ 
able “influence.” The virgin birth is gratefully con¬ 
fessed to-day, now some nineteen centuries after the 
event, by the Greek church, by all Catholics, and by 
all the evangelical churches of the world. In the 
Protestant Episcopal Church, where the daily services 
are fully used, this confession is repeated over a thou¬ 
sand times every year, calculates Father Hughson. 

Rob Christ of his deity, and every true Christian will 
at once cry out of a breaking heart, 1 hey have taken 
away my Lord, and I know not where they have lam 
him,” and never apain will one be moved by Ooa s 
Spirit to exclaim, “My Imrd and my C^d- 

A mere assent to the doctrine of a virgin birth as 
an article contained in a familiar and tirne-honorea 
creed means but little to him who repots it. ^ ' 
then, ought such a faith mean to the Church and w 
the individual ? To give it up would mean, I tninlc, 
just such a terrible wrench as one would experience 
when he learned that the mother-care and love w'hich 
had enshrined his life was after all but that ot a 
foster parent. Who can describe the rev^ulsion ot 
feeling experienced by one from whose heart was 
snatched this precious light, this revealing key ^ the 
Scriptures ? The denial of the virgin birth robs Christ 
of the glory he shares with the Father (Heb. i and 
2). To rob Christ of his humanity is to place God 
again at an infinite distance from sinners. If this is 
not true, then there can never be a reconciliation ot 
all creation to God and a final undoing of all sin. 
Then, I have lost my elder brother, my Kinsman- 
Redeemer. Nor is there any longer a God-given rep¬ 
resentative head of our race, who has bound the strong 
man and destroyed his works; there is no ap^le and 
great high priest at the throne of God. If (mrist is 
not God, then worship is denied him, and I have no 
Saviour to talk to in prayer. And, the cross, that age¬ 
long symbol of the passion of God for a lost world, 
loses its meaning. 

But enough of these negations, for the virgin birth 
is a fact fully established by competent testimony and 
abundant collateral evidences, believed by men all 
through the ages as a necessary factor in their salva¬ 

tion secured by an ever living, ever acting Saviour, 
viewed with wonder by angels in Heaven and acknowl¬ 
edged by the Father, with whom Christ, the God-man, 
our representative, endued with all power, is seated on 
his. right hand. To deny the virgin birth because of 

its miraculous nature is to deny the validity of all 
Scripture, which is but a continuous series of reve¬ 
lations of the mind and acts of God, and as such is 
miraculous throughout. 

Baltimore. 



Are These Discredited Dogmas? 
A few weeks ago (in ifs issue of January 23) The 

Sruiday School Times published the letter of the pub¬ 
lisher'of a secular newspaper in Missouri, who was 
unsparingly frank in his condemnation of Modern¬ 
ism. This Southern business man showed that he be- 
lieves and rejoices in the whole Word of God. One 
of his trenchant statemarts was the following; 

I would rather trust a bunch of blind men to take a - 
few old lanterns and a string of lightning bugs some 
day at high noon and go out to examine the noonday 
sun and analyze it, by the power of the lanterns and the 
lightning bugs, than to trust Modernism advocates to 
take their own light and examine and analyze the Sun 
of Righteousness and the Word that reveals him. 

Now comes another Southerner, this time a former 
Louisiana pastor, who is equally outspoken in liis con¬ 
demnation of the old faith,—or of those who are 
^'stubbornly devoted” to the old faith. ^ Here is his 
trenchant letter to The Sunday School Times: 

There are departments of The Sunday School Times 
dealing with current problems and solutions and mat¬ 
ters of method that are worth the price of subscription; 
but the editorial outlook is so obscurantist, so stub¬ 
bornly devoted to discredited dogmas, that those who 
wish the Gospel of Jesus to have free course and be 
glorified must oppose its reading as widely as they can. 
When the Times moves from the Eighteenth into the 
Twentieth Century I shall become its promoter.—A For- 

mer Louisiana Pastor. 

It might have been more accurate to'criticize The 
Sunday School Times for living in the First Century 
rather than in the Eighteenth. For the Times_ holds, 
with unshakable and uncompromising conviction, to 
the dogmas, or teachings, that were given by God 
through men once for all, with final authority, in the 
Book that was completed during the First Century_ of 
the Christian era. Indeed, the Times can be fairly 
criticized for being even more old-fashioned than that, 
for it believes with equal conviction in the integrity 
and authenticity of the earliest portions of the" same 
Book, which were written some fifteen hundred years 
before even, that First Century, or a millennium and a 
half before Christ’s earthly incarnation. _ " 

Is it a “discredited dogma” that “All Scripture is 

given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doc¬ 
trine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in 
righteousness: that the man of God may be perf^t, 
thorouglily furnished uii/to all good works”? (2 Tini. 
3; 16, 17.) The word "obscurantist” is a favorite 
one anxiiig Modernists, and is applied frciiuently to 
those who believe that the whole Bible i.s the Word 
of God, by tliose who reject parts of Goel’s Word. 
But is it obscurantism to believe that God’s "VVord is 
a lamp unto my feet, and a light unto my path” (Fs<t. 
119: 105), or is the one who does not believe this m 
danger of obscuring the light tlrat is in liim, and run¬ 
ning the risk of the Lord’s condemnation, “If therefore 
the ligiit that is in thee be darkness, how great is that 
darkness!” (Matt. 6:23.) 

Someof the “discredited dogmas” for which The Sun¬ 
day School Times stands, and to wlrich it is not asliamed 
of being devoted, are these: 

The unique, supernatural, plenary and verbal Inspi¬ 
ration of the entire Bible in its original autograph 
manuscripts, resulting in infallible perfection of accu¬ 
racy in all its records, as much in matters that involve 
history and science as in prophecy and spiritual truth. 

The Trinity of the Godhead; God in three Persons, 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, equal in being and glory. 

The Fall and ruin of the entire human race through 
the sin of the first man Adam, resulting in that con¬ 
dition of all human beings, by nature, described in God’s 
Word as “dead in trespasses and sins” (Eph. 2:1). 

The Deity of Jesus Christ, eternally ^the Son of 
God, who became, in His incarnation, the Son of man. 

The Virgin Birth of Jesus Christ. 

Salvation for men only through the substitutionary 
death of Christ on the cross, consummated by his shed 
blood as man’s sin-bearer, “Who his own self bare 
our sins in his own body on the tree” (i Pet. 2:24). 

The Resurrection of Jesus Christ, the third day after 
his crucifixion, in the same body in which he was cru¬ 
cified and died; having been “delivered for our of¬ 
fences,” he “was raised again for our justification” 
(Rom. 4; 25). 

Regeneration, or the new birth of those who con¬ 
fess with their mouth the Lord Jesus, and believe in 
their heart that God hath raised him from the dead 
(Rom. 10; 9), and to whom, thus receiving him by faith, 
“gave he power to become the sons of God, even to 
them that believe on his name: which were born, not 
of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of 
man, but of God” (John i; 12, 13). 

The personal, visible, bodily, immineiiit Return of 
the Lord Jesus Christ to this earth, because “this same 
Jesus, which is taken up from you into heaven, shall 
so come in like manner as ye have seen him go into 
heaven” (Acts i;ii). 

The Resurrection of the bodies of all men, “they that 
have done good, unto the resurrection of life; and they 
that have done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation” 
(John S: 29). 

For those who are saved by faith, through the suffi¬ 
cient sacrifice of the Son of God, — “for there is none 
other name under heaven given among men. whereby 
we must be saved” (Acts 4: 12), — eternal blessedness 
in the presence and fellowship of God; and for the lost, 
“them that know not God, and that obey not the Gos¬ 
pel of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . everlasting destruc¬ 
tion from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory 
of his power” (2 Thess. i: 8, 9), “the second death,” in 
which “whosoever was not found written in the book 
of life was cast into the lake of fire” (Rev. 20; 14, 15). 

These brief statements, while they do not cover all 
that would be included in a comprehensive declaration 
of faith, are the teachings of the Word of God, in “the 
faith which was once for all delivered unto the saints” 
(Jude 3). The Sunday School Times, with countless 
others, knows that those who reject these or any other 
teachings of God will be discredited in the presence of 
God; and it ui'ges upon all, while yet there is time, 
to seek out the faithful Word of (jod and say, with 
the Psalmist, “Thy testimonies have I taken as an herit¬ 
age forever; for they are the rejoicing of my heart” 
(Psa. 119: III). 



I-ebruary 13, 1926 A K E L I G I O U S W E E K L Y R E V I E W 207 

Christian outlook, central in the curriculum. The failure of the Church to train her leaders in knowl- 

failure of the Christian Church to make a Christian edge which will help them to go about intelligently 

world is, in my opinion, in large part due to the to build a Christian world. 

What About The Virgin Birth? 
By WILLIAM PIERSON MERRILL 

Dr. Merrill is pastor of the Brick Presbyterian 

Church of New York city and a member of the edi¬ 

torial council of Christian Work. His most re¬ 

cent books include, “The Common Creed of Chris¬ 

tians,” “The Freedom of the Preacher,” and “Lib¬ 

eral Christianity.”—The Editors. 

HROUGH all the ages the Church has be¬ 

lieved, with unbroken and unvarying convic¬ 

tion, that our Lord was born of a virgin, by 

direct act of the Spirit of God, and not by natural 

generation. Recently a considerable, and probably 

a growing, number have been led to doubt or ques¬ 

tion this fact. That this is more than a manifesta¬ 

tion of scepticism is plainly evidenced by the devout¬ 

ness, faith, and Christian character of many who 

raise the question. 

Naturally the Church is agitated. To extremists, 

on the one hand, it seems incredible that any real 

Christian believers should doubt so well-established 

a fact. To extremists, on the other hand, it seem.s 

incredible that the Church should cling with such 

passion and tenacity to a fact of so slight importance. 

As always in time of controv'ersy, rash words have 

been spoken, and hasty assumptions taken as fixed 

positions. 

The great desiderata are that each side shall un¬ 

derstand the other, and that all shall know the facts. 

There is need for conference, frankness, consider¬ 

ateness, patience, prayer, courtesy. It is no time 

for one-sided dogmatic assertions. No man who 

has not fairly and sympathetically faced the facts as 

the man on the other side sees them, has any right 

to judge. What impresses one most is the extent of 

blind, unreasoning dogmatism on the one side and 

the other, and the lack of calm, open-minded con¬ 

sideration of all the facts,—particularly the facts 

which seem to the other man to uphold his view. 

It has seemed that a calm and brief survey of the 

facts might be helpful. It is too much to hope that 

the survey is complete. But the writer earnestly 

hopes that all will see that it is honest and, so far as 

that is possible to a small human mind, free from 

bias. He has honestly tried to give all the facts 

which everybody ought to know. 

Why Many Strongly Hold to the Virgin Birth 

1. Because it is directly and plainly stated as a 

fact in the Gospel narrative. 

Here is a weighty reason for all who take the 

Bible as their authority. The Virgin Birth is plain¬ 

ly stated as an absolute fact, in a way that cannot 

be explained away by any sort of ingenuity. You 

cannot make any thing else out of what is said in 

Matthew and Luke but that Jesus was born of a 

virgin, and not of human fatherhood. 

2. The way the fact is stated is an additional 

argument. One who would account for it as a 

myth needs to compare the narrative in Matthew 1, 

and Luke 1. with the apocryphal gospels, or with 

myths of other religions, to see and appreciate the 

utter difference of spirit and style. The fact is given 

so simply, so delicately, so reverently, so beautifully, 

with so light a touch. The very atmosphere of sin¬ 

cere narration of fact breathes in it. 

Worthy of note also, in this connection, is the fact 

that the stories of the Virgin Birth reflect so won¬ 

derfully the point of view of their time. Were they 

the creations of later thought or feeling, put back 

into the early accounts, they could scarcely have 

the flavor of pious Judaism, of apocalyptic hope and 

expectation, which so strongly tinges them. The 

angel’s promise to Mary, Mary’s hymn, the hymn 

of Zacharias, all these are exactly what devout Jews 

of the pre-Christian time would produce, what later 

Christian ages could not produce. 

3. Impressive also is the acknowledged trust¬ 

worthiness of one, at least, of the narrations. Critics 

object to Matthew as too greatly influenced by the 

desire to find fulfilments of prophecy. But more and 

more sound historical criticism tends to support 

strongly the trustworthiness and carefulness of Luke 

as a historian. The most conspicuous witness here 

is Harnack, who holds that Luke wrote both the 

Gospel and the Acts, finished the Acts before the end 

of Paul’s imprisonment (and therefore the Gospel 

still earlier), and is to be depended on as a careful 

historian. When such a writer makes so unequiv¬ 

ocal a statement as that regarding the Virgin Birth, 

it is worthy of respect and careful attention. 

4. A fourth reason why many strongly hold this 

fact is the unbroken testimony of the Church to it 

from the very beginning. One must be an individual¬ 

ist indeed, with little or no sense of the meaning of 

the Church, who would treat lightly or reject readily 

a fact or a doctrine held with such unanimity through 
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the ages. Certainly the burden of proof is on those 

who would reject it. 
5. A fifth reason should be mentioned, sentiment. 

We may discount sentiment, and call it irrational; 

but it is mighty and tenacious. Men and women do 

not want to give up this as fact. It seems so in- 

wrought with art and literature, with prayer and 

worship and creed, with the exaltation of the mother 

and child throughout Christendom, that to many it 

seems a blessed and beautiful treasure, to question 

which is almost blasphemy. 

We have but touched on these reasons. They are 

very strong. No one is prepared, however clear his 

mind on the matter, to question the fact of the Vir¬ 

gin Birth, who does not know and appreciate the 

force of these reasons, and is not prepared to give 

full and considerate and patient regard to them. A 

fact or a doctrine so strongly held, and for such 

reasons, is not to be lightly assailed or questioned. 

JFhy Some Feel Compelled to Doubt It 

It is a simple fact that some sincere, reverent, 

devout men and women, Christians by every rightful 

test, feel that they cannot affirm the Virgin Birth 

as a fact. 
It is easy to say that this is due to a prejudice 

against the miraculous, or to a naturalistic (or anti- 

supernaturalistic) bias, or to a lack of real faith in 

the deity of our Lord. The plain answer is that 

these allegations are not true of many of those who 
doubt or question this particular fact. They be¬ 

lieve heartily in the absolute deity of Christ and 

hold strongly to the possibility of miracles and the 

actuality of many of them. They are supernatural¬ 

ists. Yet they hesitate to affirm the Virgin Birth as 

a fact of history; some of them positively disbe¬ 

lieve it. 
Why is this? Here are some of the reasons. 

Every champion of the Virgin Birth should consider 

these reasons seriously, patiently, generously, lest 

he misjudge his brethren. 

1. The lack of absolute clearness In the Scriptural 

testimony. 
The New Testament Itself raises questions. As 

we have said, nothing can be clearer than the state¬ 

ments in Matthew and Luke regarding the Virgin 

Birth. But careful, free-minded students of the Bible 

learn that we must take it all, and not trust to any 

one or two statements, however plain or positive. 

Certainly Biblical statements seem to conflict. Take 

a single instance: In the twenty-fourth chapter of 

Exodus we are told plainly and positively that some 

seventy men “saw the God of Israel.” The state¬ 

ment could not be more flat and plain. It cannot 

be explained away. Later in the same book Moses 

is allowed to see Jehovah’s back. 

Yet a later writer says positively, “No man hath 

seen God at any time” (John 1 :18.) We do not get 

the teaching of the Bible until we take both state¬ 

ments into the account. Then we understand that 

some very plain, straightforward statements may be 

poetical and imaginative, rather than literal. 

Going on through the Gospels, we notice such 

facts as these: 

a. Everywhere, save in these opening passages, 

Jesus is referred to as the “son of Joseph.” There 

is not a hint of anything unusual in His birth. Mary 

herself speaks to Jesus of Joseph as “thy father.” 

b. Jesus’ brethren did not believe in Him, and 

they and His mother thought Him mad because of 

His high claims and public actions. Is such an atti¬ 

tude conceivable if they knew of His unique nature 

by birth ? 

c. It is strange, to say the least, that according 

to Luke, Mary is informed by the angel in advance 

of what is to come; yet, according to Matthew, Jo¬ 

seph knew nothing of it until so much time had 

elapsed that he noticed her condition. Is it conceiv¬ 

able that she would have said nothing to him of the 

message of the angel? She is said to have talked 

freely with Elizabeth. Why not with her betrothed ? 

d. The very Gospels which state the Virgin Birth 

give genealogies of our Lord which trace His de¬ 

scent through Joseph, not through Mary. Why 

should they do this, if the Virgin Birth were the ac¬ 

cepted fact? 
The object of the genealogies seems to be to show 

our Lord’s descent from David. A good deal is 

made In the New Testament of Jesus’ Davidic de¬ 
scent. Now there is clear evidence that Joseph was 

a descendant of David. There is not a shred of evi¬ 

dence that Mary was of David’s line. Her rela¬ 

tives were of the tribe of Levi. If “our Lord sprang 

out of Judah,” must it not have been through Jo¬ 

seph? 

It is a sobering, arresting fact, that if one leaves 

out three verses in Matthew and two verses in Luke, 

the consistent, unvarying impression from those Gos¬ 

pels, as from the other two, is that Jesus was born 

as other men are, of a human father and mother. 

All these facts can be dealt with, and explained. 

But their cumulative evidence, taken in their plain 

sense, is not light. 

2. The silence of the rest of the New Testament. 

The argument from silence is of course a precari¬ 

ous one. Because a writer does not mention some¬ 

thing, it does not prove that he did not know of it. 

But when we find, as we do, that the Virgin Birth 

is absolutely ignored by Mark, John, Paul, and all 

the rest of the New Testament, it raises serious ques¬ 

tions. Either they did not know of this doctrine, or 

they Ignored it. If they did not know of it, where 

was it? If they Ignored it, how can it be considered 

an essential of Christianity? Here is Paul, giving 

his soul and his life to convincing the world of the 

deity of Christ. Yet not a word about the Virgin 

Birth. Here is John, definitely stating that he wrote 

his Gospel in order that men might believe “that 

Jesus is the Son of God;” yet he ignores a fact or 

doctrine which a recent writer declares so essential 
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to faith in our Lord’s divinity that one cannot have 

a divine Lord unless He was born of the Holy Spirit 

and a virgin. The silence of John and Paul does not 

disprove the fact of the Virgin Birth. Of course 

not. But does it not decisively stamp it as unessen¬ 

tial? What other conclusion is possible? Can we 

blame men for hesitating to accept as an essential 

and integral part of their faith something not men¬ 

tioned by John, Paul, the author of Hebrews, and 
our Lord Himself? 

3. The lack of practical and theological value. 

The atonement, the resurrection, the deity of our 

Lord—these make a difference. We preach them. 

They take hold of our souls. What practical value 

has the fact of the Virgin Birth? Were souls ever 
saved by it? 

What theological value has it? Theologians have 

tried to show that it has value for theology. Their 

arguments are at best plausible. They seem to 
many inconclusive. 

a. It has been said that our Lord could not really 

be Son of God except through the Virgin Birth. 

But the true and accepted doctrine is not that Jesus 

became Son of God through His birth; but, as the 

Westminster Catechism finely puts it, that “the Son 

of God became man’’ by the process of birth. 

A well-known preacher, in a sermon recently pub¬ 

lished, declares that the only way in which Christ 

could be Son of God was through having the Holy 

Spirit as His Father, and the Virgin Mary as His 

mother. The writer of those words was doubtless 

all unaware that he was falling into the Arian heresy, 

condemned at Nicaea sixteen hundred years ago. 

The orthodox faith is not that the Son of God 

began to be nineteen hundred years ago, but that it 

was God the Son who then became man. Is there 

any philosophical reason why that could be accom¬ 

plished through the use of one human parent, and 

not through the use of two? The wonder is God 

becoming man at all. Passing through the gate of 

normal birth is not in the least inconsistent with the 

incarnation. The birth from a virgin seems to have 

no necessary connection with the doctrine of our 

Lord’s divinity. 

b. It has been urged that the Virgin Birth was 

necessary in order to save our Lord from the taint 

of original sin which rests on all who proceed from 

Adam “by ordinary generation.’’ But this seems to 

involve the monstrous notion that original sin comes 

wholly from the father; or the equally abhorrent 

idea that there is something inherently sinful in 

wedded love. In Jewish law it was the mother who 

was purified after childbirth. Roman Catholics try 

to escape this dilemma by declaring that Mary also 

was conceived of the Holy Spirit. But this only 

pushes the difficulty a step back. Given any human 

parentage at all, the human inheritance is there. 

c. The claim has been made that, in order to have 

redemption, a new order of man was necessary: and 

that the Virgin Birth brought about this new human¬ 

ity, giving a fresh start to the race, or to a part of it. 

But to many this argument seems loose, inconclu¬ 

sive, and fanciful. Christ is indeed the second Adam, 

through whom believers enter a new experience of 

life, free from the drag of the old. But that ex¬ 

perience is wholly and absolutely spiritual. If a new 

physical nature was necessary to start the new order 

of humanity, why was it not equally necessary that 

that new physical nature be transmitted? It is in 

the Spirit that Christ makes us new men; how does 

the question whether He had one human parent or 

two affect that spiritual transformation, or His 

power to bring it about in us ? 

Theologians have so far failed to make out a 

convincing case for the theological importance of the 

Virgin Birth. And it is not hard to appreciate the 

position of those who ask why they shall be required 

to hold as essential a fact or doctrine so lacking in 
practical or theological value. 

4. Perhaps the strongest reason why some reject 

or doubt the fact of the Virgin Birth is that it seems 

to involve certain unfortunate implications, or to lie 

open to unfortunate misconstructions, to which the 

mind of our day is particularly sensitive. 

a. It seems to militate against the real comrade¬ 

ship of Christ, and to weaken the pull and power of 

His example as a challenge to our living. 

The Christianity of our day is peculiarly im¬ 

pressed with the importance of following Christ, of 

walking “in His steps,” of obeying Him. We see in 

Him not only the full revelation of what God is, 

but also the perfect revelation of what man should 

be. To do as Jesus did and to be as Jesus was, is 
our goal. 

Now, to put it bluntly, it seems to many as if the 

Virgin Birth gave our Lord a handicap, an unnatural 

advantage, which weakens greatly the force and 

reality of His example. If He started thus differ¬ 

ently from us, then it is hard to see how He was 

“tempted in all points like as we are.” His example 

becomes unreal. It is as if some winged Ariel, flit¬ 

ting easily from crag to crag, called to us, “If I can 

climb the mountain, why cannot you?” It seems a 

real and a great loss, if thus we lose the reality of 

the human example and companionship of Jesus, the 

challenge of His perfect obedience and hard won 
victory. 

b. The Virgin Birth seems also to be somewhat 

closely entangled with one of the most false and 

harmful ideas which have persistently haunted the 

mind of man—the notion that the sex life is naturally 

unclean or sinful, and that virginity is higher, purer, 

more acceptable to God, than is married life. 

Think of the immense emphasis laid on the supe¬ 

rior virtue of virginity in the Roman Catholic 

Church, the celibacy of the clergy, and of monks and 

nuns, going right along with the exaltation of the 

virgin mother. One can understand why Romanists 
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should defend the Virgin Birth. It fits their ideal of 

life. But we Protestants reject the whole tlieory of 

the superiority of virginity. We believe that wedded 

love is essentially pure and holy, as holy as anything 

to he found on God’s earth. We believe our chil¬ 

dren spring out of something beautiful and Godlike, 

not something sinful and shameful. 

Farseeing and right-minded educators are trying 

to bring about a healthier and truer view of sex and 

of sex relations than has obtained in the past. Can 

it be wondered at if they hesitate to accept the view 

of our Lord’s birth which seems to lend itself to 

sanctioning the ancient view that virginity is purer 

than marriage, and that there is something inher¬ 

ently unclean about normal wedded life? Of course 

the Virgin Birth does not necessarily put a stigma 

upon normal marriage; it may be used to glorify it; 

but, when the matter seems to be at all in doubt, it is 

not strange that the healthy mind of our time, in its 

strong reaction against the morbid ideas of sex that 

have prevailed so long, naturally prefers to believe 

that our Lord came in a way to sanction our normal 

human life and relationships. 

These reasons are strong, and are worthy of re¬ 

spectful and sympathetic consideration. 

Things That Should Not Be Said 

It is not within the province of such a brief and 

popular summary as this to draw conclusions. But 

certain suggestions come to us all from a review of 
these facts. 

a. In view of these facts, no one should say that 

the stories about the birth of Jesus are one in kind 

with the stories of the intercourse of Greek gods 

with women, or other stories of miraculous birth. It 

is sufficient to read these stories and catch their tone, 

and then read the infancy narratives in Matthew 

and Luke, to see that they are as far apart as the 

stars are from the light of a smouldering garbage 

heap. 

b. No one should say, or imply, that those who 

hold to the Virgin Birth are blindly clinging to an 

irrational tradition. Strong reasons support their 

position, as we have seen. 

c. No one should say that those who reject or are 

unable to affirm tbe Virgin Birth are unbelievers, or 

hold a low view of the deity of our Lord. They 

have their strong reasons, as we have seen, reasons 

which do not involve any lack of sound faith in our 

Lord’s perfect deity. 

d. No one should say that the alternative to ac¬ 

ceptance of the Virgin Birth is the belief that our 

Lord was an illegitimate child. Those who are con¬ 

strained to doubt tbe fact of the Virgin Birth be¬ 

lieve that our Lord was born of the pure and lov¬ 

ing wedlock of two pure and loving parents, chosen 

of the Lord for their high privilege. They are as 

ready to affirm faith in His sinless conception and 

holy birth as are those who hold the accepted posi¬ 

tion. 

T Simple Conclusion 

One cannot say what another should decide on the 

basis of these facts. “Let every man be fully per¬ 

suaded in his own mind.’’ But there is a simple 

conclusion to which we are all irresistibly drawn by 

these facts, taken together. It is that all of us 

should be extremely patient, considerate, open- 

minded, fair; slow to pass judgment, generous each 

to the other’s position. The Church should be care¬ 

ful about declaring essential a fact with regard to 

which so many devout souls have serious and strong 

objections. Still more should all be careful not to 

treat lightly a fact so closely interwoven with the 

life and faith of the Church through all the ages. 

It is a time for considerateness, tolerance, fair- 

mindedness, readiness to wait and confer and study 

and think. Above all, it is a time for exercising the 

Golden Rule, and keeping the one great command¬ 

ment, that we love one another. 

The Winning of John MacLaughlin 
By HENRY H. BARSTOW 

We are glad to present this prize winning story 

in the contest for ministers on the subject, “The 

Happiest Experience of my Life.” Mr. Barstow 

is pastor of the Calvary Presbyterian Church of 

Auburn, New York, and an occasional contributor 

of both poetry and prose to our columns.—The 

Editors. 

TELL the story of John MacLaughlin. That 

was not his name, but it will serve my purpose, 

and reveals his native stock and characteristics. 

He was born in the Isle of Man. His early life was 

spent on the sea. There he added to his Scotch qual¬ 

ities a rough and ready spirit, and a brooding mysti¬ 

cism that is apt to thrive where, for the most part, 

the limitations of life are above and below and not 

on the right hand or the left. 

When first I knew him he was well past seventy, 

long retired from a sailor’s life, but still retaining 

the ruggedness that the sea begets. He had lived 

the usual life of a sailor, seeking his pleasures where 

they came most handily and most intensely. Drink 

had left its mark on his manhood; but in an hour 
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sincere man. The title of the book, “The Inescap¬ 

able Christ,” was supjgested by Francis Thompson’s 

striking poem, “Hound of Heaven.” My readers 

will remember how this poem—one of the greatest 

outbursts of genius of the last century—pictures 

the tireless pursuit of the love of God after the 

wayward, defiant, fugitive souls of men. It is ex¬ 

pressed again in George Matheson’s beautiful 

hymn, “O love that will not let me go.” The soul 

cannot escape Jesus Christ if it would—neither, ac¬ 

cording to Dr. Bowie, can our modern civilization. 

Always it finds it must come back to Christ if it 

would save itself. As John Hutton has strikingly 

put it, it is either Christ or chaos. Dr. Bowie says: 

“So down the roadways of our restless time come 

the feet of the inescapable Christ. In mind and 

will we may flee Him down many by-ways; but the 

reality that is in Him cannot be outdistanced nor 

denied. I seem to hear the echo of those footsteps 

through our world today, and the simple purpose 

of this writing is to ask others, Do you hear them 
too ?” 

Dr. Bowie opens his book with a chapter on the 

quest of reality in religion. The striking thing is, 

he tells us, that men have tried everything human 

experience furnishes or mind can conceive, down to 

the materialism of our later days, and found it all 

empty of reality for religion. At last they have 

discovered that Christ is the only reality and the 

goodness which He has revealed irresistible. In the 

next chapter Dr. Bowie considers the modern doc¬ 

trine of self-expression, a doctrine very much in 

our ears in these days—in books, poems, dramas, 

and even art. Inasmuch as it means unfettered 

self-expression, individualistic, regardless of what 

our instincts are, it has been found barren, a sham, 

and making for anarchy. As Dr. Bowie said the 

other day: “We are not in the world to express 

ourselves, but to express God.” Dr. Bowie shows 

us that in Christ we get true self-expression because 

He expresses the divine. We are learning that 

there is no hope either for our own souls or for 

civilization until we learn this self-expression. 

Again, Christ is inescapable. 

Beginning with the fourth chapter. Dr. Bowie 

develops his main thesis that Christ is big enough 

for all the needs of men. Indeed that only in Him 

can they find their needs satisfied and room for ful¬ 

filment of their highest life. There are chapters 

on “The Inclusiveness of Christ,” “The Simplicities 

of Christ,” “The Formidableness of Christ,” de¬ 

veloping here the idea that no man and no nation 

and no church can divide the ultimate authority of 

those realities of the spirit which Jesus 'has re¬ 

vealed. This part of the book is closed with a 

chapter on “The Gladness of Christ.” In Christ 

the world finds its true joy and happiness, “the only 

imperishable gladness to him whose life is linked 

with God.” One links his life to God through 

Christ. There is also a chapter devoted to the sig¬ 

nificance of the Church. “If you believe that the 

world would be a nobler and more thrilling place 

with Christ in it, then should you not link up your 

life with those men and women who today are striv¬ 

ing to make the Church the body in which the 

spirit of Christ even now shall live and move?” 

F. L. 

Other Books on Our Shelf 

The Galilean 
By Nathaniel Micklem. George H. Doran Com¬ 

pany. pp. 157. $1.75. 

No one can read this little volume without being 

profoundly moved to a deeper appreciation and un¬ 

derstanding of Jesus in relation to His own 

time and to our modern day. The simple, digni¬ 

fied, yet straightforward, style in which the book is 

written alone commends it. As Professor Mick¬ 

lem states in his preface, he makes “no apology for 

the simple and untechnical language” used in the 

presentation of a subject of such universal interest. 

He is writing primarily in “the interest of the gen¬ 

eral reader.” But the author has no need of such 

modesty; the expert in metaphysical jargon as well 

as the way-faring man may profit by this study of 

religion. This is not “another book” upon an ex¬ 

haustless theme, but one that answers a real need 
in Interpreting Jesus to our day. 

In answer to the question, “What is Religion?” 

the author points the reader to Jesus of Nazareth, 

the supremely religious character. In Him, “divln- 

est when Thou most art man,” we see religion at 

work. In the author’s skilful and buoyant portrayal 

of Jesus as carpenter, healer, friend, reformer, 

teacher, and Son of God we learn that “religion 

and salvation are a state of the soul, a determination 

of personality, which is the right attitude to reality, 

to life and experience and God and man;” it Is recon¬ 

ciliation with life and man and the Father God 

through the awakening In us of that same disposi¬ 

tion or attitude manifested by Jesus. This theme 

the author deftly develops through the seven chap¬ 

ters. The book should prove of particular value to 

religious teachers and workers. 

N. W. H. 

The Aim of Jesus Christ 
By William Forbes Cooley. The Macmillan 

Company, pp. 227. $2. 

Of the writing of books about Jesus there is no 

end and we sometimes find ourselves questioning 

if the significance of their contribution warrants 

their existence. This study will commend itself to 

the reader for its careful scholarship and its ap¬ 

proach sympathetic to the motives of Jesus. The 

object is more than just another life of Christ, or a 

study of His teachings. “The main inquiry is as 

to the aim of Jesus Christ—what He sought to do. 
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and how He hoped to do it. Upon the result of that 

inquiry must depend our conclusions as to what He 

would have done now.” Dr. Cooley follows mod¬ 

ern scholarship in taking the synoptic gospels for 

his main source material, reminding us that even 

these were not written primarily with an historical 

purpose. Jesus’ first reference to His ideal was to 

“literal relief of distress—an humanitarian service 

of Israel,” so we may think of Him not as a religious 

radical but rather the “supreme prophet of the new 

social order.” The Church which proposes to fol¬ 

low Christ will “resolutely espouse the cause of hu¬ 

manity in the present world. . . . The prime Chris¬ 

tian duty . . . is to return to the aim of Jesus 

Christ, and to seek to realize the opening petitions 

of the Lord’s prayer.” Not all will agree with the 

author’s analysis of his sources, yet it may be ex¬ 

pected that most readers will find themselves in ac¬ 

cord with the main conclusions as to the aims of 

Jesus and the duty of the present day Church to 

return from “traditionalism and gnosticism,” and 

“address itself wholeheartedly to the task be¬ 

queathed to it by its dying Lord.” W. D. K. 

The Twelve Minor Prophets 

By George Robinson. George H. Doran Com¬ 

pany, pp. 203. $2. 

The author calls this a “little handbook” intended 

to assist Bible classes to become acquainted with the 

times and teachings of the minor prophets. He aims 

“first, to present the wonderful messages of these 

immortal preachers in their own historical setting 

and environment; and, second, to emphasize their 

permanent value to the world of today.” He makes 

no claim to originality and has “avoided the ex¬ 

treme positions either of tradition or criticism . . . 

Reverence has not always been critical, and criti¬ 

cism has not always been reverent. What is needed 

is to combine the tone and temper of the old school 

with the more scientific methods of the new, and 

both schools will be bettered by the fusion,” accord¬ 

ing to Melville Scott. The student will find the book 

suggestive and will discover little with which to dis¬ 

agree in the outlines, interpretations of the great 

messages, or the suggestions as to permanent values 

of these prophets. In the light of modern scholar¬ 

ship it seems that the author takes too easily his 

placing of Joel, Obadiah, and Jonah among the 

earlier prophets, and he rather overemphasizes the 

importance of their order in the Hebrew canon. 

He takes the book of Jonah as historical and bio¬ 

graphical, the story of the fish and all, which brings 

him to the obvious conclusion that “Jonah himself 

stands relatively very low in the catalog of Old 

Testament prophets” although the hook of Jonah is 

of high value. The whole matter, however, “is a 

question of interpretation rather than of faith,” and 

we are allowed to choose between legend, allegory, 

or history. The author’s classification of the im¬ 

February 13, 1926 

portant messages and striking passages of each 

prophet deserves mention. 

W. D. K. 

What Jesus Read 

By Thomas JValker. Charles Scribner’s Sons, 

pp. 125. $1.50. 

What did Jesus read? What did He owe to His 

ancestral religion? In what ways did He depart 

from the best Judaism of His day, and how did He 

reveal His Independence of spirit and message? 

Dr. Walker discusses these questions in three chap¬ 

ters of this small book—“The Reading of Jesus,” 

“The Dependence of Jesus,” and “The Independ¬ 

ence of Jesus.” He finds that many well-to-do people 

possessed large numbers of books, and that book 

lovers among the poorer classes were able to pur¬ 

chase a few that were sacred to them, while the 

larger synagoges of Capernaum afforded many op¬ 

portunities to read the writings of Judaism. He 

finds that Jesus was well read: that He knew what 

others said upon the subjects He taught. “The in¬ 

debtedness of Jesus to His own ancient church, it is 

very difficult to over-estimate. . . . Probably two- 

thirds of what is recorded of His teachings could 

he very accurately described as just the excellent 

Judaism of His time, given in all its fine purity by 

one who knew in his heart the clear well of the 

Torah.” He did not hesitate to use the truth wher¬ 

ever He found it. But He was not a slave to the 

past, no matter how good that past was. He showed 

His independence and originality in the one-third 

of His recorded teaching not found in Judaism; and 

in this one-third the difference between Judaism and 
Christianity is apparent. 

Dr. Walker analyses this one-third of the teach¬ 

ing of Christ with care, candor and skill, and con¬ 

cludes that “on these points it does not seem pos¬ 

sible any longer to deny the originality of the mind 

of Jesus. In these He stepped out in advance of 

the mind of His time—He left the teaching of the 

Judaism ef His day behind Him. There was noth¬ 

ing in His reading, however excellent, that took Him 

so far. For the origin of these things in His teach¬ 

ing, which began a new movement in religion, one 

must turn to His own marvelously resourceful per¬ 

sonality, morally and spiritually.” This is a book 

that will be of interest and value to ministers and 

laymen alike. H. E. N. 

Saint Claudia 

By Marshall N. Goold. The Pilgrim Press, pp 
62. $1. 

“St. Claudia,” a religious drama by Marshall N. 

Goold, is a notable piece of work. It reads so much 

as if it would act well that one wishes at once to see 

it on the stage. It is written in blank verse and in 

exceptionally good blank verse, evidently planned 

to be spoken. Only too many dramas in blank 
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Was Jesus Virgin Born? 

A cai-cfiil study of this doctrine of tlio 

C'hurcli and tlie evidence tlierefor 

in the Bible. 

Ity tlie HEV. Ij. a. gates 

The presence of acute controversy in 
the various branches of the Protestant 
Church in America regarding the manner 
of the birth of Jesus, the fact that re¬ 
cently the highest court of one of these 
denominations declared that affirmation 
of belief in the Virgin Birth is an essential 
part of the vows of a minister of that 
church, and the existence of acute strain 
in many denominations, threatening fur¬ 
ther division of the religious forces of this 
country, make it opportune to present to 
the public a careful examination of the 
evidence contained for this doctrine in the 
Sacred Scriptures of the Church. If be¬ 
lief in this doctrine is essential to minis¬ 
terial fitness, if the doctrine is an essen¬ 
tial part of the Christian Gospel, then 
there ought to be brought forward evi¬ 
dence sufficient to persuade i^ersons of 
sincere and earnest mind. If there is 
sufficient evidence, this fact should be 
made clear to Christians, and it should 
be made clear that those who “fail to 
affirm’’ the doctrine or those who deny 
it do so in the face of adequate evidence, 
and therefore because of stupidity of 
mind or stubbornness of heart. If, on the 
other hand, there is not sufficient evi¬ 
dence, then honest men who doubt or 
deny it should not suffer in repute or 
ecclesiastical standing because of their 
doubt or denial. And, furthermore, if it 
should appear that the evidence is fully 
adequate to support this ancient doctrine. 
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but that the doctrine is itself not an 

essential part of the Christian faith, then 

men who accept the doctrine but say 

that it is not essential to vital Christian 

faith and saving experience should be 

deprived neither of Christian fellowship 

nor of minlsteral standing. Let us then 

make an honest and thorough exami¬ 

nation of the evidence. It will be con¬ 

venient to do this under three heads. 
1. The Argument from “Pixiphccy. 

We shall begin our study at the point 

where, as it is commonly supposed, the 

evidence for Virgin Birth begins, that is, 

with the seventh chapter of Isaiah. (The 

reader is urged to refer to that chapter 

—and to the other parts of Scripture re¬ 

ferred to—throughout the reading of this 

phamphlet). . • , 
With the aid of the historical material 

found in II. Kings 16, it is possible to 

get what seems to be a fairly accurate 

and detailed impression of the situation 

with which the prophet Isaiah was deal¬ 

ing in the seventh chapter. It is in the 

year 7 33 B. C. Ahaz is ruling in the 

southern kingdom, called Judah, with 

his capitol at Jerusalem. Pekah is king 

in the northern kingdom (Israel, or, as 

in this chapter, “Ephraim” or “Sam¬ 

aria"), with the city of Samaria as his 

capitol. Rezin II. is ruler in Syria; Dam¬ 

ascus is his capitol. Farther to the east 

is the rising empire of Assyria, ruled by 

the enterprising Tiglath-Pileser III-, 

whose aggressiveness and power consti¬ 

tute a threat to the weaker and smaller 

Palestinian states ruled by Ahaz, Pekah, 

and Rezin. Pekah of “Ephraim” (Sam¬ 

aria, Israel) makes an alliance with Rez¬ 

in of Syria (Damascus). It has been 

reasonably conjectured that the ultimate 

aim of this was to form a common de¬ 

fense against Assyria, and that, to make 

the alliance still stronger, they proposed 
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to Ahaz that he join with them; that 

Ahaz declined, and that then his two 

neighbors made gestures of hostility as 

if to force him into a ‘‘tripie ailiance.” 

At any rate, they did make such gestures, 

and Ahaz was struck with fear. He goes 

forth to examine the defenses of Israel, 

and at this juncture, the prophet-states¬ 

man, Isaiah, comes on the stage. He as¬ 

sures Ahaz that he has no reason to be 

afraid of Pekah and Rezin and ail the 

feeble power of their kingdoms. They are 

but “tails of smoking fire-brands.” all 

burnt out. They have not long to stand. 

“Act sensibly, and with faith in Jehovah, 

and ali will be well.” (Hebrew scholars 

regard the latter half of verse eight as an 

interpolation. It surely disturbs the sym¬ 

metry and rhythm of the Hebrew, but its 

presence does littie to disturb the sense). 

But Ahaz was not of a mind to listen 

to the counseis of the prophet. Instead, 

as we learn from II. Kings 16:7ff, he 

hurriedly sent presents to Tiglath-Pileser 

and besought his help against his menac¬ 

ing foes. Isaiah offers him a sign in 

evidence that he has given wise advice; 

the king will have no sign. “Then,” says 

Isaiah, “you shall have a sign anyway.” 

But alas, how different the sign and its 

meaning from what Isaiah had hoped 

to give! “If you will not trust Jehovah 

and make confidence in Him your 

strength (verse 9), only disaster can 

come. A young woman shall conceive 

and bear a son; she shall call his name 

‘God-is-with-us’—great name of hope. 

But alas! what disappointment awaits. 

For by the time the child is old enough 

to know right from wrong, he will be 

forced to subsist on curds and wild honey; 

the lands whose kings and power you 

fear will be laid desolate; agriculture will 

cease, the fields revert to pasture. A 

man will keep one cow and a couple of 
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sheep; the few people left in the htnd will 
have to sutsist on food from them and 
honey from bees. And who is the agent 
of this destruction? The King of Assyria! 
Pekah and Rezin you need not fear. This 
destruction will take place within a few 
years—before a child soon to be born will 
be old enough to know right from wrong.” 
Such is the plain meaning of the chapter. 

And what does the sequel show? With¬ 
in the year, Tiglath-Pileser advanced and 
overthrew Rezin and Damascus; within 
a dozen years, he overthrew Samaria, and 
the history of Syria and Samaria as sepa¬ 
rate nations was at an end. Ahaz lived 
to recognize that Isaiah was right, to see 
his ‘sign’ vindicated, and to know that 
he himself fool, that he was, had invited 
the interference of Assyria in the affairs 
of the Palestinian states. 

Now that one reads the whole section, 
instead of picking the seventeenth verse 
out of its context, it is seen to have no 
reference whatever to a birth to take 
place centuries hence. No such birth 
W'ould have had any significance to Ahaz. 
It was he to whom Isaiah was giving his 
“sign.” (We shall come later to Mat¬ 
thew’s quotation of this verse). 
II. Evidence on A’irgin Birth from 

Paul’s Epsitles. 
We pass now to the New Testament. 

And it will be wise to study the New Test¬ 
ament material, so far as we can, in the 
chronological order in which it was irro- 
duced. All scholars, we believe, agree 
that the earliest New Testament litera¬ 
ture we have is either Galatians or Thes- 
salonians. 

The conversion of Paul took place about 
the year 31 or 3 2 A. D. Of his evangel¬ 
istic work in Syria and Cilicia we know 
almost nothing. About the year 45 he 
made his "first missionary journey,” 
visiting the cities of the Roman province 
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of Galatia,—viz., Antioch, Iconium, I^ys- 
tra and Derbe. Not long thereafter, 
“Judaizers” visited his converts and 
stirred up trouble, denying the adequacy 
and legitimacy of Paul’s Gospel. Paul, 
hearing of it and of the harm they were 
doing, wrote to his Galatian converts a 
fiery letter. In this letter, he rehearses 
the substance of his "Gospel,” and as¬ 
serts, in the strongest possible terms, that 
it came to him by direct revelation from 
God (Gal. 1:12), and not from the lips 
of men. The essence of this gospel is 
that salvation comes through the com¬ 
mitment of life to Christ; it is "justifi¬ 
cation ty faith.” He makes emphatic 
statement of what his Gospel is, and of 
its adequacy, but he says nothing about 
Jesus having been "virgin born.” It 
would seem that from this we might in¬ 
fer, at the least, that Virgin Birth hel l 
no essential place in Paul’s Gospel. It 
is true that it has been argued that Paul 
implies the Virgin Birth of Jesus in the 
fourth verse of the fourth chapter of this 
letter. There he speaks of Jesus having 
been "born of a woman;” some say that 
this manner of speech indicates that Paul 
has in mind Jesus’ lack of a paternal 
human parent. But this is wholly to miss 
Paul’s meaning. In the first place, what 
Paul is here at pains to assert is the 
human nature of Jesus, his kinship to 
us,—"born of a woman, born under the 
law.” It would be exactly as reasonable 
to say that when a man uses the phrase, 
"every mother’s son of us” he implies 
that some of us have no father, as to say 
that Paul here, implies virgin birth. Paul’s 
phrase, rather is equivalent to saying, 
"born just as we were—human, subject 
to the law.” In the second place, it is 
pertinent to remark that "born of a wo¬ 
man” exactly describes the birth of every 
one of us. Did anyone ever hear of a 
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child being born of a man? Men beget; 
women bear. No case can be made out 
for virgin birth from Galatians. The 
most that can be said is that Paul's silence 
about it when he is arguing so strongly 
for the adequacy of his Gospel may be 
taken to imply that for him this was 
no essential doctrine. 

During the succeeding three or four 
years, Paul travelled through Macedonia 
and Achaia, preaching and establishing 
churches. One of these churches was at 
Thessalonica. To these converts of his 
he soon had occasion to write two letters. 
He has a good bit to say about his life 
amongst them and his message to them, 
but there is no reference to Virgin Birth. 

Another city where Paul established a 
church was Corinth, and with these con¬ 
verts he had a considerable correspond¬ 
ence—no less than four letters. (Parts 
of all of these, and perhaps all of two 
are found in our “First and Second Cor¬ 
inthians”). These epistles are much 
more than letters; they are treatises, 
tracts. In them Paul discusses his Gospel 
in great detail. It all centers about the 
cross and the resurrection. There is a 
lofty doctrine about Christ—“an exalted 
Christology,” as Theologians say; tut 
these letters know nothing of Virgin 
Birth. 

Next comes Romans. Here, as nowhere 
else, Paul elaborates his “Gospel.” Vir¬ 
gin birth has no place in it. Indeed, that 
is saying too little. For in the opening 
paragraph, Paul has a statement, all too 
often overlooked, (v.3; I translate literal¬ 
ly from the Greek) “who, so far as his 
physical nature is concerned, was begot¬ 
ten of the sperm of David.” Now, only 
males beget; sperm is the male contribu¬ 
tion in generation. This statement of 
Paul’s is a direct contradiction of “Virgin 
Birth.” Not that it was meant to be so; 
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it is far more likely that Paul had never 
heard of that, and he could not, there 

fore, intentionally have 
He meant to state as forcibly as he could 
That Jesus was one with us, born as we 
were born. His uniqueness, 
sonship was another matter, which Paul 
asserts in the following c ause, wh ch is 
one of equal interest. Set <ipart, i- 
reads (orlined, ‘installed’ is Moffatt's 

rendering) as the son of God with pow^ 

so far as concerns his spirit of holiness ^ 

set apart by resurrection from the dead 

Jesus' divine sonship, then, accoiding ^ 

Paul the “divinity of Christ, is not a 

matter of the manner of his birth; rather 

the holiness of his life and his resurrec- 

■ tion are Paul's points of departure for 

arriving at that conclusion. 
This is the earliest direct statement to 

be found in the Scriptures concerning the 

manner of the birth of Jesus. It ante¬ 

dates the next earliest statement by prob¬ 

ably twenty years. 
There follows, after some years, the 

letter to the Philippians, the little note to 

Philemon, and the Colossian and Ephe 

Sian epistles. These latter contain a 

lofty doctrine of Christ, asserting his pre¬ 

existence; but in all these, there is nothing 

about virgin birth. Then come the two 

letters to Timothy, the one to "Titus, and 

in them all, nothing about virgin birth 

no assertion, no implication, no inference. 

What conclusion can we form with re¬ 

gard to Paul and the doctrine of virgin 

birth? Let us suppose for a moment fo-- 

the sake of argument that Paul had not 

made the statement we have found m 

Romans about Jesus' birth; at the same 

time, let us think of Paul as holding the 

lofty' “Christology” we have found in his 

letter. Would not the doctrine of viigin 

birth have fitted well into his Christ¬ 

ology? Not that he needed it. Jesus’ 
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resurrection places him above all author¬ 
ities and powers. Still, what good mater¬ 
ial it would have been to buttress his 
Christology! And he does not use it! 
Why? The answer is simple—he had 
never heard of it. He may not have been 
in a position to deny it, had he heard of 
it. But it was not an essential fact. 
Paul was not ashamed of his Gospel; nor 
are we. But virgin birth was not part 
of his Gospel. 0>» 

It becomes necessary, then, for those 
who insist upon this as an essential fact 
in God’s redemptive activity and belief 
in it as an essential of saving faith and 
experience or ministerial fitness to repudi¬ 
ate Paul. Who will go so far? Paul was 
converted; he did have an experience of 
Christ’s saving grace; he preached his 
Gospel for many years, founded true 
churches, confirmed believers, wrote his 
letters, died in the faith. In it all, virgin 
birth had no part whatsoever. 

nrr Let us turn next to the “snyoptio 
gospels,” for, in a general way they come 
next chronologically; and let us take them 
in this order—Mark, Matthew, Luke— 
for this is their probable order of ap¬ 
pearance. 

(A) Mark. of these, Mark is the 
earliest, appearing not far from the year 
70 A. D. The matter can be quickly di.s- 
posed of. There is nothing in Mark about 
Jesus’ birth. It is true, a preacher of 
great di^stinction, in a recently published 
sermon, mas somewhat to say about the 
genealogy of Jesus in Mark’s Gospel; but 
this only proves that men may be re¬ 
garded as great preachers w'ho do not 
know their Gospels.___ 

TD bee also Paul’s addresses in Acts 
13:13ff, 16:30ff, 17:22ff, 20:18ff, 22:1-21, 
etc. 

(2) See the Christian Century, April 
26, 1925, p. 569. 

8 



(B) Matthew. Here we enter a new at¬ 
mosphere. Let us study the story care¬ 
fully. Matthew used much of the materi¬ 
al in Mark, which he had at hand. But 
nothing of his first two chapters is from 
Mark. It came from some other source. 
It will pay to examine it carefully. 

The Gospel opens with a genealogical 
table, in the first line of which Jesus is 
spoken of as son (i.e., descendant) of 
David and Abraham. He proceeds (vv. 
2-16) to write out in detail the genealogy. 
There are forty-one generations, counting 
Abraham as the first and Jesus as the 
last. But the seventeenth verse says there 
are forty-two! That is an interesting 
comment on the infallibility of our writer. 
But the sixteenth verse is one of great 
interest. For it implies that, after alU 
this is not the genealogy of Jesus; ha.g 
nothing to do with him. Joseph is in¬ 
deed the “descendant” of Abraham and 
David; hut Joseph is not the father, the 
begetter of Jesus. He is only “the hus¬ 
band of Mary the mother of Jesus.” Pray 
tell, to what purpose all this spilling of 
ink for forty-two (forty-one—take your 
pick) generations? What interest has 
the fact that Joseph was descended from 
Abraham, if Joseph was not the father 
of Jesus? 

There follows a paragraph that is of 
the greatest interest to the student. We 
are transported at once into the atmos¬ 
phere of “apocalyptic,” in which men 
receive their information by means of 
dreams and angels. The story, however, 
is unequivocal and self-consistent from 
verse 18 to 21. Miraculous conception 
is clearly stated, not once, but twice. 
But with verse 21, the consistency ends. 
The twenty-second verse says that this 
happened in fulfilment of a prophecy—- 
the prophecy found in Isaiah 7, which we 
have already studied, and which, as we 
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■have seen, has no reference to the birth 

of the Messiah. Its significance was for 

Ahaz. But Ahaz had been dead for more 

than seven centuries, when Jesus was 

horn. Moreover, while the evangelist 

asserts that according to prophecy (as 

he understood it) the child was to be 

called “Immanuel,” he tells us that, on 

the other hand, according to the an¬ 

nouncing angel he was to be called 

‘Jesus', and ‘Jesus’ he was called. He 

was not called Immanuel then, and never 

was. The New Testament nowhere uses 

that name of him. 
So inconsistent with Itself is Matthew s 

story. And this is the total evidence from 

Matthew. 'VVe shall come back to him 

again presently when we have examined 

Luke and got his testimony. 

(C) Luke. , , * , 
For convenience of comparison, let us 

look first at Luke’s genealogy (chapter 

3;23-38). Luke says he was “the son 

(as was supposed) of Joseph, etc. Again 

we ask, if it was only a supposition, why 

spill all the ink? Luke traces the gene¬ 

alogy back further—to Adam! Aye, even 

to God. And incidentally he shows that 

the phrase “son of God ’ does not mean 

“conceived of the Holy Ghost ’ nor vir¬ 

gin born”, for he says that Adam was 

“son of God.” 
(D) Matthew and Luke compared. 

But let us compare Matthew’s gene¬ 

alogy, discussed above, with Luke s as 

far back as Abraham (where Matthew 

stopped). Matthew says that from Abra- 14 

ham to Jesus were forty-two generations 

(forty-one); Luke, fifty-five. Shades of 

the Infallible Pope! By what magic 

•shall we make forty-two equal fifty-five? 

Between Abraham and David the two 

correspond perfectly, save for verbal 

forms. It remains to reconcile Matthew s 

remaining twenty seven (28) with Luke’s 

10 



remaining forty-one. This i.s a task be¬ 

yond the present writer’s powers, and he 

forbears. Can anything be wrong with 

the record? Not so, for the Fundament¬ 

alists tell us the Book is inerrant. It has 

been said, we are aware, that one gene¬ 

alogy (Luke’s) is that of Mary, but that 

is not what Luke says. He says "Joseph 

the son of Eli,” etc. 
(E) Luke’s Story Examined. 

But 1st us now return to the birth story 

as Luke gives it. It begins at 1:26. An 

angel (more apocalyptic) is sent to Gali 

lee to Nazareth to Mary. Mary is, to say 

the least, engaged to be married to 

Joseph, and he (verse 27) is a descendant 

of David. (It is not said that Mary was) 

Mary then, was looking toward marriage. 

Scholars tell us that among poor people 

ofttimes the only ceremony of marriage 

was tethrothal. Knowing, now, as we 

do, that Jewish women desired mother¬ 

hood, and of all things to become mothers 

of male children, it seems impossible not 

to think that Mary already had thoughts 

of becoming mother to a male child. 

Does any woman, even in these ultra¬ 

modern days, approach marriage with¬ 

out thoughts of motherhood? The angel 

tells her that she is highly favored; Je¬ 

hovah is with her. The thought rouses 

her mind, and the angel goes on to say 

that she will have a child, (nothing 

strange in that) and that this child will 

become a great man, even King on the 

throne of his ancestor David. (Remember, 

David is the ancestor of Joseph). Now 

that Mary should have a son by Joseph, 

who would therefore be a descendant of 

David, would contain for her no element 

of surprise; that was her hope. But, 

that he should become king seems almost 

too much, too great a boon, to come to 

Mary, a peasant woman-, obscure, and so 

far as we know, not of noble birth. How 
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can this be?” she asks. How can it he 
that she shail become the mother of one 
who is to be King and re-establish the 
dynasty of David, a dynasty that shall 
continue to rule over Israel through all 
the ages? So far the story is absolutely 
consistent and of wonderous beauty. And 
now comes a phrase that throws the 
whole thing into inconsistency—‘‘since I 
have no husband.” As if Mary’s surprise 
was at the thought she is ever to have a 
husband and children, though already 
she is bethrothed! Those words, “Since 
I have no husband,” simply cannot be¬ 
long to the story. With them in, the 
whole story is nonsense; with them out, 
the whole story is consistent and beauti¬ 
ful. “How can it be that a child to be 
torn of me shall be so great?” “The 
Holy Spirit shall come upon thee; the 
power of the Most High shall overshadow 
thee,” the influence whereby every great 
and good mother, each in her own 
measure, blesses the world with great and 
good children. “Because of this in¬ 
fluence overshadowing you with its 
wondrous grace, the child to be born 
shall be called ‘the son of God,’ ” i. e., 
Messiah. Such is Luke’s evidence of Vir¬ 
gin Birth—four words (in the Greek) 
that throw his story, otherwise beautiful, 
consistent, understandable, into nonsense. 

(P) Matthew’s and Luke’s Infancy 
Stories Compared. 

Before we leave Matthew and Luke, 
there is another thing to be said. We 
have mentioned that Matthew’s birth 
story is not to be found in Mark, where 
he got a large amount of his material. 
Neither is Luke’s story to be found in 
Mark, from which he, too, borrowed 
much other material. Luke and Matthew 
got their birth and infancy stories from 
sources unknown to Mark, and each 
from a source unknown to the other. We 
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have seen how their genealogies contra¬ 

dict one another. What about their in¬ 

fancy stories? 

Luke (chapter 2) tells us of Joseph and 

Mary’s journey from Nazareth to Bethle¬ 

hem and the occasion for it, the birth in 

the stable, etc. Follows the story of the 

shepherds and the angel choir. Then, (2; 

21) the circumcision on the eighth day, 

and naming him Jesus. They remained, 

then, until forty days are over since the 

birth, “the days of purification;’’ (see 

Leviticus 12: 2-4); then they took him 

to Jerusalem and did “the things that 

were according to the law of the Lord,” 

(Luke 2: 39, 2; 24, and Leviticus 12; 6). 

While they were there, Simeon gave his 

blessing, and Anna spoke her thanks; then 

the little family “returned into Galilee, 

to their own city Nazareth”—because it 

was home, of course. Jesus was a babe 

about six weeks old. 

But what does Matthew say? He 

knows nothing of their home being Naz¬ 

areth, only that Jesus w'as born in Bethle¬ 

hem (2: 1). It would appear, that to 

Matthew, Bethlehem -was their home 

town. At any rate, they remain there 

until they are warned of danger ai 

Herod’s hands, when, warned by a dream, 

they fled to Egypt. It appears that, at 

that time, Jesus was somewhat under 

two years (2;1G). So they went to Egypt, 

and there they remained until the death 

of Herod. According to the most trust¬ 

worthy Chronology available, this would 

seem to have been when Jesus was about 

three years old. Then, informed by a 

dream again, they start back home, i. e., 

to Bethlehem. Hearing, however, that 

Herod’s brother Archelaus was ruling in 

Herod’s place, they were afraid to go 

there, and being warned again by a 

dream, they “withdrew into the parts of 

Galilee, and came and dwelt in a city 
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called Nazareth.” This happened, not as 

Luke says, because that was their home 

town, but because a prophecy had to be 

fulfilled, “He shall be called a Nazarene.” 

(This prophecy, by the way, cannot be 

found in the Old Testament). 

(G) Further Evidence from Matthew 
and Luke. 

Having now examined the birth and 

infancy stories of Matthew and Luke, it 

remains to discover what they have to 

say elsewhere about Jesus’ parentage, if 

anything. In Matthew 12: 55, we hear 

the people at the synagogue, in his own 

country where he was known, and his 

own family, marveling at his wisdom. 

“Is not this the carpenter’s son?” they 

exclaimed. It will be replied by those 

who read with minds fixed upon be¬ 

lieving in the Virgin Birth that these 

people supposed he was Joseph’s son. 

Yes, they surely did. If he was not, was 

it ethical for Mary and Joseph to allow 

that impression to prevail? And if he 

was Virgin Born, why should not the 

people of that day have been told about 

it? Was not belief in it essential to their 

salvation, even as to ours? Yet they were 

allowed to believe that he was Joseph’s 

son. To allow such a position is to re¬ 

flect upon the sincerity of Joseph and 

Mary, if not upon God, who would be 

supposed to approve it. 

Aside from this there is nothing in 

Matthew. This is exceedingly strange 

from the point of view of those who hold 

to Virgin Birth. That a man could put 

together a Gospel the length of Matthew, 

and not have a story of virgin birth at 

the beginning color any part of his sub¬ 

sequent narrative is almost beyond com¬ 

prehension. It is explained easily, how¬ 

ever, when we learn to how large an ex¬ 

tent the author’s work is that of an editor 

piecing together material from written 
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sources. These written sources were in¬ 

nocent of the virgin birth story, and in 

his editorial work, our evangelist has not 

colored his material with a tinge from it. 

It appears that the virgin birth story was 

not yet widely current, and had not 

worked its way into the consciousness of 

the Christian community. 

What is there further in Luke? Having 

seen that the intrusion of a single phrase, 

“seeing I have no husband” (four words 

in the Greek) throws Luke’s story into 

confusion, and that by the removal of 

these words the virgin birth story i.s 

totally eliminated from Luke, we shall 

not expect to find much confirmation of 

it elsewhere in Luke. Luke 2: 33 speaks 

of “his father and mother.” Moreover 

it is said of them that they “were marvel¬ 

ing at the things that were spoken con¬ 

cerning him.” Why should they-marvel 

at anything that could be spoken of one 

whose very birth, ex hypothesi, was the 

greatest marvel? Luke 2:41 speaks of 

“the child’s parents.” In Luke 2:43, 

Mary says to him, “Thy father and I 

sought thee sorrowing.” To this it will 

be replied tha,t this is the most natural 

way for Mary to speak, even if Joseph 

were only a foster-father, and that is 

true. It is fair, however, to reply, that 

she might easily have said, “Joseph and 

I;” also that one reading the words with¬ 

out antecedent bias in favor of virgin 

birth would surely take the words in the 

natural sense. 

IV. The Rest of the New Testament 

We have taken a long journey, but we 

have kept our eyes open. There remain 

the other books of the New Testament, 

but there is in them all nothing about 

Virgin Birth. They have their lofty 

doctrines of Christ, tut the doctrines are 

not dependent upon Virgin Birth. Nor 

is the loftiest doctrine of Christ’s person. 
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work, present power ^nd office depend¬ 

ent upon the dogma (or the fact as t 
Fundamentalists say) of Virgin Bjrth. 

From this survey we claim (D that 
Virgin Birth, if it be a fact, is not an 

essential fact, and belief 
essential belief, for Jesus himself no 
where refers to it, and Paul 
other apostles, as we could easily show) 
Ld a slving faith and a sufficient Gospp 
without it; (2) that while the New Test¬ 
ament contains evidence for it it con¬ 
tains weightier evidence against it. th® 
stories that contain the evidence for 
being of comparative late currency, in¬ 
consistent within themselves, and inco"- 
slstent and contradictory to one anothex. 
Against such a weight of argument once 
examined, how can it longer be held tha 
Virgin Birth is a necessary fact in Re¬ 
demption; that belief in it is an ®sspnUal 
belief for salvation, and that even to fail 
to affirm it is heresy and disqualifies 
one to preach “the Gospel?’’ ^ 
Gospel is no Gospel, for it lacks this giea 
essential. Paul, thy preaching is yam, 
for thou persuadest not thy converts of 
the virgin birth of thy Christ. Jesus, 
Thou wast wrong when Thou saidest, 
“This do and thou shalt live;’’ for Thou, 
too, didst fail to tell inquiring souls of 
thv Virgin Birth, without which they 
could not find life. The wrher prefjs 
the Gospel of Peter, of Paul, of Jesus, 
rather than this “new Gospel” which is 
no Gospel at all. It was Paul who said, 
with terrible emphasis, “Though we, or 
an angel from heaven, should preach un¬ 
to you any Gospel other than that which 
we preach unto you, let him be anathe¬ 
ma.” Somehow, the writer cares more 
for Paul’s anathemas than those of these 
self-styled “Fundamentalists.” 
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This sermon, preached in Trinity Chapel, 

is sent forth in answer to various requests. 

It is hoped that its publication will help to 

clear up some of the difficulties which people 

feel with regard to the Virgin Birth. Those 

who wish to pursue the matter further are 

referred to “The Virgin Birth of Christ” by 

Dr. James Orr, and “The Virgin Birth of 

Jesus” by Professor G. H. Box. 



lorn of a TSirgin 

"'Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this 

wise: When as his mother Mary was es¬ 

poused to Joseph, before they came to¬ 

gether, she was found with child of the 

Holy Ghost.”—St. Matthew i:18. 

It is clearly recorded in Holy Scripture 

and it has been the accepted faith of the 

Church from the earliest days that Jesus 

Christ was born of a virgin;* that He had 
no human father, but that His human na¬ 

ture was brought into being and united to 

His Godhead by the direct operation of 
the Holy Ghost. This is still the belief of 

the Church. In the Apostles’ Creed is en¬ 

shrined the statement that Jesus Christ, 
God’s only Son, “was conceived by the Holy 

Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary.” The 
Nicene Creed expresses the same truth in 

♦St. Ignatius of Antioch, a disciple of the Apostles, who 
was martyred in the year 107 A. D., speaks of “the vir¬ 
ginity of Mary and her child-bearing” (Epistle to the 
Ephesians xix) and, as pointed out on page 11, the 
earliest form of the Creed contains the clause “Born of the 
Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary.” 
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a slightly different way; it says that Christ 

“was incarnate by the Holy Ghost of the 

Virgin Mary, and was made man.” The 

Collect for Christmas Day begins, “Al¬ 

mighty God who hast given us thine only 

begotten Son to take our nature upon Him, 

and as at this time to be born of a pure 
Virgin;” and the Proper Preface runs, 

“Because thou didst give Jesus Christ, thine 

only Son, to be born as at this time for us; 
who, by tbe operation of the Holy Ghost, 

was made very man, of the substance of the 

Virgin Mary His mother; and that without 

spot of sin, to make us clean from all sin.” 
The attitude of the Church in this matter 

would not then seem to be open to doubt, 
but we are all aware that in recent years the 

fact of the Virgin Birth has been denied by 
many scholars, and been thought of little 

consequence by many who are not scholars. 

It is, therefore, important for us to under¬ 

stand why the Church to-day teaches the 
Virgin Birth, and what the significance of 

the Virgin Birth is. 
Why does the Church to-day teach that 

Jesus Christ was born of a Virgin? 

[ 4 ] 



The answer is very simple. 

(a) The Church to-day teaches that 

Jesus Christ was born of a Virgin because 

this has been the teaching of the Church in 

all the ages. The statement that Jesus 

Christ was born of a Virgin is found in the 

earliest form of the Creed and has been 

believed and acknowledged throughout the 

Christian centuries. Surely the testimony 

of the whole Church, borne consistently for 

nineteen centuries, is of tremendous im¬ 

portance, and we should not be warranted 

in setting it aside except for the weightiest 
reasons. 

(b) And, not only has the Church borne 
witness to the fact of the Virgin Birth in 

its Creed, it has also borne witness to it in 

its Scriptures. In the New Testament there 

are two and only two accounts of our Lord’s 

early life; one account is found in the Gos¬ 

pel according to St. Matthew, the other in 

the Gospel according to St. Luke; and both 

these accounts tell us in unmistakable terms 

that Jesus Christ was born of a Virgin. St. 

Matthew’s account runs thus: “Now the 

birth of Jesus Christ was on this wise: 

[ 5 ] 



When as his mother Mary was espoused to 

Joseph, before they came together, she was 

found with child of the Holy Ghost.” St. 

Luke tells us that when the Blessed Virgin 

asked the angel who announced to her that 

she should be the mother of the Messiah, 

“How shall this be, seeing I know not a 

man?” “The angel answered and said unto 

her. The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, 

and the power of the Highest shall over¬ 

shadow thee; therefore also that holy thing 

which shall be born of thee shall be called 

the Son of God.” He tells us further that 

when St. Joseph went to Bethlehem in 

obedience to the decree issued by Caesar 

Augustus that all the world should be taxed 

he took with him “Mary his espoused wife, 

being great with child.” More explicit 

testimony it would be difficult to imagine. 

Various attempts have been made to dis¬ 

credit these accounts on critical grounds— 

it has been held by some that they are not 

parts of the original Gospel record—but 

these attempts have in every case fallen to 

the ground in the light of the evidence. The 

chapters in which the passages I have 
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quoted occur are found in all unmutilated 

manuscripts of the New Testament—there 

are many such manuscripts but from none 

are these chapters omitted—and they are 
found in all versions or translations of these 

manuscripts known to be genuine. There 

are but two versions in which they do not 

occur; one is known as the Gospel of the 

Ebionites, i.e., a version used by a sect in 

the early Church which denied the divinity 
of Christ and therefore could not admit 
that He was born in an unusual manner; 

the other is the Gospel of St. Luke, used 

by a man named Marcion, a strange person, 

who held that the God of the Old Testa¬ 
ment was different from the God of the 
New and taught that matter was essentially 
evil, and therefore could not consistently 
accept the doctrine of the Incarnation at 

all. 
Further, a careful study of the two ac¬ 

counts of the Virgin Birth, as they are found 

in the first and third Gospels, leaves upon 
the mind a very strong impression that they 

are genuine. St. Matthew’s account is 
written from the standpoint of St. Joseph; 
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St. Luke’s account is written from the 
standpoint of the Blessed Virgin. They 

corroborate each other in a remarkable way 

and to a remarkable degree. Neither is 

complete without the other. If we had only 
the account in the First Gospel we should 

be left in ignorance as to the perplexity of 

the Blessed Virgin, when it was revealed 
to her that she had been chosen to be our 

Lord s mother. If we had only the account 

in the Third Gospel we should know noth¬ 
ing of St. Joseph’s anxiety when he dis¬ 

covered that his espoused wife was great 

with child. The two accounts taken to¬ 
gether form a complete whole and while 

written from different standpoints are con¬ 
sistent in every detail. 

In view of such clear and unmistakable 
evidence it may be asked, not unnaturally, 

on what grounds the fact of the Virgin 

Birth is disputed. The grounds are mainly 
three. 

1. Much is made of the silence of other 
New Testament writers. It is said that St. 
Mark, St. John and St. Paul say nothing 

of it. On the other hand they certainly do 
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not deny it, and all that they say is entirely 

consistent with it. It is true that they do 

not explicitly mention it, but it must be re¬ 
membered that neither St. Mark nor St. 
John speaks of our Lord’s early life at all. 

It would be quite as reasonable on the basis 
of their silence to deny the reality of His 

infancy and His boyhood as it is to deny 
that He was born of a Virgin. Many 

scholars seem to-day to be obsessed with the 
idea that every time a man writes he must 
say, or at least mention, everything that he 

knows, or at any rate everything that he 

knows concerning the subject about which 
he writes. Of course no intelligent writer 
attempts to do any such thing; he writes 

from a given standpoint and with a given 

purpose, and chooses out of the material 
that lies before him that which illustrates 
his standpoint and fits in with his purpose. 
It is quite possible that another writer with 

the same standpoint and the same purpose 

might make a different choice of material, 
indeed no two writers would make the same 

choice. But because a writer does not choose 
that which we might think he naturally 
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would have chosen, and because he does not 

attempt to cover ground which we, perhaps, 
should have attempted to cover had we been 

in his place, we are not therefore justified 

in ascribing ignorance to him. 

While it is true that St. Mark does not 

explicitly mention the Virgin Birth, it is 
at least worthy of note that he carefully 

refrains from referring to our Lord as the 

son of Joseph even when he is reporting a 

Jewish comment. St. Matthew quotes the 

Jews as asking, “Is not this the carpenter’s 

son?” (xiii:55). St. Luke has, “Is not 

this Joseph’s son?” (iv:22), and St. John, 

“Is not this Jesus, the son of Joseph?” 

(vi:42). But St. Matthew and St. Luke 

have already clearly borne witness to the 

Virgin Birth, and when St. John wrote, the 

Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke were 

well known, so that no one of these writers 

need fear misunderstanding. St. Mark, on 

the other hand, not having recorded the 

Virgin Birth, and writing at an early date, 

carefully guards the form in which he re¬ 

cords the Jews’ question as to our Lord’s 

[10] 



parentage. He says, “Is not this the car¬ 

penter, the son of Mary?” (vi:3). 
Further, with regard to St. John it is 

scarcely conceivable that he did not know 

about the Virgin Birth, for he it was to 

whom our Lord, dying upon the cross, 

committed the care of His mother. It 
would indeed be extraordinary if he, being 

so intimately associated with her, had been 

ignorant of a fact which, as we have seen, 
was so clearly known by the writers of the 

first and third Gospels. 
I am, of course, taking for granted that 

St. John is the “beloved disciple,” and that 
he was the author of the Fourth Gospel, 

but even if it be admitted that some one 
else wrote the Fourth Gospel in the early 

days of the second century, as many scholars 
now hold, the argument is not affected, for 

at that time the Virgin Birth was accepted 
and taught by the whole Church. The 
statement that Jesus Christ was born “of 

the Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary” (a 
statement in essence the same as that with 

which we are now so familiar) is found in 

the earliest form of the Apostles’ Creed 

[11] 



which reaches back to the year 100 or 110. 

This means that the belief must have been 
held in the Church for at any rate a con¬ 

siderable period before, otherwise it could 
not have found its way into the Creed. The 

writer of the Fourth Gospel, therefore, 

whoever he was, would presumably have 
known it.* 

But what of St. Paul? St. Paul did not 

write either an account of our Lord’s life 

or a treatise on the faith of the Church; he 

wrote letters, every one of which had a 
very practical purpose. To claim that be¬ 

cause he does not mention the Virgin Birth 

he knew nothing of it is unreasonable to the 
last degree. Yet a popular lecturer could 

write a few years ago, “Since St. Paul does 

not mention the Virgin Birth I am driven 
to the conclusion either that he knew noth¬ 
ing of it or that he regarded it as of 

little significance.” This is an interesting 

♦Certain Western manuscripts read, in St. John i:13, 
instead of “which were bom,” “which was bom”. So radical 
a scholar as Dean Inge accepts this as the correct reading. 
If he be right the reference to the Virgin Birth would 
seem clear. The matter is worthy of note though the 

weight of critical authority is against Dean Inge’s position. 

[12] 



statement but a very curious one. The 
obvious rejoinder was, neither conclusion 
necessarily follows. St. Paul was writing 

to those who were instructed in the Chris¬ 

tian faith, therefore absolutely nothing can 

be made of his silence. The lecturer might 
just as well have said that since St. Paul 

does not mention the name of the Blessed 
Virgin therefore either he did not know of 

her existence or he did not regard her as 

playing an important part in the Incarna¬ 
tion. “But,” said the lecturer, “there is one 

place where St. Paul might have mentioned 
the Virgin Birth.” I should be willing to go 

much further than that and to say that there 
are many places where he might have 

mentioned it, just as there are many 
places where the writer of the Book of 

Esther might have mentioned the name of 

God. He does not mention it once, but no 

one concludes that he therefore knew noth¬ 
ing of God’s existence, nor that he regarded 

His existence as of slight importance. The 
argument from silence is a dangerous 
weapon. Mark you, what we are asked 

to do is to give up belief in the Virgin 
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Birth, not because any New Testament 

writer denies it but because certain New 

Testament writers do not affirm it clearly, 

though two New Testament writers do 

affirm it in the clearest possible way. 

But suppose St. Mark, St. John and St. 

Paul did not know of the Virgin Birth 

would that in any way alter the fact? Ig¬ 
norance of a fact does not make the fact 

any less a fact, and we are dealing with a 

fact, or at any rate with what is definitely 

asserted to be a fact. 
After all there was a natural reason for 

this silence. To affirm that a woman gave 
birth to a child without the agency of a 

human father would almost certainly imply, 

to those who did not understand, a slur upon 
the woman’s character or upon the sanity 
of the person who made the statement. We 

should scarcely expect the Virgin Birth to 
be mentioned until the time was fully ripe. 

Apostolic teaching did not begin with the 

Virgin Birth but with the Resurrection, not 
with the message of Christmas but with the 

message of Easter, but the message of 

Christmas was bound to come in due time, 
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and the Virgin Birth is an integral part of 

that message, so far, at any rate, as the 

Scriptural record is concerned. The first 

teaching of the Apostles was confined to 

what they had themselves witnessed, and 

included therefore only the period from 

our Lord’s Baptism to His Resurrection and 

Ascension (Acts i:21, 22; x:37-41). It is 

this period that is included in St. Mark’s 
Gospel which probably is the writing down 

of St. Peter’s oral teaching. The disciples 
would naturally soon ask about the earlier 

years of the great Teacher and information 
as to these years is given by St. Matthew 

and St. Luke in what may be called, not 

inaptly, a second edition of the Gospel. 

2. Again we are not infrequently told 
that every religion has some idea of a virgin 

birth and that the New Testament account 
of our Lord’s birth is simply one form of 
a myth which has been universally accepted. 

That all the greater religions have some 

idea of a virgin birth we shall gladly admit, 

but to conclude that therefore we may not 

accept the New Testament account of our 
Lord’s Virgin Birth would merely convict 

[15] 



US of muddled thinking. The fact that be¬ 
lief in a virgin birth has been so wide¬ 

spread would rather lead us to conclude 

that there must be something in it, just as 
the fact that some kind of belief in God 

has been and is universal is an argument 

for and not against God’s existence. If any¬ 
one will take the trouble to read the virgin 

birth stories of other religions, or even the 

accounts of our Lord’s birth that are found 

in the Apocryphal New Testament, he will 

see that they are not to be mentioned in the 

same breath with the accounts we have in 

the first and third Gospels. We do not re¬ 

ject the Bible because other religions have 

sacred books; one of our reasons for accept¬ 

ing it is that it is so different from all sacred 

books known to us. Just so we do not reject 

the Virgin Birth because other religions 

have taught birth of a virgin, but our faith 

in the Virgin Birth of Christ is strength¬ 

ened because the accounts we have of it are 

so much more delicate and refined, so much 

more real, and on a so much higher plane 

than any similar accounts we know. 

[16] 



3. There is a rather wide-spread feel¬ 

ing that belief in the Virgin Birth implies 
a rejection of scientific truth; the Virgin 

Birth, it is thought, runs counter to natural 

law. Such a position is based upon a mis¬ 
understanding. In the first place it is well 

to remember that so great a scientist as 
Huxley, while rejecting the Virgin Birth 

on other grounds, said that on scientific 

grounds he had no objection to it. Indeed, 
those who would have us give up the Virgin 

Birth on scientific grounds only succeed in 
leading us into a serious scientific difficulty. 

Since the beginning of the world millions 

upon millions of children have been born 
of human mothers through the agency of 
human fathers, and never has it been 

known that the union of human father 

and human mother brought into the 
world other than a human person. But 

Jesus Christ is a Divine Person and to 
claim that He came into the world in the 

way that human persons come into it is to 

take a thoroughly unscientific position. We 
should sooner expect to gather grapes of 

thorns or figs of thistles than we should 
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expect our Lord to have a human father. 

He has a human mother because He has a 

human nature; He has a Divine Father be¬ 

cause He is a Divine Person. His human 

nature was brought into being and united 

with His Divine Person through the opera¬ 

tion of the Holy Ghost because, while a 
human father in union with a human moth¬ 

er could have produced a human nature 

and have brought into the world a human 
person, a human father in union with a 

human mother could not possibly have 

brought into the world a Divine Person, 

or united a human nature with a Divine 

Person, except by running absolutely coun¬ 

ter to the natural law of which people make 

so much. I am not prepared to say that 

God could not have brought His Divine 

Son into the world through the agency of 

St. Joseph and St. Mary. I am prepared 

to say that if He had done so He would 

have violated the recognized and univer¬ 

sally accepted scientific law that the union 

of human father and human mother brings 

into the world a human person, and that 

[18] 



in so far this law would have been dis¬ 
credited. 

Behind most of the objections to the 
Virgin Birth lie two unwarranted pre¬ 
suppositions: 

1. The presupposition that miracles do 
not happen. 

2. The presupposition that Jesus is only 
a man; the best man that ever lived, in some 
sense divine, but not God. 

Of course, in all that I have been saying 
I have taken for granted that miracles have 
happened and do happen, and that Jesus 
Christ is the Son of God. If miracles do 
not and cannot happen, then God is in a 
sorry plight. If He has made a machine 
whose workings He cannot vary for His 
own purposes we need not be over-much 
concerned about Him; and if Jesus Christ 
be not His Son, of one substance with Him, 
then Christianity is a very different thing 
from that which it is represented to be in 
the New Testament, and which the Church 
has always believed it to be. If miracles 
cannot happen, if Jesus Christ be not God’s 
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only begotten Son, there is clearly no point 
in speaking of a Virgin Birth. 

But was the Virgin Birth necessary, and 

if it be true what is its significance? We 

are scarcely competent judges of what is 
necessary in God’s plan of salvation, but 

we are, perhaps, competent to see in at least 

some degree the significance of this or that 
part of His plan as it has been revealed to 

us. I have already said that Apostolic 
teaching did not begin with the Virgin 

Birth, it began with the Resurrection. St. 

Paul affirms that Jesus Christ was declared 
to be the Son of God with power by the 

resurrection from the dead (Rom. i:4). If 

we are seeking for proof that Jesus is God 

we find it in His resurrection from the 
dead, in the miracles which He wrought, in 
the nature of His teaching, and in the per¬ 

fection of His moral character. We do not 

believe Jesus Christ to be God because He 
was born of a Virgin; we believe that He 

was born of a Virgin because He was and 

is God. In other words belief in the Virgin 

Birth follows upon belief in the Godhead 
of Jesus. 
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To say this is not, however, to say that 

belief in the Virgin Birth is unimportant 

any more than to say that belief in Baptism 

or the Holy Communion or the Christian 

law of love is unimportant merely because 
it comes after belief in our Lord’s Deity. 

We believe in all these things because we 

believe in Him from Whom they come; we 

do not believe in Him because we first be- 
lieve in them. In other words they are not 

the grounds upon which our faith rests; 
they are, rather, pillars by which our faith 

is supported. Just so it is with the Virgin 
Birth; to deny it is not only to run counter 

to all the evidence we have in the matter 

and to set at naught a universally accepted 

scientific principle; it is also to make our 
faith more difficult by rendering it unreas¬ 

onable. Belief in the Virgin Birth does 

make a difference. It deepens our faith in 
the Incarnation because it is so entirely con¬ 

sonant with it. Doubtless we 'may have 

some kind of faith in Jesus as the Incarnate 

Son of God without thinking of the par¬ 
ticular manner of His birth, but sooner or 

later we must ask, as the early Christians 
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asked, how He came into the world, and 
the only statement as to the manner of His 
coming which can satisfy a reasonable faith 

is that which is made in the New Testament 

and in the Christian Creed. Therefore, 

when we say our Creed we do not hesitate 

at the clause “Conceived by the Holy Ghost, 

Born of the Virgin Mary;” we make no 
mental reservations with regard to it; we 

do not feel that we are stultifying our minds 
in repeating it; we do not regard it as a 

statement which the early Christians could 

but we cannot accept literally. We regard 
it as representing a truth because it is itself 

true. We believe it whole-heartedly, and 

we believe it because it has behind it the 

universal testimony of the Christian Church 

in all the ages; because it is grounded upon 

most sure warrant of Holy Scripture, and 

because it is in the highest degree reason¬ 

able. 
And not only do we believe whole¬ 

heartedly that Jesus Christ was born of a 
Virgin, and not only do we confess this 

faith without hesitation or misgiving, we 

confess it with joy and a holy exultation. 

[22] 



In the perfect human nature fashioned by 

the Holy Spirit of the Virgin’s substance a 

fresh start is given to humanity. In this 

fresh start we share, of this renewed human 

nature we are made partakers. The realiza¬ 

tion of this fact kindles anew our hope and 

gives us strength and courage in our strug¬ 

gle against sin; we are made one with the 

second Adam, the new Head of the human 

race, the only begotten Son of God, “Who,” 

as we gratefully acknowledge in the Christ¬ 

mas Preface, “by the operation of the Holy 

Ghost, was made very man, of the substance 

of the Virgin Mary His mother; and that 

without spot of sin, to make us clean from 

all sin.” 
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THE VIRGIN QUESTION 

The subject of your second investigHtion hns been settled by 

Jesus Himself in St. Matthew, chapter 1 2 :48:49;50 and corroborated 

a few moments before His death on the Cross, when He addressed 

His mother as; 

“Woman, there is thy Son.” 

Anything more said on that subject does not belong to Jesus 

Christianity! 

Probably if you trace the work of the first Council of Nicea 325 

A. D. and that of the Council of 385 A. D. and remember that at that 

time the God they worshipped was the One which created the earth 

as the universe and dwelled somewhere around, you can understand 

its possibilities to invent almost anything. But, gentlemen, if your 

mind, heart and conscience has discovered the Creator of the Celes¬ 

tial universe, think you that at any time He needed a Holy Virgin, 

a Queen of Heaven, a Mother of God? 

¥ ¥ ¥ 

Rev. Dr. Edgar W. Work, 

Dear Sir: 

If perchance the document intended for your committee, sent to 

Rev. Keigwin, should fail to reach you, I think best to send you its 

duplicate under the sam.e conditions; that is, that inclosing return 

postage it will be returned to me if unapproved and useless to you 

and your clergymen friends. 

1 will respectfully add a few remarks not contained in the docu¬ 

ment and, if found true and correct, fundamentalist claims will 

forever drop out of discussion. 

To clergy or laity not acquainted with the details of this new 

Subject, I will refer them to the first volume of the “Legends of the 

Jews,” sold by the Jewish Publication Society of America, Girard 

Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.; price $2.00. This book precedes'or 

rntidates Genesis, ft will prove interesting reading and a fine intro¬ 

duction to our subject. Then go to a public library, open the fifth 

volume of the Jewish Encyclopedia at the page 599 to 6 I 1 and the 

result will surely pay for your trouble, for it confirms our contention 

that Genesis was the work of the Jews who invented the whole story 

to secure their aim, to impress their people that creation was for 

their especial benefit as the “People of God.’’ Is it any wonder that 

they always despised the Gentiles, and that St. Peter could not 

believe that they were included in the salvation of the Christian 

faith ? 

However, assuming having not been favored with this newly 

discovered testimony, let us proceed to an analysis of Genesis as it 

is written in our Bibles today and decide therefrom whether in your 

judgment it is the Word of God or the work of interested parties 

writing it for a purpose, but woefully ignorant of even a conception 

of astronomy or the actual history of this planet before the Genesis 

beginning. 



Before making an examination of the six daj's work, notice that 

the tale described in Chapter I is completely discarded and changed 

in Chapter 2. Is that the natural way an all-knowing God would 

work ? 

At the beginning. God created heaven and earth. We know 

today that 6,000 years ago was positively NOT the beginning! 

I he earth, mark you, was the universe. Is it today? Heaven! 

coming before the firmament and before either sun, moon and stars 

were created, what was Heaven made of? 

Notice also that here begins the chronology of the Jews, although 

there was no Jew for nearly 2000 years afterwards. TTey date their 

time right here as year one. Draw your deductions! 

First day. Let there be light and there was light to divide light 

from darkness. As the sun and moon were created later for that 

very purpose, how was the light and darkness separated or divided 

then ? 

The second day God made the firmament. 

The firmament in ancient times was thought to be a solid cover¬ 

ing for the earth to protect it from destruction by the waters that 

were supposed to be above the firmament. See Genesis, chapter 7, 

V. II, about the deluge—“and the WINDOWS of Heaven were 

opened.” 

On the fourth day God said Let there be lights in the firmament 

of the Heaven to divide day from night.” And God made two 

great lights, the greater to rule the day and the lesser to rule the 

night. And it was so! Notice that sun and moon were created on 

the same day. 

Here notice that the sun was created to serve the earth and 

appeared AFTER the earth. The writer, which decidedly was not 

an all-knowing God, displays a total ignorance of the real laws of 

creation as we have them today. He makes the child (the earth) 

older than its parent, the sun. He is completely in the dark about 

the sun being the ruler of this planetary system—all planets produced 

by him millions of years back, and our earth is no more a universe 

but a puny, insignificant planet today. 

We will not for the present make any remarks about man’s 

creation as given in two different ways in Genesis, but will give way 

to the account of it as given by the Jewish Encyclopedia. 

Do not lose sight the history of Israel, whose existence dates 

about 2000 years after creation, and that the version of Genesis in 

our Bible today was written 100 years after Ezra — that is about 

3500 years after the creation. But, notw.thstanding, they give de¬ 

tails of what occurred when, according to !:heir story, no living man 

was yet created! 

May I ask of our fundamentalist friends how they explain the 

records of the earth statas, the finding of skeletons of animals living 

millions of years ago and roaming over the whole earth before man 

made his appearanc^which can be seen in cur museums? 

And as much, or nearly so, can be saici of races of men living 

ages ago who left the proof of their existence by their pictures on 

rocks long ago buried under many feet of earth, and in some in¬ 

stances left traces of their sculpture and semi-civilization. 

Six thousand years ago looking at these revelations look more 

like a yesterday than a beginning. 

L. P. JUVET 



THE VIRGIN BIRTH 

Scientific facts ichich make me heliece 
more firmly in the virgin birth of Jesus 

■JV/I ANY people who are anxious 

^ to know the truth in both reli¬ 

gion and science “stagger” at the 

idea of the virgin birth because 

they think it breaks the laws of 

nature. They say, there are no oth¬ 

er illustrations of anything at all 

akin to it excepting in the very 

lowest forms of life. Those people 

who are honestly striving to recon¬ 

cile science and our Christian reli¬ 

gion should know the latest facts 

which scientists have found out on 

the subject. They cannot form an 

opinion which will be considered 

sound ten years hence, unless they 

form this opinion while taking into 

account all well established scien¬ 

tific data on the matter. 

Some others who firmly believe 

in the virgin birth of Jesus may find 

it convenient to use the facts I am 

sending as arguments to help less 

fortunate ones to have this faith. 

This material I am sending you is 

from excellent medical authorities. 

If you doubt it, look up the reputa¬ 

tion of the physicians and “go back” 

on all my references and find the 

books I have taken them from. With 

the exception of the description of 

the hen whose sex changed, I found 

all the references in the library of 

the Kings County Medical Society, 

Brooklyn, N. Y. 

I have here the description of 

some experiments, which, while 

they do not explain the virgin birth, 

show that it was not so against na¬ 

ture’s laws as to at all warrant the 

controversy it has called forth. I 

feel very sure that if medical science 



makes as great strides for the next 

twenty-five years as it has made for 

the last twenty-five years, the vir¬ 

gin birth will not be thought a phy¬ 

sical impossibility by any, at the end 

of that time. 

In the chapter on “Juggling with 

Life”, from the book “Miracles of 

Science”, by Henry Smith Williams, 

M. D. of New York City, we read; 

“Biologists and laymen have been 
at one in supposing the union of the 
two elements to be absolutely es¬ 
sential to the development of off¬ 
spring in the case of higher organ¬ 
isms, with the exception of certain 
insects about which we shall have 
more to say in a moment. Hence the 
astonishment with which scientific 
and unscientific alike received the 
intelligence, in 1899 and 1900, that 
one of the most painstaking investi¬ 
gators among contemporary biolo¬ 
gists, Professor Jacques Loeb, then 
of the University of Chicago, later 
of the Rockefeller Institute, New 
York, had succeeded in causing the 
eggs of a relatively high organism, 
the sea-urchin, to develop, without 
fertilization. 

The method by which Professor 
Loeb had effected this astonishing 
result was a relatively simple one. 
It consisted essentially in rendering 
the water in which the eggs were 
kept more concentrated by the addi¬ 
tion of chemicals no more mysteri¬ 
ous than common salt. As finally 
perfected, the process was a trifle 
more complicated, inasmuch as the 
egg was first placed for a period in 
a weak acid solution. The acid caus¬ 
es the development of a membrane 
which ordinarily does not develop 
excepting in a fertilized egg. The 
salt solution extracts a certain 
amount of water from the cell and 
in so doing inaugurates mysterious 
chemical changes that result pres¬ 
ently in the development of an em¬ 
bryo which advances for a time at 
least as if the egg had been fertil¬ 
ized. 



Trofessor Inch’s experiments were 
rei)eated by various investigators 
and more recently it is reported 
that a French biologist has extend¬ 
ed the process to even higher or¬ 
ganisms, and with the use of a plat¬ 
inum needle and electricity has been 
able to cause the development of 
unfertilized eggs of the frog. This 
proof that even the egg cell of a 
vertebrate may be caused to develop 
without fertilization is highly inter¬ 
esting, suggesting as it does, that 
there is probably no limit to the 
possible extension of the method; 
but the newer experiments are only 
an amplification of the earlier de¬ 
monstrations. 

Professor Loeb himself in 1912, 
extended his tests to the eggs of 
the batrachian and caused unfertil¬ 
ized eggs to hatch and develop into 
tadpoles. In one case the animal was 
carried past the tadpole stage, and 
assumed the contour of the mature 
frog. It gave full promise of attain¬ 
ing maturity, but unfortunately, it 
met an umtimely end by drowning. 

Experiments of this character 
assuredly break in on the ordinary 
course of biological events. Yet they 
are not altogether without natural 
precedent. The very lowest orders 
of organisms, such as protozoa and 
bacteria, habitually reproduce their 
kind by mere cell division. Even 
type of Frolich’s case — an under- 
such highly developed organisms as 
the honey bee may reproduce off¬ 
spring parthenogenetically. Indeed, 
it is well known that the male bees 
are habitually so produced. It is only 
the “workers” of the hive that have 
two parents.” 

The following quotation from 
page 135, of “Glands Regulating 
Personality”, by Louis Berman, M.D. 
associate in Biological Chemistry, 
Columbia University, is on somewhat 
the same subject: 

“Monosexuality is a distinction of 
the human species; the sexes are 
pretty clearly differentiated. In 
some animals, such as some worms, 
there is bisexuality of the individ- 



ual. There are present the repro¬ 
ductive organs of both sexes, capa¬ 
ble of impregnating other individu¬ 
als as well as being impregnated. 
In some of these even self-inpregna- 
tion may occur. This is the condi¬ 
tion of hermaphroditism.” 

Again Dr. Berman says on page 
136 of “Glands Regulating Person¬ 
ality”, something which changes our 
ideas of sex: 

“All the other internal secretions 
have their say in the final outcome, 
determining what may be called the 
dominant sex quality, but leaving 
inherent the latent soil of the other 
sex, this may become active and 
dominant in its turn, under certain 
conditions of stimulation, abnormal¬ 
ity or disease, dependent upon a re¬ 
arrangement of status and influence 
of the ductless glands. Bisexuality 
preceded monosexuality in the ani¬ 
mal pedigree, and co-exists with it 
even at the highest points of the 
genealogical tree.” 

In “Modern Medicine”, book on 
“Diseases of the Ductless Glands”, 
chapter on “Pituitary Body”, writ¬ 
ten by George Dock, M. D., page 815, 
you will read: 

“The most striking and character¬ 
istic example of hypopituitarism as 
we see it in the disease of the organ 
or in experiments on animals, shows 
general or local fat accumulations 
tending to produe feminine outlines 
or those seen in certain eunuchs, 
arrest of development, or atrophy 
of the sexual apparatus with corres¬ 
ponding changes of the primal y and 
secondary sex characteristics, de¬ 
layed skeletal growth and ossifica¬ 
tion, lowered metabolism, polyuria 
and symptoms of pressure on the 
optic nerves. 

. The bones show 
various kinds of changes, including 
dwarfism on one hand and eunu¬ 
choid giantism on the other. When 
the disease occurs early, the growth 
and fat are most obviously affected 
when it occurs later, the fat and 
genital distrophy. The resemblance 
of the hypopituitary cases to castra- 



ted animals has led to the supposi¬ 
tion that in Frohlich’s type (de¬ 
scribed by Frohlich) the primary 
disease is in the interstitial tissue 
(cells of Leydig) of the sexual 
glands.” 

. .. The changes in the 
genital sphere are essential to the 
recognition of the disease. 

In the ‘‘Practice of Medicine”, edi¬ 
ted by FrederickTice, M. D., in the 
article on ‘‘Brain Tumors”, by H. H. 
Hoppe, M. D., page 663, we read: 

‘‘As generally understood today, 
hyper-secretions of the hypophysis 
(the pituitary gland) leads to exces¬ 
sive growth, and in young individ¬ 
uals leads to giantism, either pure 
and simple, or giantism with more 
or less acromegaly with general sex¬ 
ual weakness. If it occurs after the 
completion of development, it man¬ 
ifests itself in localized over-growth 
which clinically presents itself in 
the form of acromegaly. 

Hyposecretion of the anterior lobe 
manifests itself in a lowered state 
of nutrition and growth, in dwarf¬ 
ism, in sexual infantilism and per¬ 
haps in the development of hetero¬ 
sexual characteristics.” 

In Biology of Internal Secretions”, 
by Francis D. Ercum, M. D., page 
125, we read: 

‘‘Our review of the subject of the 
internal secretions has brought to 
light a number of instances in which 
aberrancies of sexual development 
accompany disease of the glands, but 
we will recall that in almost every 
instance the anomalies observed 
were those of failure or partial re¬ 
versal of development; only in the 
instance of the cortex of the adre¬ 
nals was a stenic, a reinforcing in¬ 
fluence noted; but here again ac¬ 
companied in the female, by phe¬ 
nomena of reversal. In pineal disease 
a reinforcing influence is likewise 
at work, but it is unaccompanied 
by reversal.” 

In Oxford Medicine, Vol. III. Art¬ 
icle by Henry A. Christian, M. D. 
and Sir James Mackenzie, M. D., 
page 817, we find: 



"In adult life, after full sexual 
characteristics have been acquired, 
a pituitary hypofunction may once 
more be manifested by retrogres¬ 
sive or other changes, adiposity, 
cutaneous alterations, impotence, a 
tendency to types femininus in the 
male and amenorrhea in the fe¬ 

male.” 
Further on, on page 818 of the 

same article, we read about tlie 
childiiood form of hypopituitarism; 

"In this category we have two 
rather distinct types according to 
whether tumor symptons are pres¬ 
ent or absent. In the presence of 
tumor or struma we find the proto¬ 
sized individual with adiposity 
which is of feminine distribution in 
males, sexual infantilism, subnor¬ 
mal temperature and increased car¬ 
bohydrate tolerance.” 

The following article taken from 
“The Literary Digest”, for January, 
26, 1924, gives us a good illustration 
of sex reversal; 
A Hen that Turned into a Rooster 

“Sex-transformation in poultry, 
due to disease, has been noted sev¬ 
eral times lately, and there is ap¬ 
parently no doubt about the facts. 
A striking case, in which all details 
were investigated and recorded, is 
reported from the animal-breed ng 
research-department of Edinburgh 
University, Scotland, by F. A. E. 
Crew. Writing in “The Journal of 
Heredity” (Washington), Mr. Crew 
tells the tale as follows; 

“Tn February, 1921, a Buff Or¬ 
pington was brought to this Depart¬ 
ment. During the preceding Janu¬ 
ary its owner had decidrd that I he e 
was too much crowing for a city pen 
and she had the male bird killed. 
Shortly after this it was noticed 
that a great deal of crowing was 
still coming either from the pen or 
from somewhere near by, and at 
length it was found that one of the 
hens was responsible for the noise. 
This bird was three and one-half 
years old, pure-bred, and had ceased 
to lay in the late summer of 1920. 
She had raised several broods of her 



own chickens. On arrival here she 
exhibited the classical signs of early 
ovarian disease, the head-furnish- 
ings were larger than those of a 
typical hen of her breed, the left 
spur was three millimeters, the 
right one, two millimeters in length. 
The plumage was entirely henny. 
She crowed persistently, but as one 
practising, and her sexual behavior 
was completely indifferent. 

In April, 1921, the vascular tissue 
of the head had become markedly 
turgescent, so that the eye appeared 
to be deep set amid flaming red 
congested flesh; and the comb, wat¬ 
tles and spurs had progressively in¬ 
creased in size. The bird had begun 
to molt irregularly and was suffer¬ 
ing from an intractable diarrhea, 
losing weight and seeking solitude. 
By October she had become com¬ 
pletely cocky-feathered, though she 
could never retain her tail sickles. 
The spurs were now one centimet'^r 
in length, and the legs had assumed 
the redtinge which characterizes the 
male of her breed. She was care¬ 
fully nursed through the winter, 
and by February, 1922, she had 
overcome the more urgently dan¬ 
gerous symptons; was crowing 1 st- 
ily with a challenging note,, and was 
readily attracted by hens. ‘He’ 
fought witki every male in the yard 
and was gently courteous to hens. 
In fact, only by one with an intimate 
knowledge of poultry, or by placing 
it alongside a ‘real’ male, could it 
be told that this bird was different 
from a typical male. Its stance was 
different from that of a cock, for 
the bird was shorter on its legs, and 
these were set at a different angle 
with the body. 

On February third, the bird was 
penned with a Buff Orpington, far 
removed from all other birds. On 
June sixteenth, the hen became 
broody and was set upon nine of 
her own eggs laid during the pre¬ 
vious eighteen days. On July sev¬ 
enth, two chickens were hatched. 
By this time the father of these 
chickens had again become seriously 



ill and be^an to lose wei^dit rapidly. 
On December twenty-ninth, ‘he’ fell 
into an opened drain and was 
drowned. 

The bird described had been, up 
to the age of three and a half years, 
an unremarkable hen; she had laid 
many eggs and had raised many of 
her own offspring. Her history was 
intimately known, for her owner 
kept but few birds. In the autumn 
of 1920 she began to suffer from 
disease of her ovary; the ovarian 
tissue was progressively destroyed, 
and the effects of this pathological 
castration were seen. But the con¬ 
ditions which were created were 
those favorable for the differentia¬ 
tion and growth of spermatic tissue. 
The bird became anotomically 
equipped to function as a male and 
actually became the father of chick¬ 
ens. Under these circumstances, in 
which a ‘determined’ female be¬ 
comes a ‘somatic’ male as a result 
of a definite change in its metabol¬ 
ism, it would be expected that the 
proportion of the sexes among its 
offspring would be one male to two 
females. Of the two chickens one is 
a male, the other a female; they have 
been mated, and their offspring are 
typical Buff Orpington chickens.’ ” 

I have not explained the virgin 
birth, but I think I have shown that 
it is not so out of harmony with the 
laws of nature as is commonly sup¬ 
posed. The Creator of thousands 
upon thousands of worlds certainly 
would not find it much of a task to 
fill in the little we do not yet un¬ 
derstand about it, but I believe will 
be understood within twenty-five 
years. 

I am not signing my name to this 
because I am a woman and I am 
afraid that the honesty and purity 
of the purpose of these papers might 
be doubted if a woman were bold 
enough to sign it. Please circulate 
this article. 
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ET me say first that this is not a day of discouragement, or 
of misgiving, but of great, and perhaps unprecedented, op- 
portunity for those who preach the Gospel of Christ. 

Two things are opening the door wide to the preaching of the 

Gospel. One of these is the new hope that is now stirring in the 
hearts of men, the other is the world’s present desperate need . Great 
visions of peace and world brotherhood are now before men’s minds. 

It is the Christian Gospel which has produced these visions. It is 
the Gospel only, which can bring them to fulfillment. The devel¬ 

opment of the social conscience, the desire that justice and love 
shall be the controlling motive in all human relationships, the long¬ 

ing to put an end to war, are all evidences of the power of the 
Gospel, and of the openness of men’s hearts to receive it. And 
never was the need of the Gospel more evident than it is now. The 
world is in upheaval and confusion. Vast changes are taking place. 
We are confronted with situations the outcome of which no man 
can foresee, with problems for which the wisest can offer no solu¬ 
tion. Men are feeling their need of God. There is a deep stirring 
of the currents of religion. We are living in a time of the revival 
of faith. Men are adrift, confused, many of them wholly in doubt, 
as to what they believe. But they are asking questions. And this is 
itself an evidence of faith. It has been well said that faith may be 
shown by the asking of honest questions not less really, but more 



really, than by the credulous acceptance of answers. It is the Gospel 

of Jesus Christ which can give, and which alone can give, the 

answer to these longings and questions. 

Religion for us can mean no less than the bringing together of 

God and man. It is this that we have in Jesus Christ. The supreme 

thing about Jesus Christ is not His teachings, but Himself, not 

what He said or did, but what, and who. He is. He shows us God 

and man brought together. He shows us what God is, and what we 

are meant to be, not by talking about it, but by being it. Jesus 

Christ satisfies us, meets our need, is the Gospel to us, because He 

is both God and man. 

The way is now wonderfully open for the preaching of the 

Gospel. But there are three things which we who are called to be 

its messengers at this time need to make clear, so that men may not 

be kept from Jesus Christ by mistaken conceptions. 

1. We must make it clear, to all who will heed, that the truth 

revealed in Jesus Christ is in no conflict with any truth or fact made 

known to us by science or scholarship. The view that science is in 

antagonism with religion, or that it excludes belief in the super¬ 

natural, is old fashioned and out of date. A quarter of a century 

ago such a view was held widely, but science has left it behind. It 

belongs to a day that is past. 

And, on the other hand, there is no reason why religion should 

have any suspicion or fear of science. There is nothing in the 

Christian Faith which conflicts with the scientific theory of evolu¬ 

tion. To many of us this hypothesis seems to make clearer both the 

glory of the Creator and the naturalness of His revelation of Him¬ 

self in the Incarnation. 

The present controversy, in some of the Protestant Communions,' 

between the Fundamentalists and the Modernists, is confusing and 

misleading to many people. That controversy has no place among 

us in this Church. This Church, of which we are members, holds a 

position which is larger than that represented by either of these 

groups, and which includes that which is true in each of them. 

Those who call themselves Fundamentalists are unfortunately iden¬ 

tifying themselves with a particular theory as to the inspiration of 



the Scriptures which is untenable, and which has never been a part 

of the Christian Faith. The ancient creeds of the Church contain 

no reference whatever to this theory.* The sad feature 

of this is that many are being conscientiously led to suppose 

that the Christian Religion itself stands or falls with an untenable 

theory, and when it becomes clear that the theory is untenable their 

faith may suffer. Recent scholarship has rendered great service to 

the Christian Faith. Even the scholarship which is unbelieving, or 

half believing, has helped to make the truth more clear. Scholar¬ 

ship as a whole has given us two great results. First, it has made 

the Bible a more living book, and its truth as the record of God’s 

gradual revelation of Himself to mankind culminating in the 

Incarnation, more evident than ever. Second, it has brought us back 

to a fuller and clearer view of our Lord’s human life, and in so 

doing has shown, once again, the impossibility of accounting for 

Him as only man. 

We can have no true faith in Christ without full belief in the 

reality of His manhood. It is in His perfect and unequalled man¬ 

hood that, along with the first disciples, we see revealed the truth 

and wonder of his Deity. 

The question with us in this Church is not Fundamentalism or 

Modernism, but belief in Jesus Christ, the Son of God. Our atti¬ 

tude towards Modernism depends upon what is meant by it. If by 

Modernism is meant only the desire to be wholly loyal to truth, to 

use our minds honestly and freely, to recognize and rejoice in the 

*The Communions chiefly involved in the present controversy are those which are committed to 

one or other of the Confessions of Faith drawn up in the XVI century, such for example as the 

Westminster Confession. These Confessions of Faith are elaborate doctrinal statements expressing 

the theological opinion of their own time in regard to the inspiration of the Bible, the meaning of 

the Atonement, and other subjects upon which there is wide room for difference of opinion among 

Christians. Other Communions which were formed later and did not put forth such doctrinal 

statements, nevertheless implicitly accept, as the basis of their belief, the opinions about the Bible 

which find expression in the XVI century formularies. 

In this Church we are not bound by any of these XVI century Confessions of Faith. 

The statement that the Thirty Nine Articles are the Creed of our Church is a mistake made 

only by those who are insufficiently informed. They are not, and have never been, our Creed. 

Our standard of belief is a far simpler, and more fundamental one, than this. 

As members of this Church, our Faith is contained in the Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds, which 

declare the great facts about Our Lord Jesus Christ Himself as these facts are stated in the 

Scriptures, and as they have been held and taught by the Christian Church from the beginning of 

its life on earth. 
This great, simple. Creed of the Catholic Church throughout the whole world is the standard 

of our belief, and the charter of our Christian liberty. 



fruits of modern knowledge and the results of scientific research, I 

suppose almost all of us in this Church are in full sympathy with 

it, and we need no special appellation to announce the fact. But if 

Modernism, or Liberalism, means, as in the hands of some of its 

exponents it unhappily does mean, the denial, or in veiled terms 

the undermining, of belief in our Lord Jesus Christ as God, then it 

is plain that it can have no rightful place in a Church which lives 

to propagate this belief, and whose whole life and work and worship 

are founded upon it. 

2. We who preach the Gospel today must make it clear, espe¬ 

cially to our younger people, that the Christian faith, belief in our 

Lord Jesus Christ as God made man for us, is not a barrier to our 

♦ thinking, a restriction imposed upon our minds. 

On the contrary, it is our duty to think honestly and fearlessly 

about our religion. Only so can we have a full and living faith. The 

truth has nothing to fear from free enquiry, and everything to gain 

from it. All truth is from God. The truth revealed in Christ cannot 

conflict with any other truth. 

The Gospel which we believe is not the product of our own 

reasoning and speculation. It comes to us as a supernatural revela¬ 

tion from God. But it is not, on that account, less, or more, than 

the truth, and it is as such that it makes its appeal to us. The Faith 

comes to us with the sure witness of the Catholic Church throughout 

the whole world. This universal consensus of the Spirit-guided body 

is indeed overwhelming testimony. But the truth needs, and can 

have, no higher authority than itself. It bears its own witness if it 

be given free course. If that which we see in Christ were not in 

itself true, no authority of Church or Bible could make it so. 

We believe the truth revealed to us in Jesus Christ, not because 

some authority commands us to do so, but because it is the truth 

and speaks as such to our minds and souls. 

We believe in Jesus Christ, God made man, because with our 

whole being, mind, heart, and soul, we recognize in Him the truth 

of God and of ourselves. And believing in Jesus Christ Himself, 

God made man for us, we believe the facts in regard to Him de¬ 

clared in the Scriptures and the Creed. 



The Creed is all of one piece. It all holds together. If we believe 

its central article, all the rest follows naturally and surely. 

The very meaning of the Gospel is that it was God who came 

Himself, in the Person of Jesus Christ, to dwell among men. Be¬ 

lieving, with the Apostles, with the New Testament, with the 

Church from the beginning, that it was God Himself who, out of 

His great love, came down here to stand beside us, to give us His 

help, to show Himself to us in Christ, we find it not difficult, but 

natural, to believe that He came in His own way, that He entered 

into our life by free act of His own power. 

In the words of Dean Inge, those “who believe that Christ was a 

Divine and unique Being will certainly not be guilty of the pre¬ 

sumption of denying that the circumstances of His birth into the 

world, and of His withdrawal in bodily presence from it, may well 

also have been unique.” 

3. We must make clear to all, clearer than we have done, what 

the Gospel is that we are sent to preach to them. We must make it 

clearer to men that our acceptance of the Christian Creed is not a 

matter of belief in intellectual propositions, or metaphysical ab¬ 

stractions, but of belief in Jesus Christ Himself the Son of God. 

We are the preachers not of a message, or a doctrine, but of a 

Person, no less a Person than the Redeemer of the world. The 

Gospel that we preach is Jesus Christ Himself, who, because He is 

God, is able to bless us, to hear our prayer, to lift us into fellowship 

with the Father. We preach Jesus Christ, God made man for us, 

born of the Virgin, crucified for our sakes, risen, and ascended, not 

Christ only as He was on earth but Christ as He now is, not Christ 

the teacher only, but Christ the Redeemer and Lord and Judge. 

We preach the divine and human Christ who makes God manifest 

to all of us, who brings God into all the common affairs of our daily 

lives, who brings God within the reach of plain men and women, 

within the reach of all mankind, the Christ of Bethlehem, the 

Christ of Calvary, the Risen, Ascended Christ who still dwells 

among us in His Church on earth, who in His holy Sacraments 

still ministers to us, still comes to bless and heal us with His living 

touch. 



Fathers and Brethren: We stand in a world stricken, shaken, and 

bewildered, brought face to face with its need of God. What we 

now need is a new preaching of the Gospel in all its Divine truth 

and power. Men are looking now for strength and help from above. 

What they need is not some esoteric, philosophic restatement, of 

the Christian Religion reduced, rationalized, and denatured, but 

the Gospel which has the Cross at its center, the simple Gospel of 

the Eternal Son of God, coming ‘"from the Father’s throne across 

the gulf that separates Creator from creation, across the gulf that 

separates holiness from sin,” bringing God Himself into the very 

midst of our human life, lifting our manhood up into its true glory 

in the image and likeness of Him who made us. 

This is the Gospel of the Apostles, of the New Testament, and 

of the Church from its beginning. This is the Gospel of which we 

are witnesses and which we are sent to preach. This is the Gospel 

which alone has power to deal with human agony and suffering, to 

overcome the sin of the world, to bring to fulfillment our visions of 

justice and brotherhood and peace among men. 



^trict from "Jhe virgin Birth of our Lord,** by Ch^irles Augustus Brings. 
ijitt, D*, pp, 13-14* 

’'The srsnie might he said of St« Paul* It is evident that he represents 

Jesus as pre-existing as the theophanic angel of God of the Pentateuchal history 

(I Cor. 10.1-4), and in Godlilco majesty and glory before He entered the world by 

incarnation (Phil. 2.5-11), which he magnifies in several passages without mention¬ 

ing human father or mother, 2his careful avoidance of the birth of Jesus, except 

in the general phrase, "born of a v-oman" (Gal. 4:4) and "of the seed of David ac¬ 

cording to the flesh" (Rom. 1.3) may have been for prudential reasons; for 9t. Paul 

clearly teaches that Jesus Christ was the second Adam, the man from heaven with a 

life-giving spirit (l Cor. 15. 45-49) a spirit of holiness (Rom, 1:4) and that while 

Himself of the race of Adam, He was apart from the race in that He alone was posses¬ 

sed of sinless and incorruptible flesh (Rom. 5;12 ff; 8.1-4; II Tim. I-IO). St. 

Paul avoids telling us how Jesus Christ was born son of Adam, and at the same time 

different from every other son of adam as Son of God, But the Christian Church saw 

very clearly that the necessary and inevitable consequences of his teaching were, 

that such sinless, Incorimptlble flesh could not be born of a human father by ordin¬ 

ary generation, but only of a pure virgin; and that such a holy and life-giving 

spirit could only originate by the power of the Holy Ghost, as the Gospels of Luke 

and Matthew tell us.it 



‘•The bottle for the yir^jin Birth contlousd through the third and fourth 

centuries, though subordinate to more profound and subtle Christological problems. 

As it was necessary to maintain the reality of the birth of the Son of dod over 

against those who held that the Son of God attached Himself to the man Jesus, either 

at his baptism, or when he first appeared in the temple, or after his birth; so it 

was just as necessai-y to maintain the Virgin Birth over against a more subtle form 

of Docetism which thought that the Son of God attached Himself in the worrib of Ilary 

to the child conceived by Mary; for in all these cases alilre the same situation 

emerges that the man Jesus is a separate'and distinct being from the Son of God, the 

union between them being only external or ethical, not at all vital and organic. 

Over .against any such doctrine not only do the two gospels that teach the Virgin 

Birth cry out, but also St. John and St. Paul, and the entire apostolic teaching, 

Por 3t. John does not tell us that the Son of God took possession of the man Jesus, 

whether prior to his birth or later; but that He becarue man, and so became just as 

truly man as Ha had been truly God. So St. Paul tells us that the pre-existing Son 

of God was born of a woman, and that He who was in the form of God took to Himself 

the form of man, and that this pre-existing divine person suffered and died, rose 

again and reigns with the name above every name. If only two writings teach the 

Virgin Birth directly, yet the whole Hew Testament cries out with one voice, without 

dissent, against any such idea as that the pre-existing Son of God merely attached 

Himself to the man Jesus, 

"All those Hew Testament writings v;hich emphasize the pro-existenoe of Christ 

think naturally of the divine side of the Incarnation, and are only concerned v/ith 

its reality on the human side. It is significant that the two gospels, which alone 

give the Virgin Birth, have nothing to say about the pre-existence of Christ, Inter- 
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asted in the life of Jesus, naturally they are most concerned v/ith the mode of 

His entrance Into the world. There is no consistency here, but only complementary 

teaching, both being necessary to' the completed doctrine. 

"It is tnie that I said in my sermon on the Virgin Birth, alluding to the 

previous discourses of the series: 'All that we have thus far learned of the in¬ 

carnation from the teaching of Jesus and the writings of St. Paul. St. John and the 

Epistle to the Hebrews, would stand firm, if there had been no Virgin Birth; if Jesus 

had been born of Joseph and Mary, having father and mother as any other child.' I 

see now that this language was not sufficiently guarded, and so it has been misinter¬ 

preted by many. I said this in a sermon in which I strove to maintain the reality 

and importance of the Virgin Birth, and I meant by this statement nothing more than 

what I have said already in this paper, that the express teaching of these passages 

of St. Paul and St, John does not give the Virgin Birth, and therefore c^uinot be used 

for or against it. or even against the opinion that Joseph was the father of Jesus, 

But when it comes to making logical deductions from these statements and reconciling 

them with the pre-existence and divinity of Jesus Clu-ist. and constnacting a consis¬ 

tent dogma, it is an entirely different matter. These passages then also cry out 

against a human father, because a child begotten by ordinary generation would yield 

us an individual man. a separate and distinct person and being, from the second person 

of the Trinity; God and man, not one person and being, the God-man. 

"In these days when the authority of the Church counts but little to many 

minds, and when even the authority of the Eoly'^Scriptures is auestioned by not a fm 

Christian scholars, it is inevitable that the whole range of Christian doctrines will 

come into the field of Criticism, and that these will be compelled to maintain them¬ 

selves rigainst every variety of attack; most of all, the fundaxiental doctrine of 

Christianity, the Divinity of Jesus Giirist, and the related doctrines as to Eis 
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Incarnation and Virgin Birth. 

"There are those v/ho persuade themselves that they may hold to the Divinity 

of Christ without belief in a real Incarnation; or that they may believe in the In¬ 

carnation without the Virgin Birth. i have already recognized that a man may doubt 

or deny the third without, in his own mind, denying the second, or the first. And 

yet. from a historic and dogmatic point of view, he surely has put himself in an 

untenable position, which he cannot long maintain. Historically and logically, the 

Divinity of Christ and the Incarnation are bound up with the Virgin Birth, and no 

man can successfully maintain any one of them without maintaining all. 

"The early Unitarians departed from the historic faith in the Holy Trinity 

at first into semi-Arianism, then they divided between Sabellianism and Arlanlsm; 

tut it was not long before most of them abandoned altogether the Divinity of Christ, 

and recognized Him only as the greatest of all prophets. The departxrres from the 

ITicene faith in recent times have taTcen another direction. Some have advocated a 

more subtle lies tor ianisra- but the most recent fad is to make Paul of Samosata the 

wronged apostle of their creed. According to this ancient heretic the man Jesus was 

inhabited by the Son of Cod, and was divine in the sense that God dwelt in him and 

Influenced all his mental, moral and physical activities. This theory gives nothing 

more than an ethical union of deity with humanity, it is true that they try to 

bridge the chasm between the creator and the creature by denying that the creature 

man is of any different nature from his creator; and therefore the ethical union may 

be conceived of as so close that no practical difference exists. But in this they 

simply add pantheistic tendencies to an ancient heresy, and do not thereby improve it, 

but really moke it all the more dangerous. Difficulties, numerous and of great mag¬ 

nitude, spring up on every side, much greater in many respects than those involved in 

the faith Of the Christian Church. They still name Jesus Christ. God. and think of 



His entering the world hy incarnation, yet not in the historic sense of the Bible 

and the Church, but only in a sense which Bible, History and sound reason all alike 

condemn; for Jesus thus inhabited by the Son of God is really no longer divine as the 

one only unique Son of the Father, the second person of the Holy Trinity, but the 

first-born son of an innumerable family of sons of God — .all gods as truly as Jesus 

Christ Himself, when they shall eventually become as fully inhabited by God as Jesus 

v/as, The incranation of the Son of God is then only a prelude to an indefinite 

number of incarnations of sons of God in all perfected Christians. Of course from 

the point of view of this error, Virgin Birth is no more needful for Jesus than it is 
I 

for the Christian brethren. It is evident that these scholars use 'Son of God.' 

Divinity,' and 'Incarnation* in unblblical and unhistorlc senses, merely as a cloak 

to cover doctrines which are as wide apart from the ITicene Faith as earth from heaven. 

'The Christ Ox the Bible and the Church is not merely a divinely inhabited 

man, but the God-man. The deity and the htiraanity are inseparable, and eternally 

united in one and the same divine person. Mary, the virgin, the mother of Jesus, 

was the mother of God because she gave birth, not simply to a man, but God, who had 

become man in her womb when she conceived Him by the Holy Ghost. Christ is not God 

in the sense that He is the elder brother of an Indefinite nvimber of gods* but in 

the sense that Ho is, and always will be, the one only unique Son of the Father, the 

second person of the Holy Trinity. Oxily^a Virgin Birth could such a God-man be born 

into the world. A birth by human generation would give us only an individual man, 

inhabited by the Son of God, and so tv® distinct persons, the second person of the 

Trinity and the person of the man Jesus. That cannot in any way be reconciled with 

the faith of the Bible, or the Church. It is sin^'ly the revival of ancient errors 

rejected by the Church once for all and forever nearly fifteen cent'ories ago." 


