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INTRODUCTION 

n SYJlBOLO-FIDEISME n. ITS SITUATION IN THJOOLOGICAL 

THOUGHT 

I. General characteristics 

" Symbolo-Fideisme " is a theological method 

resulting from the combination of two complementary 

teachings : n Symbolisme n I an epistemology professed 

by Auguste Se.batier ( I839-I90I ) and a soteriology, 

n Fideisme " I taught by Eugene Menegoz ( I838-I92I)'. 

Symbolo-Fideisme cannot be identified a.pa.rt from 

these two men, it is therefore necessary, if. we wish 

to grasp to a full extent its genesis and development, 

to gather some information concerning their life and 

work. 

Auguste Saba tier was born. on the 23 rd of October 

· ·· !839, at Vallon, Ardeche, n of a very modest family of 

old Protestant tradition n. Under the penetrating in

fluence of his mother he was. from infancy, marked 
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by the simple and intense piety of the " R~veil " 

(Revival ), which governed his faith throughout his 

life. He studied Theology at the Faculty of M'ontauba.n, 

and as early as in the first months of his stay, expe

rien.eed a grave religious crisis. The contact with the 

theological teaching of the period gave him the opportu

nity of reconsidering the whole of his doctrinal con

victions ; he allowed himself to be deeply influenced 

by the findings of the German theologians, and, at 

the same time, by the conceptions of Alexandre Vinet. 

At the end of his theological studies at Montauban, he 

ha.d resolutely taken side against orthodoxy. 

He compl.eted his theological training in Germany 

in !863-64, first at TUbingen, and then at Heidelberg. 

In this latter University , Saba tier attended the 

lectures of the eminent professor Rothe, whose tea

chings made a profound influence on him. Once back 

in France, Sabatier, having overcome his last theo

logical aeruples and strengthened his faith, took charge 

of a parish at Aubena.s, Ardeche. In !866, he took his 

_degree o~ lieenci~ en th~ologie. At the beginning of 

!869, he was appointed to the chair of Reformed Dogmatics 

at the Strasbourg Faculty .of lheology~ He lectured 

there until I872. Then, the University of Strasbourg 
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having become German, Sabatier had to resign his profes

sorship. In the meantime, --he had become a Doctor of 

Theology in 1870, after writing a brilliant thesis on 

" The Apostle Paul " , a work of great walue which 

constitutes an important step in the development of 

Pauline research. 

In I877, after several years of continuous efforts 

he succeeded, with the help of his former Stra.sbourg 

collegue, F. Lichtenberger, in re-establishing in Paris 

the former Strasbourg Protestant Faculty of Theology. 

Thus originated the present Faculty of Theology of 

Paris •. At the re-opening ceremony in November of--the 

same year, he delivered a remarkable lecture on Biblical 

Cri.ticism. During the- following years , Sal?atier who 

was teaching Reformed Dogmatics revealed to a great 

extent his qualities as a professor,-and foretold what 

was going to be his future work in various essays an• 

pamphlets which he published. The chief of these work& 

were : a conferenee " De l'Es~rit Th~ologigue " { On 

Theological Spirit ) in 1878 ; a " ~moire sur la no

tion h~braigue de l' Esprit " { Essay.on the-Hebrew 

Conceptio.n of the Spirit ) in 1879 ; an opening lecture 

"--The Vi tali ty of Christian Dogma.a and their Power. of ___ _ 

Evolution " in 1888 ; an article " La Nouveau Testament 



·, 
'j .. 

coritient-il des dogmes?" (Does the.New Testament 

contain Dogmas ?) in I893 ; an " Essai d 'une th~orie 

critique de la eonnaissance religieuse n ( Essay ,to

wards a Critical Theory'of Religious Knowledge.), in 

1893 ; a conference " La religion et la culture moderne" 

( Religion and Modern Culture ) in I897. That same 

year,!897, saw the publication of one of his most-

authoritative and reputed works the " Outlines of a 

Philosophy of Religion " ,based on Psychology and Histo

ry··· His most important book " The Religions of 

Authority and the Religion of the Spirit " was comple-

ted in 1900. Tb.is work, ho-wever, was published only 

after his death • The last work to -be published during 

his lifetime was-the" Doctrine KJlli: of the Atonement 

and its--Historical Evolution ", January I90I, a study 

which he himself described as a model of his dogmatic 

method. Until his death , Sa.batier, who had become the 

Dean of the Par is Faculty of Theology, never ceased 

to deliver his lectures, nor to write numerous arti

cles in the newspapers •. '--At the same time he -contribu

tea to the " :Ebcyclop~die dee Sciences Religieusea " 

of Lichtenberger,. in which he wrote important and eru~ 

dite articles, ma.inly on the problems of the New Testa

ment. Overcome by illness, he died prematurely on 



the I.a th of April I90I, leaving unfinished the great 

work to which the " Outlines " and " '!he Religions of" 

Authority a.nd the Religion of the Spirit " were meant 

to be the Introduction. 

6 

Louis Eugene Menegoz was born on the 25th of 

September I838 a.t Algosheim, Ha.u t-R.hin. 'Ihrough his :fa

ther, a minister devoted to the cause of Luthera.n ortho

doxy, he underwent the influence of .the Pietist movement. 

He studied Theology at the Strasbourg Protesta.nt Semina

ry a.nd presented a thesis for the degree of Ba.chelor of 

Theology, on the conception of the Church, in which he 

proved himself a. sound Lutheran. '!hen he travelled to 

Germany and visited the Universities of Erlangen,~erlin, 

Halle,and Marburg. At -Erla.ngen,he attended the lectures 

of T.homa.sius, who exerted a deep influence upon him. After 

the defeat of I87I, he chose to become French,whilst re

maining faithfully attached to Alsace.In I877,was founded 

the Paris Protestant Faculty of Theology and he himself 

was entrusted with the Direction of the Seminary and 

-·a-ppointed lecturer in German language a.nd Theological 

literature ; a few years later, in I882, he took the 

chair of Lutheran Dogmatics. 

In I879, he actually began his career as a theolo-
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gian with the publication of the " Reflexions sur-

1' :IDvangile du salu t " ( Reflections on the Gospel of 

Salvation ), a decisive turn in his religious evolution 

which led him from Lutheran orthodoxy to Modern Evange

lical Theology. His vocation for exegesis , already 

awa.kened by the teaching of hie professors at -the 

Strasbourg Seminary was confirmed,the New Testament 

becoming more precisely the aim of his research • In 

IS82 he published a thesis for the degree of " licenoi~ 

en theologie " on " Lie peche et la redemption d 'apres 

St Paul" ( Sin and Redemption according to St Paul): 

in .. !894 a Doctora.te thesis on " La th~ologie de 1' Ep!

tre aux Hebreux " (. The Theology of the Epistle to the 

Hebrews ) • These two-books-are still authoritative 

to-day. In I90I, he was appointed Dean of the Paris 

Fa.cul ty of Theology ·, after the death of his friend 

Saba.tier, but he was compelled to resign after a few 

months owing to poor heal th. In the meantime,he had 

given in 1894 an opening lecture entitled n La notion 

biblique du mira.cle " ~ The Biblical Notion of- Kiracle) 

Whi.ch ca.used a great sensation and started numerous con

troversies. From then onwards, ~n~goz became involved 

in a great number of polemics and published numerous 

essays and articles, devoted chiefly to exegetical and 
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dogmatic problems. T.he complete collection of these 

ca.n be found in a book entitled " Publications diverses 

sur le Fideisme 11 
( Various publications on Fideisme ) • 

He retired in I909, but never interrupted his polemical 

activity which was brought to an end by his dea.th on 

the 29 th of October I92I. 

'Ihe first pa.rt of the present work will endeavour 

to deal completely with the theory of religious know

ledge :formulated by Saba.tier as well as by l!enegoz. We 

shall therefore indicate briefly at this stage what is 

the meaning of the Symbolism of Auguste Sa.ba.tier (1). It 

can be summarized in two·main statements. First of 

all, " the ob.1 ect of religion is transcendent : it is 

not a phenomenon " ( 2) • From tha. t .it follows that 

religious knowledge must express the invisible and 

the spiritual by the visible and the material. This is 

precisely the function of the symbol. On the other 

hand " the true content of the symbol is entirely 

subjective "(3), it is the manner by which the 

1 ) Cf • p • !33 sq • 
2) se I 3.2a 
3) se I 327. Actually, the chapter of the " Qtl ines " 
from which are taken these two quotations was published 
almost in full, as early as 1893, in the " Revue de 
'Iheologie et de Philosophie " and in the " Revue chr~
tienne "• 
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subject is conscious of his relation to God. Thus the 

epistemology of Sabatier is nothing else than a theo

ry of the subjectivity of religious knowledge. 

It was in !879, in his famous " R~flexions sur . 

1' Evangile du Salut ", that ~n~goz defined Fid~isme 

for the first time as " salvation by Faith indepen

dently of beliefs"(l). All his life , he devoted 

himself to the exposition a.nd defence of this doctrine. 

With the exception of his thes.es of licence and docto• 

rate, the five volumes of n Publications diverses sur 
le Fid~isme et son application a l' enseignement chr~

tien tradi tionnel •1 ( 2) containing all the studies, 

essays, pamphlets and.articles that he produced during 

his long career, a.re in fact but the development of 

this fundamental principle. 

According to Fideisme it is not by the acceptance 

of traditional Church dogmas that man can be saTed, no 

more is it by the love of God and one's neighbour ; it 

is by Faith alone : " sola fide " • " Ye ma.intain,says 

l) D I/34 

a} Fischbacher publishers, Paris I90I-I93I. 
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Menegoz, the " aola fide " with all its implications. 

With the " ~ ", we oppose the orthodox, and with the 

" ~ ", we oppose the liberals "(l). 

In faA~t, al though Menegoz has never -omitt·ed to 

state his disagreement w_i th Libera.lism, it was ~.ga.inst 

the principle of Orthodoxy tha.t his m.in attack was 

constantly direeted. This is unmistakably evident from 

the second part of the formula. of Fideisme. 

It is by the w~rds " sola fide " that MP.n4goz 

justifies his cconviction when calling it Fideisme ·- { 2)'. 

1) MF I I 34 

.a) Sometimes " Fideisme " is referred to in the case of 
Roman Catholic schools absolutely foreign to that o:f Me
negoz. They are akin to the tra.di tionalist doctrines of 
de Bonald ( I754-I840 ) a:nd Lamennais { I782-I854 ) ; the 
latter states that common sense is the criterion o:f cer
tainty ; in other words the submission to the rule by 
which the Church fixes the " fa.i th "- " Quod semper, quod 
ubique, quod ab omnibus traditum est "• He opposes 
" faith " to any teerta.inty based upon individua,l reason. 
In the same line of thought, we find Father Ventura 
{ I792-I86I ) who teaches also that reason is incapable 
of knowing the truth ; the faithful must rely upon the 
Church, trustee of the authentic tradition ; n f~ith n 

precedes reason. :Equally dependent upon de ~onald and 
Lamennais is Philippe Buchez ( I796-I886 ). 

Nevertheless, the official teaching of Rome gives 
pr_ior i ty to reason : " Ra tionis usus fidem praecedi t n, . 
tnat is the reason why the Catholic fideists have been 
·condemned by the Holy See. This was the case for Louis 
Ba.utain { I796-I867 ) , who plaieed above reason n pure 
intelligence ", the fruit of the. revealed Word, the Logos· 
Let us note also the name~ of Bonetty, condenmed in I853, 
of Ubaghs, condemned in I866. Against them., Father Gratr;r 
( I805- I872 ) re-confirms the rationalism o:f Roman 
Catholic orthodoxy. 
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This n Faith" is a determination of the Ego in its 

wholeness ( 1), the surrendering of the heart to God ( J)'~ 

lldn~goz severs himself completely from the Gatholic and 

traditional point of view which tends to identify faith 

and beliefs, even creeds. However it would be wrong to 

suppose that he teaches salvation by a faith deprived 

of all beliefs; on the contrary he is convinced that 

there cannot be a Faith without an element of intellec• 

tual knowledge (3). 

Furthermore, ~n~goz does not teach doctrinal in

diff eren tism, but la.ya emphasis upon the educational 

influence and role of doctrines (4) 

atch is the precise meaning of the formula o~ 

Fid~isme. 

'Iha t the Symbolism of Auguste Saba tier and Fid~

isme might be complementary doctrines results not 

only from the ca.sua::L encounter of the two men, but 

above all from the fact that there exists between the 

1) MF I/39! etc• 
a) !IF I/I5-i7, etc. 
3) D I/85I, etc·.· 
4) MF I/39, etc. 
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two theories a quite inevitable agreement. 

Yet, in his " Rema.rgues sur le--Fid~isme n publi

shed in I9 Ia, llen~goz sta. ted. emphA. tica.lly tha. t n !'id·~-

isme a.s such, has no theory o~ knowledge ·• ]heh fide

iste may have his own theory ; if he happens to be a 

theologian, he tries to -formulate it ; but Fid~isme 

is solidary with none of these conceptions. It is not 

a philosophy, it is a religion n {I). Further on,he 

added :nit is therefore necessary to distinguish clear

ly between religion and theory of knowledge" {a)·. He 

proceeds by stating that"Fid~isme is compatible with 

various theories of knowledge but does not find.itself 

subordinate to any ~f them. Jly friend Auguste Sa.batier 

had his own theory ; I found it very fascinating "••• 

n I have also mine, which I have outlined several times~ 

Of course, I_ think of it as excellent. 'But I could not 

become impasaio-ned of any theory " ( 3). 

This assertion seems ~it first very surprising, and 

in order to throw light on our quest , it is necessa

ry to preeise what ~n~goz means by the " theory of 

knowiedge "• In the same pages, he states that Fid~isme 

1) 1lF 3/497, etc. 
2) MF 3/497, etc. 
3) MF 3/498. 



n gives to the psychologists the task of building up a 

theory about the mental operations by which we a~quire 

our beliefs and fit oarselves for the spiritual life~ 

There can be different opinions on the working of these 

operations and yet an agreement on religious beliefsn(1). 

Kore briefly he says also n one thing is the Gospel of 

Se.l va tion, and another thing the explanation of the 

psychological processes by which this Gospel gets hold 

of our spirit and of our heart "(a)·. It seems that for 

~n~goz the theory of religious knowledge amounts only 

to the psychology~ of that--knowledge·. 

· lhlt, as A.Cha.rles Lelievre showed, in an interest

in-g~arti-cle deyoted to the " Relations- internee du 

Symbolisme et du Fiddisme-", F.id~isme as well as Symbo• 

lism is based upon a theory of the subjectivity of :te-' 

ligious knowledge (3). In the field of religious p~y

chology both theologie.ns reach similar conclusions; 

however when studying in detail the attitude of ~n~goz, 

we can perceive some differences between that and the 

conception of Saba.tier·. 

• Thus, when llen~goz says that Fid~isme as such 

1) D.3/497. 
2) MF 3/498. 
3) n Revue Chr~tienne " I898 t.II p.24. 
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has no theory of knowloo.ge, he only means that it is not 

bound to any one theory of the subjectivity of religious 

knowledge. 

However, the deep accordance of these two tP,eolo

gians should not be forgotten. Beyond variances of 

opinion on particular points of history, exegesis, Bri

ticism, or dogma.tics, M~negoz did not hesitate to 

admit that "he agreed with &.batier, on the foundations, 

on the general orientation, on the essential conclusion~, 

in one word on the conception of religion and theo

~ "(l}. But is it not precisely thil]~ich we are 

concerned. ? 

Actually, - we shall establish that point in our 

study, - religious knowledge for Saba.tier is not only 

subjective, but equally teleologieal (2) and symbo -

lical (3). This teleological character is essential to 

religious knowledge, and what religion brings to man is 

first of all the solution of the enigma of his life. In 

the domain of faith there are only teleological judgment.s. 

" It is not the essence of things, it is their recipro-

·cal value and their hierarchy which interest religious 

1) MF 4 I I:aI 
2) Cf • p • I3 I sq • 
3) er. P• 133 sq. 
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faith " (If. What religious knowledge seeks in the 

notion of God, is the revelation of God's will to man. 

What it sear~hes for, when explaining the world, is 

not the mechanical linking up of causes, but the disco

very of an end. 

As regards the third chara.cter of religious know

ledge, that is Symbolism, it is interesting to point 

out some chronological facts. 

It was in !87~, in his n Reflexions sur l'Evangile 

du Salut "~ that Kenegoz defined for the first time 

the formula of salvation and is his XLIV th paragraph, 

names it Fid~isme (a) •. 

In I893, Auguste Sa.batier published his essay on 

a " Th~orie Critique de la. Connaissance Religieuse " 

and described his viewpoint as that of " Symbolisme 

critique "· 

In I894, in --the conclusion of his book on n La th~o- l 

logie de l 'Eottre aux H6breux n, ~n~goz -expressed a. 

symbolist position identical to Saba tier's ( 3}". 

In November I894, in his opening lecture entitled 

n La.notion bibligue du miracle ", Jl~n~goz announced 

1) se/3~I 
2) MF I/36 
3) Reproduced in 1tlF I/85 and 89. 
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publicly his acceptance of the expression " __ Symbolo

lid~isme ",{I) already proposed in August of the same 

year ( 2) •. 

In his turn, Sabatier published in I897 his famous 

" Outlines of a. Philosophy of Religion ", of which the 

fourth Chapter of the third 'Book wa.s a reproduction 

with some additions of his essay of I893. Among other 

additions, there is _a footnote in which he states that 

n by the combination of the findings of Mr.~n~goz and 

mine ••• the new school has been baptized Symbolo-Fid~~ 

~· This name is perfectly fitting" ••• (3) 

Furthermore ~n~goz produced in I900 the first 

volume Gf the " Publications diverses sur le Fid~isme n. 

In the foreword we find indications useful in the solu• 

tion of the problem about which we, a.re concerned. Spea

king of his n R~flexionssur l' Evangile du Se.lut ",he 

says that· the central teaching of these was Fid~isme: 

" All I have published since is but the development ••• 

of this doctrine-. All my dogmatical findings depend on 

it and are grouped ar.ound it. One of these·conceptions 

is religious Symbolism, af-which my dear friend and 

collegue, Dean Auguste Saba.tier, ma.de himself the cham-

I) "
4

E£tlise Libre " I894, N° 3I and 33. 
3) MF I 148 
3) SE/406 
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pion "····"Fiddiame aims more specifically at the basis; 

Symbolism deals mainly with the form ; but these two: 

goctrinea are inseparable ••• as has been clearly de

monstra ted by a young theologian in the " Rewue Chr~

tienne" (1898, N° 7) (1) 1 and he .concludes by accept

ing the expression 8ymbolo-Fid~isme { 2)-. 

It is easy to discover in ~n~goz's works many 

places where -he uses and justifies that word Symbolo

Fid~isme. It is as if he wanted to stress a.gain e.nd 

again this important idea so that it could not be possi

bly for gotten • 

At last, in " The Religions of Authority and the 

Religion of the Soiri t ", also completed in I900, Sa

ba tier explicitly confirmed this agreement when he an

nounced tha.t the Religion of the Spirit-· would be "the 

living practical synthesis of " Symbolisme critique " 

and Fid~isme (3i. 

Thus. the first formulation of Fid~isme; and the 

usage of the word belong to ~n~goz .--On the other hand 

and beyond doubt also, the first formulation of Symbo

lism.and the usage of the word belong to Saba tier. It 

I) A.-Charles Lelievre : " Relations internee du Sytn=: 
bolisme et du Fid~isme "· 

a) MF I/xv and xvi. 
3) sa/339. 



IS 

is important to remark that less than a year later, ~n~

goz fully adopted. the vocabulary of Sa.batier, and not 

only that but al·so his ideas which he defended and ex

plained on innumerable occasions. We must not forget 

that he was the first one to accept in 1894 the allian~ 

ce of the two words. Saba tier ma.de his agreement offi

cially known not earlier than !897. 

We have already noted that len~goz claimed to re

duce the domain of religious knowledge to psychology 

alone·. In a.ctua.l fact, his notion of Revelation, 

understood as the object of religious knowledge, holds 

undoubtedly.the same teleological character as it ehowa 

in Saba tier's thought·. To make a distinction between 

faith and beriefs is to issue an epistemological. 

statement ; therefore we believe that Se.batier was 

perfectly right when he wrote : "·all those who make 

this distinction with some logic and sincerity arriTe 

at iymbolism n (1). Actually, this.happened to be the 

course followed by ~n~goz. This step was unavoidable. 

It follows that ~n&goz's refusal to associate 

Fid~isme with a theory of religious knowledge is 

absolutely fallacious • It is denied as well in theo

ry as in fact. The only reservation that could be 

possibly ad.mi tted--is that the theory of religious 

1) SE/406 footnote I. 
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knowledge may vary and for instance be also a doc

trine of religious experience, of the internal wit-

ness of the Holy Spirit,- even of Illuminism. Yet, this 

reservation is extremely theoretical, and a rightful 

question may be asked : could a Fid~isme different 

from tha.t of Men-~goz/r>e conceived ? Could one study 

Fid~isme apart from the man who formulated, taught, 

and defended it with such conviction and tenacity ? 

It is absolutely impossible in this case to distin

guish between the man and his message and doctrine'• 

Auguste Sabatier's Symbolism and lllgene M~n~goz's 

Fid~isme are fundamentally bound together. 

II. Philosophical and Theological antecedents cormnon 

to Saba.tier and M~n~goz. 

If we now try to. assign a place to Symbolo-Fid~i

sme in the history of the development of theological 

thought, we are bound to inquir-e into the influences 

whi-ch .. Saba.tier and Jlen~goz themselves received. These 

antecedents fit into two categories, some are philo

sophical, others theological; some are common to both 

theologians , and these are the more important ones; 



others are personal, and these are chiefly impres

sions received in the course of their own training, 

or consents arising from their intimate experiences. 

They are a spiritual inheritance rather than an in

tellectual one. 

Two names determine the elaboration of Symbolo

Fid~isme : a philosopher, Immanuel Kant and a theo

logian ., Schleierne.cher. The deep impression made 

by these two men on both Sabatier and ~n~goz is cons

tantly apparent. 

Kant's influence on Se.batier is of immense im

portance, in actual fact it is more than an influence. 

Saba.tier is basically Kantian and does not conceal that 

he belongs to- the Critical School. 

The best example of this subordination is given 

in the third part-of his n Outlines of a Philosophy 

of Religion n where in a very important chapter devo

ted to the n Critical Theory of--.Religious Knowledge : 

his views are expounded in all their completeness.--

'Before dealing with the problem of religious know-

ledge itself, Sa.batier considers the theory of know

ledge as a whole. First, he reviews what he calls the 

n obsolete theories of knowledge n, criticizing briefly 



Dogmatism, Idealism and Sensualism. Having rapidly 

cleared the site, Se.batier does not leave-his reader 

in suspense for long. According to his analysis, 

3I 

" thinkers may to-day be divided into two classes : 

those who date before Kant , and those who have re

ceived the initiation and so to speak the philosophi• 

cal baptism of his critique " (l)". Of course we must 

understand that he be~Gngs to this latter and happy 

class ( 2) • The aff irma. tions accumulated in the foll-ow

ing pages leave no doubt on that account'• Thanks to 

Kant, says Sa.batier, it -is possible to carry on the 

c~itieal examination of knowledge and above all to 

discover i-ts limits. llan reaches a better understan

ding of himself. Thus philosophy has achieved a real 

progress. 

The judgments which constitute knowledge are not 

all of the same nature, states Sa.batier, using for 

himself the critique of pure reason. A distinction 

must be ma.de between the a posteriori judgment which 

consitutes the matter of knowledge, and which is given 

by ~erience, and the a priori judgement , the form 

I) se /aaa 
3) cf SR/38 



of knowledge, a. rational element which comes -from the 

thinking subject (1). With Kant, Saba.tier asserts that 

the two elements of judgment.must be combined in order 

to be fruitful. A judgment based only upon the data of 

experience ca.nnot be taken as scientific knowledge. On 

the other hand, the rational judgment alone, establishes 

but ft a knowing without reality ft (2). 

The critique of pure reason taught Kant that the 

subject was neither able to perceive things as they 

actually are, nor as they appear to him. They are no 

longer things. but-only the phenomena of things. In 

conclusion, ea.id Kant, --the phenomenon is a product of 

reason. It does not exist-outside the subject, but in. 

him. - In terms closely akin to these, --Saba. tier def ends 

similar· theses : n T.he Ego can only be conscious of 

itself and of-its modifications" (3). These modifica-

tions come either from sensations ,--or from the subject 

himself. From th~e ·proceeds the fundamental distinc

tion between subject and object, between ego and non-ego~ 

Starting from this analysis. Sa.batier makes another 

distinction : is objective any knowledge which may be 

1) se/384 
a) se/285 
3) se/294 



attribut~d to the object alone, independently of the 

subject ; on the other hand is subjectiTe any knowledge 

which implies identity of subject and object (1). Here, 

we reach a stage where Sabatier thinks that he is not 

in agreement with Kant. When Kant introduces a distinc-

tion between noumena and phenomena, and accepts beyond 

the phenomenal world the existence of a world of the 

noumena, realities beyond the reach of reason, Se.batier 

denies : n he that persists in distinguishing between 

the thing in itself and the phenomenal thing will never 

be able to give an account of the objectivity of the 

science of Ba ture ". In support of this denial, he re

fers to what he calls " the objectivity of science " 

or " the reality of scientee " ; he ad.mi ts also " a 

power· which science gives to man over Nature "(2P. At 

the same time, and this is of great importance for us 

in this work, we shall notice that for Saba.tier the 

object of religious knowl.edge is not of ~ phenomenal 

nature • The careful study of his theory of religious 

knowledge shows that it is deeply subjectivist (3) • 

.As regards the rational subject, we have already 

I) se/ 294 
2) se/305-306 
3) Cf • p • 8 I sq • 



noted that Sabatier insists upon its fundamental unity. 

Ha asserts it a.gain in this affi~tion, ." the ego 

which knows is an acting ego "(ll; yet according to 

Sabatier, as well as to Kant, liberty is not questio

ned by the will, it is an immediate datum of moral 

consciousness. Then he comes to the description of 

the tragic conflict in man divided between scientific 

determinism and moral obligation. The first is presen

ted to him by pure reason as the law of the phenomenal 

world, whilst the second proves his personal liberty·. 

It was then that Kant affirmed his conviction in the 

doctrine of the precedence of practical reason, in 

other words of the will. The authority of practical 

reason is superior to that of pure reason • Its 

testimony must· be obeyed,a.nd man must act as if it 

were proved that he is free and that a God, supreme 

judge of the moral order, exists. 'W.b.at has Saba.tier 

to say about that ? " The solution , if there be one, 

can only be a practical one, a-solution springing 

from the will" { 2). It consists, thanks to an in

crease of the intensity of inner life, in the 

I) Gtwpwwwwetw. se/386 

2) se/288 



" affirmation in fa.ce .of the universe of the soverei

gnty of spirit". That is to say " the conflict of 

theoretic r~ason an~ practica.l reason eternally engen

ders religion in the heart of man n (I). 

I·et us say also tha. t for Saba tier, this essential• 

ly practical solution does not exclude·another one, a 

theoretical one. He believes in a development of 

spiritual values ; he believes that gradually , as a 

result of continuous struggle,. the spirit affirms its 

sovereignty. Thus he hopes that one day, the ego a.nd 

the world, ethics and science, pure reason and prac

tical reason will meet together in God, just as theo

retically two parallel lines meet at the infini tet. 

Pursu-ing his study of the two orders of knowledge, 

Saba.tier suggests a distinction between judgment of 

fact and judgement of value • Those judgments which -
belong to physioa.l knowledge may be brought to bear 

only upon the relation of objects between themselves 

notwi th.standing the subject. They ar.e primarily 
• 

objective. With Kant, Se.batier holds that the judgments 

of fa;ct have· as their ~ the ca.tegories of space 

and~, necessary data of sensation (2),which con-

l) se/289 
2) se/398 



verge in the notion of number. '!he objective know

ledge, as indefinite and imperfect as number, will 

always progress, without ever reaching achievement 

and perfection. On the other hand, moral knowledge, 

of which the subject himself is the object, or which 

considers the relation of object and subject, expresses 

itself in judgments of a nature entirely different 

from that of judgments of fact. Its form is not in 

the categories o.f space and time, but in that of 

good. This is the reason why he calls them judgments 

of value(l). There is no common ground between these 

two categories of judgment. If, on the one hand, space 

and time are the necessary forms of objective know

ledge, the primitive intuition of reason, on'.the other 

hand, the cat.egory of good is an immediate 

da.tum of moral . consciousness • " lhe form of 

moral judgments is universal and identical in every 

man n, says Saba tier { 2) • This does not mean, of 

course, that the content of moral judgments is in

variable. It is submitted to all the contingencies 

of periods and societies. Nevertheless,- and this is 

1) se I 399 

:a) se I 301 
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again the belief in progress so dear to Sabatier-, 

there is a history of ethics, which gives an account 

of its development and evo~ution, as there is a 

history of natural science; but, whatever might be 

the contents of moral consciousness, he adds, the 
categorical imperative gives to it a form, both 

necessary and immu ta.bl·e ( 1) • 

To conclude his theory of knowledge, Saba.tier 

recalls two principles which he holds a.s essential : 

firstly, one must d~stinguish clerly between the two 

orders of knowledge; secondly, it is necessary to cone 

~ilia.te them at the risk of attaining no more than a 

fruitless knowledge. Ethics, a.nd therefore religion 

do not escape the necessity of fulfilling the synthe

sis with the scientific experience brought to the ego 

by sensibility. Spiritual life, according to Sabatier, 

is therefore compa.rable to an ellipsis, with its two 

focuses : n on the one side, the centre of' receptift. 

life, where all the sensations received are ela.bora- · 

ted into phenomenal knowledge; on the other, the cen

tre of active life, at which are concentrated all the 

revelations of the mind's own inner energy "(2)·. 

1) se/301 
3) se/303 
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Such are the premises upon which Saba.tier builds 

his theory of rel.igious knowledge. We shall see, when 

studying it closely, how much it is as a whole solida• 

ry to the teaching of Kant. 

The influence of Kant upon K~n~goz is easily 

discernible, al though it is not so deep and direct --as 

on Saba.tier. We have already indicated that in his 

writings ~n~goz is almost exclusively concerned with 

the content of faith, and scarcely dee.ls with the 

theory of knowledge in general or even with the theo

ry of religious knowledge. This might explain why 

Kant holds relatively little room in his works. How

ever it should not be concluded that he. disdains him. 

On the contrary, ~n~goz does not conceal that he 

attributes much importancec·to him. 

In an essay entitled " Une tripl~ distinction 

thdologigue n, ~n~goz, starting from the principle 

according to which religion must be distinguished 

from philosophy and that theology should not, at any 

price r~emain linked with ol9solete systems, admits 

however that modern religious thought must rest upon 

a modern philosophy •. Now, in our times philosophy is 

Kantian • " Neither Ka.ntism. is truth absolute. I do 



not believe it is eternal, but to-day as it surround.a 

us with its atmosphere, our theology cannot withdraw 

from it "(l). Then, speaking of the rene11i:l. of theolo• 

gy, he thinks tha. t " the initiator on the philo sophi

cal side is Kant, whose principles rule over the 

whole of modern theology n (a) • One thing which is 

certain is that they. rule over the theology of ~nt1goz. 

An exeellent example is his a.greemant with the 

Kantian conception of the categorical imperative·. 

Kant's arguments against-the classical proofs of God's 

exif!itence have retained all their value, ·eta tea Mt1nt1-

goz; it follows that God --is not to be demonstratedr. 

However, the moral proof keeps a great power o~ con• 

viction. Jlt1n~goz finds it in the existence or a moral 

consciousness, in- which the distinctio-n between good 

and evil is affirmed. The sense of duty and moral obli· 

gation, this imperious order to which man must surren

der, this is what Kant calls the " categorical impera

tive "(lS). ~n~goz- attributes to God the 'rigin of 

this categorical imp era t~ve, " it is the voice of God 

in conscience " { 4). The personal experience of moral 

1) MF 3/383 
2) MF 4/39 
3) MF 3/I37-I19 
4) :MF 3/333 
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obligation shows us that -it does not spring from our•' 

selTes, although it speaks within ourselves. Only a 

personal being can give orders in such a way. The pre

cepts of the inner voice are always perfect and pure, 

they can only spring from a perfect being. this is 

why the voice of conscience cannot be but that of God. 

This demonstration which does not possess the character 

of a scientific proof, nevertheless imposes itself on · 

M~n~goz with sufficient authority so that--he can state: 

" I must, therefore God is" (1). The categorieal 

imperative is thus of great importance, as-it is a 

universal and irrecusable testimony of God within the 

conscience of man. '!hanks to it, " we are not comple

tely immersed in darkness"( 2). We can truly appre

ciate the importance attributed by Kt1n~goz to .. this 

idea, when he states that " the categorical imperative 

appears to us as the immutable basis of all theologi• 

cal constructions, present.and future "(3)·~ 

Thus ~n~goz is directly Kantian. He is again a 

discipl·e of -Kant through his acceptance of the cri ti

cal Symbolism of Sa.batier, and therefore of the Kantian 

1) KF 3/129 : " Je dois, done Dieu est "• 
2) MF 5/225, cf. 5/aro. 
3) MF 5/45 
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premises on which it is built. He places himself 

again under the Kantian influence, when in his theory 

of religious knowledge he borrows some of their asser

tions from Fichte and Lotze. Finally, by means of an 

influence more properly theological, that of Ritschl, 

Kenegoz finds himself under the dependence of. the 

Kantian theory of knowledge. However, the borrowings 

of U~negoz from Fi-ohte, Lotze and Ritschl are peculiar 

to him. We shall have the opportunity of dealing with 

this question. 

Considered from the philosophical point of view, 

Symbolo~Fideisme is indissolubly linked with Kantian 

critique , owing to the agreement ( we are tempted to 

say surrender ) , which both Sa.batier- and Menegoz have· 

so clearly· given to it. '!his assent is not purely 

coincidental, much more is it the stamp of a period·. 

Schleiermacher's teaching constitutes the most 

important theological -anteced€Ilt of Symbolo•li'ideisme. 

Let us see first of all what Saba.tier says about it:. 

We know that one of the essential ideas of Saba .. 

tier is what he calls n the Religion of the Spirit ir. 

He conceives it as the n religious relation realised 

in pure spirituality. It is God and ma.n both concei.-,· 
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ved under the eategory of the spirit, mutually inter

penetrating and thus arriving ~t full communion n (1). 

The Religion of the Spirit is the religion of love, 

liberty and holiness. It is also a returning· to the 

original Gospel, a permanent Reformation, a reaction 

against dogmatic orthodoxy (a). Lessing, affirms 

Saba.tier, was the prophet of the Religion of the Spi

rit, however he was no more.than a. forerunner (3). 

n The Messiah of the new era was Schleierma.cher n (4). 

Schleierma.cher has taught us that the basis of all 

religion is in piety, in the intinB te experience of' 

the soul. Now, according to Sa.batier, religious expe-. 

rience is the precise object of theology. 

Al though constantly in disagreement on other 

points, both rationalists and supernaturalists iden

tified faith with-an accumulation of tr~.ditiona.l 

dogmas. There again, Schleierma.cher has brought to 

us a new teaching, the important distinction between 

faith and dogmas. :Faith is not a system of dogmas, 

faith is living piety, it springs from the religious 

1) sa/38I 
a) sa/2Ba 
3) sa/306 
4) sa/209 
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feeling itself. As we know, this distinction is a 

fundamental one in the symbolo-fid~iste teaching. 

Furthermore, Schleierma.cher showed that " being an 

independent, original psychological fact, faith then 

becomes an object of observation and a, fa.ct of expe

rience, not of individual experience alone, but of 

collective experience, a historic fact "(1) ·• To 

study and give account of it will be the task of theo• 

logy • There again the assent of Se.batier is complete'. 

~Y showing the sui generis character of religious 

faith and giving to the science of religion a special 

and independent object, Schleiermacher did theology 

an inunense service, states Saba.tier. It is indeed a 

revolution, of which he does not hesitate to proclaim 

himsel~ an offspring. With Schleiermacher, Sa.batier 

teaches that the basis of Dogmatics ha.s been shifted, 

it no longer lies in the infallible a.uthori ty of the 

scriptural text, -it lies in- the experience of faith ('2)-. 

In the detailed study which we will haTe to under

take on the theory of religious knowledge, we will be 

driven to record the extensive place. given to " reli• 

gious experience " by Symbolo-~id§isme. 

1) sa/3!0 
2) sa/325 
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For Schleieru.acher, the essence of religion lies 

in the consciousness of the finite and temporal being 

regarding the existence of an infinite and eternal 

being, in the feeling of dependence which man experien

ces towards higher powers. Therefore religion is a 

feeling, an intuition, it is the sente of the inf'initer.· 

Schleiermacher bases his conviction of God's existen- -

ce upon this sentiment of dependence •. Sa.batier follows 

more or less a similar path. First of all, he says, 

religion is that link which unites man and the higher 

powers upon which he is dependent. At the· top of re

ligious evolution, it will express the relationship 

between man and God (1). In any case, says Sa.batier. 

" what does faith--itself desire to say when ft defi

nes God as the Eternal and Almighty Spirit, except 

that man needs to affirm that his own individual spi• 

rit does not depend on any but a spiritual power like 

himself ? n(3):. However, Sa.batier thinks that the 

thought of Schleierma-cher should be completed at this 

stage. He does not hesitate to speak of " that vague 

sentiment of absolute dependence which Schleierma.cher 

1) sa/370 

a) se/331 
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erroneously makes the fundamental characteristic of 

the 'Christian consciousness " (1). This feeling does 

exist of course, but it is only a moment, an initial 

degree of the inner life, and Schleiermacher was wrong 

in satisfying himself with this passive element of 

religious consciousness. At this stage, Sar.tier does 

not forget that he is a disciple of Kant. tfan is 

destined to realize his moral persona.li ty. Moral 

obligation born in liberty is the active element of 

the religious feeling ; it is as equally essential as 

the passive element. " Religion, then, is a free act 

as well a.s a feeling of dependence ( 2). Saba tier 

goes even further in his process of synthesis of 

Schleiermacher and Ka.nt, when he states that 11 ·the 

religious,sentiment is fundamentally nothing other 

than the sentiment of the relation between the moral 

being and the law which governs him" (3). 

There are other points of contact between Schleier

macher and Sa.batier, for instance the doctrine of the 

infallibility of Jesuso Schleiermacher conceived it 

.as absolute but restricted to the purely religious 

1) sa I 372 

3
aj se, I a9 

sa I 3ar 
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domain. Sabatier concludes similarly : it is sovereign 

but only concerning the religious experience; to extend 

it beyond these limits is to alter the nature of the 

Gospel (1). 

Fina.lly, when we reach the study of the notion o-r 

dogma and dogmatics other links between the thought of' 

Schleiermacher and Saba tier will be revealed ( 3) ·• 

~n~goz too, hails Schleierma.cher as the initiator 

of modern theology. In face or the progressive destruc

tion of the literal authority of the Eible, it was 

vital to -discover a new f'oundation for dogma.tics. " It 

was Schleiermacher who offered the lifebuoy·. He based 

dogmatics on subjective religious experien~e _ft{3). '!he 

influence of" Schleier:rm.cher was so profound that, 

according to M~n~goz, all the contemporary theologians 

with the exception of some conservative ones , owe.much 

to him. Of course, it would be audacity on our part 

to classify ~n~goz among the conservative ones. Jiuch 

more than Saba.tier, we see M~n~goz developi-ng the prin• 

ciples_of the distinction of f'aith and dogmas. This is 

1) sa/394 
aJ Cf •I?. sq. 
3 MF 1/353 
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the key to the fid~iste soteriology; it can be said 

without exaggeration that the development of this prin

ciple runs through his whole work. 

Regarding the infallibility of the teaching of· 

Jesus, •~n~goz while starting from the same affirma

tions as Schleiermacher's carries his assertions-much 

fUrther -than those of Sa.batier. Naturally he does not 

question-the moral authority of the religion of J'esua. 

His tea~hing is the perfect revelation of the.will-of 

God. In him the inspiration of the Holy Spirit was 

so full that his word·was the very word of God·. Al.though 

~n~goz accepts with a joyful conviction this autho• 

ri ty in the religious domain, he does not believe 

that " Jesus ever claimed any authority in the field 

of secular, scientific, historical or literary thinga"{U~ 

In that order he shared the views and even the errors 

of his contemporaries, namely concerning the authen

ticity of some books of the 0.ld Testament ( 2) ·• At 

this stage • Sabatier who, as we know, restricted 

Jesus's authority only to the domain of religious 

experience, refuses.to accept what he calls n the 
4 

assumed line of demarcation " between profane and 

1) D I/I7I 
3) MF I/65, 2/374 



religious things. In the name of which criterion· 

shall this line be traced ? This distinction, adds 

Saba tier is useless, " it is ineffective because it 

is false n (1). 

38 

Menegoz. ra.r ely ref erred to Sehl eiermacher in his 

works. Actually, he did not claim openly to be his 

disciple as did Sabatier. Of course, he recognized 

him as the founder of modern theology and owed to him 

his general orientation. But except on a few points, 

Schleierma,cher' s influence re!llA.ined an indirect one. 

However, a.s "'i.11/8.S the case regarding Ka.nt, through his 

fundamental a.greement with Sa.batier, ~negoz did not 

al together deviate from the ideas of Schleiermacher. 

He met this influence again in the theology of Ritschl 

by which he ha.a been so greatly inspired'. 

T.he teaching of Schleiermacher constitutes the 

main theological antecedent of Symbolo-Fideisme •. Both 

&.batier and 1lenegoz have thoroughly accepted his in

heritance which brings to them essential principles : 

the foundation of theology upon religious experience 

and the emancipation from dogmatic authority. 

l) sa I 355 
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Though Kant and Schleiermacher represent the two 

ma.in sources of inspiration for Symbolo-Fideisme·, the 

contripution of other influences peculiar to Sabatier 

and to Menegoz should also be taken into account. All 

of them are not of the same importance ; some, how

ever are determining ones. In the formation of an 

intellectual or spiritual personality there are so 

many diverse and often ill-known elements that it is 

difficult to study them in an echaustive way. We shall 

therefore limit ourselves by noting the more important 

and more discernible of them. 

III. Influences peculiar to Sabatier. 

All those who have had the op-portuni ty of ·meeting 

Se.batier during his lifetime have recorded his intense 

piety. He was not a dry and cold theologian, but a 

personality gifted with a strong faith and an enthusiasm 

sometimes juvenile which one can perceive in his most 

se~ious books, where often, stern chapters end with 

pages in which a burning religious emotion is expressell. 

Sa.batier was brought up in this Huguenot spirit 

which belongs to the Cevennes tradition. 
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Furthermore, he received from his family the spiritual 

inheritance of the French Revival (-R~veil) (1).-As he 

states himself in an autobiographical fragment :" It is 

thanks to my mother that the piety of the R~veil ente

red into me. Since then, studies, temptations and expe

riences may have much modified my first relig-ious idea.a 

but the b~kground of a sensitive piety has reim.ined, 

the same"{!). Yet he has freed himself completely 

from the dogmatism and the moral legalism which charac-

terized also the R~veil. It is important to remember 

this permanent background of piety in Sa.batier, as 

sometimes when reading him one may experience- a 

feeling o~ uneasiness. One may be inclined to ask 

whether his doctrine of the religious consciousness 

and of the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit is 

not, in the last instance, simply liberal rationalism·. 

In this dom9.in of the intimate religious life, we 

1) The " R~veil " was a movement of renewl within the
Reformed Churclies-of France, which developed between the 
years I8I5 and 1850. Among the.promoters. of the"R~'f'eil" 
one can quote C~sar Malan, F~lix Neff, Amy ~ost and also 
Adolphe Monod ( I802-I855) who was perhaps the most fa• 
mous of these fervent Christians. The influence of the 
" R~ve11 " was deep and can still be felt in the modern 
religious literature of Reformed churches as well as in 
the liturgy and hymnar~es. 

3) VS/I8I 
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must also mention Alexandre Vinet, whose thought ma.de a 

deep and lasting impression on the soul of Saba.tier, at 

the very moment when he was no more than a student at 

the Theological Faeul ty of Jlontauban • " At this time, 

he says, I was reading much of Vinet n (1). 'lhrough the 

medium of Vinet, he set himself again under the influen

ce of the R~veil, and on the other hand threw himself 

wholeheartedly into the movement of modern theology. 

In it the revivalism of Vinet met the pietism of Schlei

ermacher , to affirpi that the 'basis of all religion is 

in piety, and to substitute in theology the n internal 

proof n for the external and historical proofs. He disco~ 

vered in Vinet, ideas which were already familiar to 

him and which were to retM.in essential for him. Whilst 

a student at Montauban, Saba.tier summarizing the thought 

of Vinet, could -already state : " ~at one calls the 

conviction of salvation , is God in the heart; it is 

this communion of will and spirit between God and man, 

that man cannot cause n (2).- Kore than thirty yea.rs 

later, Saba.tier will confirm that man n feels God to 

be a~ttve and present, in his thought under the form 

of moral law. He is saved by faith in the interior 

1) VS/ !57 

2) VS/ !55 
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God n (1). We must remember that Saba.tier- gave Schlei

ermacher the title of--" Messiah of the new era " of 

theology • Now, of Vinet, he says that he is n the 

great prophet of the Religion of the Spirit in our age 

and country "(2).-. Ye know what price Sabatier quoted 

for the accession of the Religion of the Spirit • He 

could not have done ~etter homage to Vinet than to 

have formula.tad such a judgment upon him. 

Knowing the Huguenot antecedents of Saba.tier , it 

is a matter of course to ask which share should be 

attributed to 9'lvin in the elaboration of his theo

logy. It :-is a limited one , and yet a primary one-. 

Indeed, if on the one hand, Sabatier places himself 

very willingly among the heirs of the Reformation by 

affirming that the--task .of the Rel.igion of the Spirit, 

following the Reformers, is to recover the primitive 

Gospel with all its genuineness; on the other hand, 

however, he reacts violently against reformed orthodo• 

xy , and particularly does not feel himself bound to 

the confessions of faith of the Reformation. 'lhe 

principle of Reformation has a permanent value within 

the Church • ~orrowing a word from Vinet, Se.batier 

1) se/390 
2) se/283 
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asserts that n the Heformation is still to be done, and 

will be done endlessly n(1)·. He finds in CalTin a prin• 

ciple of immense and always valid range,- that -of the 

internal testimony of the Holy Spirit,which is a~ 

jective criterion. Se.be.tier is a tributary to Calvin 

in the sense that he maintains i~ an absolute way this 

doctrine and gives to it a very importa.nt place in his 

theory of religious knowledge. When, after rejecting 

any external and infallible authority, he wants to 

define a principle of certainty which would enable 

every one,- theologian or humble believer-, to dis• 

criminate the Word of God in the Bible, he finds only 

one , " the witness of the Holy Spirit, as ealvin put 

in so strong a light, and which they have mistakenly 

abandoned, to take refuge in certain, as they believe. 

innnutable results of criticism n(a). In a following 

chapter of the present work, we shall have the opport

unity of comparing more closely the conception of the 

internal testimony both in Calvin and Sabatier. Let us. 

only note at this moment that , apart from this doctri• 

ne , Saba.tier is far from borrowing the dogma.tical con• 

clusions of Calvin. Indeed the loan is not negligible. 

1) Vinet "Litt~rature au XIX 0 siecle ",T.3 p.393,quoted 
in se./883 

2) sa/360 



but it can be said that .in spite of a general "Reformed" 

climate of the works of Saba.tier, this loan is almost 

the only one. 

We have shown in the biography of Se.batier, that 

at the end of his theological courses a. t Jlontauban, he 

went to Germany, first to Ttibingen, then to Heidelberg. 

It/is in the latter place that he had the opportunity 

of receiving the teaching of Rothe • There is, concer

ning the latter, a most prec.ious statement of Se.be.tier, 

twenty yea.rs later : " The theologian Richard Rothe, 

whose lectures I have attended at Heidelberg in I864, 

is the man whose thought has the most impressed mine. 

I willingly declare myself his disciple ~lthough I do 

not restolve exactly a.a he does all the problems of 

theology "(l). 

Whilst placing himsel·f under the influence of 

Rothe, Saba.tier threw himself again into the gree.t 

theological movement inaugurated by Schleiermacher'. 

However, as he himself recognized, Rothe was quite 

independent of any precise school. In a,ny case his 

overflowing imagination would have prevented him from 

being so. Saba.tier was thus compelled to select from 

1) VS/I8I 



the many conclusions of Rothe. Numerous points of 

contact are nevertheless discernible between the 

tea.chings of the two theologians. 

With Rothe, Sa.natier sees the true centre of 

Christianity in the historic person of Jesus and 
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in His tea.ching ( l) • Indeed the religious conscious

ness of Christ is the type of wha.t must be the Christ..; 

ian consciousness. However, a.ccording to Rothe a.a well 

as Saba.tier, Christ has not come to bring a new re

ligious doctrine, but a new principle of religious 

life. His method of teaching is converse to that of 

the scribes~ that is to say converse to the method 

of authority, and to attempt to deduct from His 

sayings dogma.tic formulas would be purely supersti~ 

tious (a} • It is in the conception of Revelation 

that Se.be.tier owes the-most to Rothe ; while not adopt

ing it completely, he retains the essential elements 

of it. 

First of all, Rothe insists upon the distinction 

which must be made between Revelation and the Bible, 

whiCh is no more than the documentary record o'f 

1) sa/ 334 
2) ea/ '387 
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Revelation. .In an identical wa.y, Sa.batier, while 

a.dmi tting easily that God speaks in the :Bible a.nd 

furthermore tha.t the Bible n continues and perpetual

ly maintains the revelation of God in the souls of 

men ", asks that it should not be idolized. " It is 

neither permitted nor possible to identify the Eible 

with the revelation of God "(l). Yi th Rothe he re

cognizes in this discrimination one of the most im

portant conquests of modern theology·~ The teaching 

activity of God reaches every people and nation, but 

it is only in the history of Israel that it takes the 

form of an appeal towards the renewal of religious 

consciou.s~ess, teaches Rothe·. Saba.tier outlines ideas 

very similar when recognizing a positive action of God 

in the history of the heathen. In all the ancient 

religions testimonies of the presence and inspiration 

of God-~may be disco'!ered (!). lmt in the history of 

the Hebrew people, Revelation becomes more and more 

precise, takes a clearer --f'orm and prepares that o"f -. 

Christ. In order to arrive at a real understanding 

of Christianity it is therefore essential-to study 

1) sa/ 343 

3) sa/ 268 



the revealing action of God within the people of 

Israel (1). 
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At the centre of Rothe's doctrine of-Revela.tion, 

may be found the distinction between the !.£!.!! of' God . 

in the history of mankind, what he calls " Jlanif'esta• 

tion ", and the words of God in human conscience, 

which constitute " Inspiration " • In order that 

the divine manifestation might be actua.lly understood 

and interpreted by man, God completes it by means of' 

ari inner action in conscience. Without inspiration 

the divine ·intervention would be deprived of signi

ficance ; without ma.nif es ta tion, inepira tion would 

remain indefinite and aimless. The teaching of Saba• 

tier ~n this point does not differ from that of 

Rothe? indeed he has not concealed his agreement 

with that theory which he does not hesitate to call 

"admirable" (2). With Rothe,·he finds in Revelation 

two elements, an objective and historical one, and 

a subjective and inner one. With Rothe also, he belie

ves that llanifesta tion and Inspiration are necessarily 

complementary. Therefore, if. we want to understand the 

religious meaning of Christianity, we must not neglect 

1) sa/ 359 
a) sa/ 357 
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its historical side. Religious philosophy will be 

accordingly considered from 1the standpoint~ both o:f 

psychology and history (1). Is not the title of one of 

the main works of Sa.batier precisely : " Outlines of a 

Philosophy of Religion based on Psychology and Historyn? 

Thus is undoubtedly confirmed the dependence of Saba• 

tier on the master of Heidelberg. 

Inspiration, the internal and subjective form of 

Revelation will appear under extremely varied forms, 

admits Rothe, but it will always be realized according 

to the laws of thought and spiritual life. Se.batier 

affirms a similar conception as he does not believe 

that an act of inspiration may be effected outside 

the ~onditions of knowledge (3). It is-from this prin• 

oiple particularly that Sabatier deducts the theory of 

the symbolism of religious knowledge , -with which we 

shall have to deal later on. On the other hand, 

Revelation is always limited by the historical frame.. 

work in which it takes place; it cannot, according to 

Rothe, escape that necessary contingency. -This is also 

the opinion of Saba.tier who, however, goes further in 

that direction and reaches the notion of a progress 

1) SE/ XV 
2) se/ 332 
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in Revelation. Thus he speaks of the " successive 

revelations" of God (1). He ~an distinguish three 

main stages within the development of Revelation. He 

is even able to state that Revelation follows " the 

progress of the moral and religious life which God 

has created and developed in the midst of mankind "(!). 

Traditional dogmatics were much concerned with the 

problems of the criterions of Revelation , of the signs 

by means of which its authenticity could be verified;. 

According to Rothe there is no problem of that kind, 

Revelation carries within itself its quality of evi

dence and-does not require any other testimony. Se.ba• 

tier draws similar conclusions and says that Revelation 

is, by nature, evident. To deny· this principle would 

destroy the very notion of Revelation. It is true 

that Jesus in His teaching ma.de frequent allusions to 

the !]!YStery, but certainly not in the sense which has 

been given to that word by subsequent theology". The 

mystery which Jesus speaks about is by essence a re

vealed and unveiled one. In brief, evangelical_Reve

lation .does not need any other criterion than- it-

self ( !) • 

l) sa/ 359 sq. 
a) se/56 
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'hen distinguishing between two elements itf Revelation, 

Rothe did not seem·to grant more importance to the one 

than to the other : lla.nifestation and Inspiration 

mutually complete themselves. Sabatier gives the first 

place to Inspiration, as after all n the manifestation 

of God in Nature or in History is always a matter of 

faith n(l). That is why he thinks that the distinction 

betxeen Kanifestation and Inspiration, although it may 

be true, has no more than a pedagogical value ( 3). 

From this it follows that the doctrine of Revelation 

is reduced for Sabatier to that of Inspiration, in 

which however the objective and historical element is 

not forgotten. The revelation of God holds three 

characteristics 1 it is inward, evident and progres

sive(3). W.hen saying that it is in~rd, Sa.batier 

takes the standpoint of Inspiration; evident, he uses 

an assertion of Rothe; progressive, he does not con• 

tradict Rothe as he develops his notion of historic 

contingency. 

'lhrough his analysis of the objective form of 

Revelat~on, Rothe approaches the problem of the miracle. 

l) se/ 55 
2) Ibid. 
3) se/ 55-57 
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According to his system, miracle is part of Revelation, 

it is a DBnifestation of God. He does not hesitate to 

answer in the affirmative to the philosophical question: 

can there be miracles. ? But as for deciding whether 

a particular event recorded in the ~ible is a.uthentic, 

it is to historical criticism to give the answer. Rothe 

distinguishes three kinds of miracles : first of all• 

the creative acts of .God, innnediate consequences of 

the divine causality: then, it is possible that God 

may manifest Himself through combinations of secondary 

causes, consistent with the laws of nature, but un

expected ; finally, there are what Rothe calls relative 

miracles, effects that man in the present state of his 

development cannot produce, but which result from :r•rces 

pertaining to his own nature. a.tch are most of· the 

miraeles of Jesus. At any rate, Rothe does.not allow 

himself to be frightened by the expression n laws o~ 

Nature "·· Nature is organized, but it is not perfect. 

The creative activity of God work.a towards a develop

ment of the organical life of Nature and an annihila

tion of its imperfections. In short, Rothe believes 

that God is not limited and that He reigns over " the 

laws of Nature ·n, Which He ordered Himselfr. In a. simi• 

lar way, Saba.tier asks that any fact claimed as 
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miraculous, should be submitted to a rigorous criti

cism. However, the authentification of whatever mi• 

racle cannot be expected of Science. Science only 

knows secondlm-y causes, it can no more affirm than 

deny miracle, it can only ignore it. Miracle is belie

ved by faith as a positive intervention of God: it 

would be in vain to require from Science that it 

seized " in the course of these causes the immediate 

action of the First Cause"(l)·. However, as well in 

the working of laws of Nature as in more exceptional 

manifestations, nothing will prevent the believer from 

beholding the expression of the will of God (2). 

Without using distinctions as subtle as Rothe's Sa.ba-

tier comes to a similar conception of miracle·. T.his 

similarity of view is even more apparent when it is 

remembered. that Sa:tttier, while denying· the old dogma. 

of a perfect and defini tt·ve erea. tion, eta tea that the 

creative a.ct of God is perpetually continued both in 

time and space ( 3). 

Such is, in its mains characteristics,the doctri• 

nal influence exerted by Rothe upon Se.batier. It is a 

1) se/ 78 
3) se/ SI-83 
3) SE/ 322 
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contribution of very high value if we recognize the 

importance of the notion of Revelation in Sabatier'a 

thought. And yet 1 t can be rightfully asked whether 

Sa.batier actually needed Rothe to discover this con• 

ception. Indeed, when in hie book 11 The Religions of 

Authority and the Religion of the Spirit "he studies 

the origins of the modern theological movement he goes 

back to Lessing·. A striking· fact is tha titehe analysis 

given by Saba.tier of Lessing's theory of Revelation, 

it is not possible to discriminate between that which 

is actually taught by Lessing and that which is taught 

by Sabatier. The following principles may be found : 

one must distinguish-between Bible and Revelation, the 

Bible contains Revelation but it is not J:!!! Revelation (l)~ 

Revelation does not consist in an accumulation of doc-

trines formulated once for all, but it is continuous ; 

it may be discovered in all the historic religions~. 

Furthermore, Revelation is the progressive education 

given by God to mankind (a)·. Finally the revealed truth 

does not need proofs,·it possesses internal qualities 

of evidence ( 3). Actually, it is by Rothe that Saba tier 

1) ea/ 307 
!) Ibid:. 
3) sa/ 305 



was directly influenced and not by Lessing. But 

through the medium of Rothe, Saba.tier received the 

inheritance of Lessing. 
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Rothe was to do him an ewen greater personal 

service. In the course of his theological studies 

Se.batier experienceed a serious and grave spiritual 

crisis. Lea.ving the theological college he remained 

assailed by doubts so hea,vy that he could not resign 

himself to become a minister of the Church. At his 

coming home from Germany, after having attended Rothe's 

lectures, all his scruples had been appeased·. 'hat had 

happened.? 

As we have already rema.r~ed, Rothe refused to be 

bound to a particular school ; neYertheless he was 

considered as a member of a group of theologians which 

tried to find a middle way between the wild orthodoxy 

of Nee-Lutheranism. and the e:xieessive pretentions of 

the radical school. 

A distinguished champion of " Vermittlungstheologfe• 

Rothe had received a. profound infl•ence fro~ Pietism 

by medtta tion on the writings of Zinzendorf ; a. t the 

same time he tried to preserve the right of scientific 

research. He knew how to ally a.n absolute faith to an 

unrestricted criticism. In himself he realized the 
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harmoniuus union of faith and science. '!he great tea

ching he gave to Se.batier was that it was possible to 

rem.in a :Christian without denying the rights of 

thought. Coming home, Se.batier asked to be consecra

ted for the ministry and took charge of a parish. 

Although one cannot speak of a direct influence, 

we must mention that Saba.tier was very much aware of 

the work done by the German critical school , namely 

by CCredner, Baur, Ritschl, Bleeke and Reuss. At TUbin• 

gen where he stayed before going to Heidelberg , he 

attended the lectures of Beck, another representa-tiYe 

of- the Vermittlungstheol.ogie. Finally, M~n~goz affirms 

that Saba.tier borrowed some inspimtion from. Lipsius (l)'. 

It is also probable that Sa.batier owes, to a certain 

extent, to-the philosophy of Ch~les Darwin and Herbert 

Spencer his ideas on evolution , development and pro• 

gress, which are to be found so often· in his works·. 

Perhaps also it must be agreed that Se.ba tier borrowed 

from Hegel his dialectical framework. For instance. 

he explains the birth of religious sentiment by the 

contradiction which opposes theoretical reason to . . 

practical reason (2); in the same way, the conflict 

l) :MF 4/63 
2) se/289 
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between collective consciousness and individual con

sciousness produces dogma. (1); again, when the clash 

will burst out between antiquated conceptions and more 

modern ideas, a new synthesis will bring a.bout a 

renewed dogma (8). The theological system of Saba.tier 

thus rests upon- typically Hegelian dialectics. 

We have now reached the term of this br.ief study 

of the influences peculiar to Sabatier's thought. Ye 

have been able to remark that as a whole they result 

in an alliance of Sabatier to the movement of modern 

theology ina.ugu~ated by Lessing and developed by 

Schleiermacher ; in the philo.sophical domain they 

confirm his dependency upon the Kantian criticism. 

IV. Influences Peculiar to Kdndgoz. 

~n~goz was brought up in deeply religious -sur

roundings by his father, a thoroughly orthodox minister 

of .the Lutheran Church, and furthermore, deeply marked 

by the~stamp of Pietism (3). K~n~goz owes to that 

1) se/237 
3) SE/ 408 
3) " Pietism " was a movement towards the revival of 

religious life within German Lutheranism, which 
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typically Alsacian Pietism some elements of his own 

religious thought. Such is .the importance given to the 

inner and individual experience and the acute conscious-

ness of sin. On can also attribute to this initial 

print a marked inclination towards mysticism as well 

as the importance granted to the action of the Ho-ly 

Spirit in the heart of the believer. Th.is orientation 

will always remain underlying the theological concept

ions of ~n~goz, in spite even of subsequent variations·. 

It consti tu tee the permanent background of his rel!-. 

gious life. As Jlaurice Goguel, who had known him for 

yea.rs-,ccould say, it is in the inmost piety of K~n~goz 

that must be found" the inner spring, the-real unity, 

and to sum up 1 the soul of his theology " {I). Ma.u-

r ice Goguel also added, n M~n~goz has retained, up 

to the· end , the peaceful ingenuous faith of a. child n(i. 

At ·Strasbourg during the course of· his studies, owing 

to pastor Horning, ~n~goz was submitted to an even 

greater extent to an influence already received in 

his family , that of the most rigorous Iutheran con

fessionalism. His thesis for the degree of ~chelor 

began in 1574 ~nd of which Jakob SJ>ener ( !535·1705 ) 
was the-promoter. 
!)"Revue de Strasbourgn, !933, p.91. 
a) op.cit. p.9a. · 
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of Theology, entitled " Etude dogma.tigue sur l'id~e 

d'Eglise " ( Dogmatical Study on the Notion of the 

Church ) is a convineing proof of this influence·. At 

the end of his studies at the Seminary of Strasbourg, 

we have already noted that Men~goz undertook a trip 

to Germany. He spent some time at Erlangen, and there 

he had the opportunity of meeting a great master whom 

he would always remember , Thom.sius·. Thoma.sius, who 

was a distinguished representative of Neo ... Lutheranism, 

united faithfulness to the traditional dogmas,to the 

independence of a modern scientific mind. Fifty years 

later, Menego-z, having reached the· end of his ca.rear, 

was to pay him this tribute : " I am especially grate

ful to Thoma.sius; whose. religious soul and powerful 

honest thought have exerted a deep influence upon my 

heart and my mind, and have given to me a direct 

impulsion which I have but followed up to this day. 

Impressing on my conscience the certainty that salva

tion is in repentance and faith, he placed me at the 

very centre of religious life "(I). Ye must remark 

here that 'I'homasius was doing no more than teaching 

Kenegoz a fundamental principl-e of lather·. lren~goz 

indeed has never satisfied himself with a second-hand 

1) A'Jl./3 
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teaching and always went back to the source, to the Re

former himself. If we want to understand well the 

ma.in preoccupations _of Men~goz's thought, it is abso

lutely essential to state his attitude regarding 

Luther's theology. Th.is dependence is so clearly 

marked that :M~n~goz, when speaking of the Reformation 

and the Reformers, always means Luther, and only 

Luther. 

First of all, says M~n~goz, Luther has introdu• 

ced a new principle which since then has remained the 

basis of Protestant dogma tics : theology is based 

upon the knowledge of Revelation, otherwise called 

n Word~ of God n .(1) •. '!his r eve la ti on may be found in 

the Bible. Luther, when submitting the examination 

of the Canon to a subjective criterion(2) made himsel~ 

the initiator of Biblical Criticism (3)·. Ken~goz 

produces as evidence the severe judgment formulated 

by Luther against the Epistles of James and Jude, aa 

well as his reticences concerning the Epistle·· to the 

Hebrews (4). Furthermore, ~n~goz claims that Luther 

1) llF I/ 43,5 
3) 1lF I/ 43I 
3) MF I/433 
4) MF I/435 
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has also put forward a distinction between the Bible 

and the Word of God, that he a!Chieved a n sorting outn(1)1;. 

Stating more general conclusions, ~n~goz believes 

that the great work of Luther is to have stressed the 

fundamental principles from which subsequent theolo-

gians have been able to develop fruitful consequences·. 

According to ~n~goz, " the only idea which seems to 

have been completely fcreign to Luther's thought ··is 

the notion of an evolution of religious and philoso

phical conceptions,· the conception of the historical" 

development of dogmas (3). Of course, this idea was 

' not foreign to K~n~goz, who under the influence of 

theological thinking and of historical criticism , 

rejected rather thoroughly most of the traditional 

dogmas held by Lutheran orthodoxy. He remained, how

ever , atta!Ched to·his 'Church by a strong sentimental 

link. n It is not~ as he said• " be·cause this good 

mother has a few wrinkles on her face and a few infir• 

mities that I would love her less n (3)1 In spite of 
' his doctrinal emancipation. K~n~goz strongly desired 

to rema·in attached to.Luther in the theological domain~ 

Accordingly, in an analysis,-typieally Ritschlian-, he 

1) " Tr.iage n, D .. I/437 
2) :MF I/460 · 
3) Q.uoted by M.Goguel in "Revue de Stra_sbourg",1921, p.9I 
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does not hesitate to declare that n Fid.~iame remains 

consistent with both the material and formal-principle 

of Luther ••• Luther taught the doctrine of salvation 

through faith alone,~sola fide-, and by the means of 

deeds. This was his material principle·. He had found 

this doctrine in his free study of the Holy Scripture;. 

This was his formal. principle n. In the same way , 

Fid~isme tea.1Ches salvation through fa.i th alone,-sola 

fide -, and not by deeds. This doctrine reveals itself 

f • 

in the tea chin·£ of 1Christ, contained in the Scripture(l )·. 

;, Thus, Fid~isme applies the authentic and fundamental 

principles of Reformation a.nd leads them to their R.chie

vement "(2). It is not our task to discuss here the 

valifity of such a claim ; however it is to his deeply 

Lutheran upbringing that •~n~goz owes his faithfulness 

to the doctrine of justification through faith, which 

is the very content o.f the formula of Fid~isme. This 

point should not be-forgotten. 1'4n4goz owes to Luther 

another important element of his theological thought , 

the doctrine of the internal witness of the Holy Spirit, 

al though he affirms that he has widened its signifi-

l) l4F 3/5II .. 5I3 

3) MF I/ 449 
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cance (1). We will have the opportunity of studying 

this point later on. 

With regards to the properly philosophical influ• 

ences received by Ven~goz, in addition to that of Kant, 

two names will a.ttra.ct our a,ttention, those of Fichte 

and Lotze • But actually these a.re very limited bor

rowings and not complete agreement with their systems'.·. 

In a highly signiffcant n Reponse a Lobstein;' 

K~nagoz states how much he owes .to Fichte. According 

to Fichte, knowledge is not as for Ka.nt a. partial 

product of sensation, it is the exclusive creation of 

the ego. ·The ana,lysis of knowledge shows its three 

elements : affirmation of the ego by the ego, affirma~ 

tion of the non-ego, affirmation of the limit between 

the ego and the.non-ego.- ~ut the non-ego, the objecti

ve world, is not an obstacle faced by the ego, it is 

a limit that it gives to its elf. The phenomenal world 

is after all, a product of the ego, the objectivized 

ego; therefore there is no other knowledge than of the 

ego. Menegoz tells us that this theory ha.a been his, 

all his life, and tha. t it has played a. great pa.rt in 

the building up of his theology (2). However, he does 

1) MF I/449 
3) :MF 4/87 



53 

not go any further, as does Fichte who denies the 

reality of a persona.I God. Much more he admits the 

existence of the phenomenal world in which, he ·says, 

the universa.1 ceonnnon sense believes imperturbably (1)·. 

'lhen, Menegoz does not hesi ta.te in completing Fichte's 

teaching by the doctrine of the internal witness of 

the Holy Spirit which, he sa.ys, " harmonizes perfectly 

with the role of the ego as formulated by Fichte "(2). 

Yet, to go that way, Menegoz a.ppeals to a.nother philo

sophical authority, Lotze, who believed in the reali

ty of the objective world, and according to whom the 

notions of a personal God and of the action of His 

Spirit were essential. Thanks to the innnanence of God 

through His Spirit, there is a means by which the ego 

can know the non-ego, a. link between the subjective and 

the objective (1). Such are the philosophical justifi

cations which Menegoz thought necessary to superadd 

to his theology. 

'lh.rough the medium of Ri tschl, Jlen~goz received 

a double ~ontribution, philosophical and theological, 

which did no more than to confirm him in his general 

orientation. Jlenegoz very willingly joined the modern 

1) MF 4/88 
2) MF 4/87 
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theological movement " to which Ritschl atta.ched his 

name, and the doctrine of which, without being comple

tely identical with ours, a.grees with it on the prin

cipal points "(l). According to Men~goz, the merit of 

Ritscchl consisted of making the distinction, already 

foreseen by Schleiermacher, between religion and 

science, theology and metaphysics (2). We must rem~rk 

that this discrimination does not imply that 

Ritschl had built a theological system independent 

of any philosophical conception. He only wanted to 

fight against Hegelian tendencies. But in spite of 

the relative influence of Lotze, the· Ritschlian theory 

of religious knowledge is primarily Kantian (3)·. We 

have already remarked that this is precisely the path 

followed by l!Cenegoz when, having distinguished reli

gion from philosophy, he bases modern theology.upon 

Kantian criticism (4). In the actual theological 

domain, the agreement between Ri tschl and Jl~negoz on 

the conception of Revela.tion is clearly manifestedr. 

1) D I /a36 
a)~ 4 /40 
3) See on this point the interesting remarks of Maurice 

Goguel in his " T.heologie d'Albert Ritschl n,p.7-IO. 

4) '.Cf. supra p. 29 
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Ritschl teaches that the Christian religion finds its 

basis in the Revelation of God. According to K~n~goz, 

religion is composed of two elements , the knowledge 

of the will of God and the knowledge of the conditions 

required for God'sforgiveness (1). Furthermore, the 

high value of Ritschl's theological system is brought 

about by the energy with which he placed the person of 

Jeus Christ at the centre of divine Revela.tion. '!his 

insisten.ce may be also fo~nd similarly in V~n~goz. '!'his 

affirmation exists already in the " R~flexions sur 

l 'Evangile du Sa.lut " in which he claims the testimony 

of Jesus to be the perf.ect revelation of God (a). This 

is why he calls Him " the Word of God par excellence, 

the incarnate Word of God {3). It is only in thenauthen

tical Gospel of Je,eus " that the divine teaching must 

be· inquired into (4). At this stage we can foresee 

what importance will be given to Biblical Criticism. 

'!his is, again, also a. concern for Ri tschl. In his -

interesting controversy with Lobstein, n Notre Seul 

Ma.!tre ", Kenegoz developed the consequences of his 

1) MF I/4 
3) MF I/14-15 
3) MF I/343 
4) MF 4/94 
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christocentric conception of Revelation (1). We shall 

quote it again in this work. 

It is.probable that M~n~goz borrowed also from 

Ritschl his definition of Protestantism founded.upon 

a distinction between the material principle and the 

formal principle (2). There are also,on a doctrinal 

level, many similarities between Ritschl and U~n~goz'. 

It is however difficult to record them oompletely as 

M~n~goz never published a complete dogmatic system 

but only studies on specific points. We shall first of 

all note that the conc·eption of Sin is almost identical 

in the works of ~n~goz and those of Ritschl. Sin, 

states Ritschl, can only be understood if we consider 

it in regard to Good, the Kingdom of God, which is its 

opposite. An act in itself is not a sin unless it 

pro~eeds from an attitude such as indifference or 

disobedience towards God. Similarly, according to 

~n~goz, " sin is a fact belonging purely to the moral 

1) D 4/74 sq. 

2) In this analysis which dates from the end of the 
XYJ:II th Century, a distinction was made between 
the " principium salutis " and the " principilim" . 
cogno scendi n • Ri tschl expounded it in an article 
of his : " Uber die beiden Principien des Protest
an ti smus n, "in I87s. 
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order "• Ba.sing his opinion upon the Bible, he sees . 

sin as a transgression of.God's will, a guilty rebel

lion (1). As for the dogma of Original Sin, M~n~goz, 

as does Ritschl, rejects it. '!here are also similari

ties between both theologians eoncerning the doctrine 

of Justifieation. Ritschl, however, lays more emphasis 

upon reconciliation, whereas M~n~goz stresses the 

importance of repentance. They both agree in comple

tely renouncing the dogma of Vicarious Atonement ( '2). 

Finally, ~n~goz as well as Ritschl emphasizes the 

importance of the re.eogni tion of God as a personal 

being ( 3). 

It is undisputable that M~n~goz owes to Ritschl 

some solutions on certain problems, but above all, it 

is thanks to him that his closer association with the 

Kantian theory of knowledge is brought about. Again, 

in the theologi~al field, it is Ritschl who confirms 

him in his dependency upon the great movement ina.ugu

ra ted by Schleierma.cher. '1'.his may explain why , in 

spite of quite a different education and formation, it 

was so easy for Men~goz to realize later the union 

1) D a/ 435 
3) See the study of M~n~goz on this point , in MF 2/a?I 
3) MF I/ 336 sq. 
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of his thought with Saba.tier's. 

Ye will have to examine the great importance 

granted by Jlen~goz to biblical criticism, prior to any 

dogmatical speculation. 1his may be easily explained 

as ~n~goz was not only a ·polemist and a dogmatician 

but first of all an exegetist. Tb.is is shown by the 

subjects of his theses for the lieence and the :Docto

rate of Theology, which a,re respectively entitled : 

n Le p~ehe et la redemption d'apres Se.int Paul ", and 

n La Th~ologie de l'Epitre aux Hebreux "• The first 

awakening of this taste for exegesis must be dated back 

to the time when, at Strasbourg, he was influenced by 

Reuss. As he said later,. it was Reuss " who stimulate1 

my critical mind and who created in me the worship of 

historical honesty " (-1). In addition to that, two 

works of New Testament studies, " Der Paulinismus " 

by Otto Pfleiderer, published in. I873 and the n Lehr

bUch der neutestamentlischen Zeitgesohichte n by 

:&nil Schurer, published in !874, made a deep impression 

upon him • It was after reading them that he decided 

to stuay the New Testament and soon he became an au

thority on the subject. 

1) Report of Dean Raoul Allier, Nov.I92I,p.5. 
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Our survey of the influences peeuliar to M~n~goz 

would remain· incomplete if we were not to mention that 

of Auguste Se.batier. Because of the close association 

of these two theologians, this influence shows a more 

personal and intiJIBte charcter than all the others·. 

K~n~goz has paid great tribute to the work achieved by 

Sa.batier·. For instance, he speaks of the publication 

in !897 of then Outli~~ n (1), as n a theological 

event "• When reviewing the " Religions of· Authority 

and the Religion of the Spirit ", he states that it 

is n a jewel of ltench theological literature" (a). 

At the death of Sa.batier, he mourned for " the greatest 

Protestant theologian in France since Calvin "(3) • He 

quoted him abundantly in his writings and always prai

sed him • It is also true that Sa.batier did not ignore 

Jl~n~goz either, and that sometimes he quoted him too, 

for instance concerning the conception of miraele( 4). 

However, we are of the opinion that M~n~goz has given 

little to Saba tier, al though he has received much from 

him. 1his may be explained not so much because one of 

1) MF I/227 sq. 
2) MF 2/14 
3) MF a/ I sq. 
4) se/74-79 
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these two theologians was greater than the other, but 

rather by the difference which existed between their 

respective theological concerns. Indeed, if it is 

true that Se.batier's system may lead to Fid~isme 

through a logical development, it remains true however 

that Symbolism is complete in itself and can very 

well do without Fid~isme. '!he epistemological pre

mises of Se.batier can lead to different conclusions. 

The converse is not so true. Fid~isme under its pri• 

mitive expression such·asw._-e know it in the" Consid~

~tions sur l' Evangil-e du salut ", was based upon a 

ra-ther vague theory of religious knowledge (1) 1
• To 

strengthen his theology Kanegoz needed a well-built 

epistemology. A comparison will simplify this pro'blem'~ 

S9:batier's Symbolism is like a tree whose roots are 

Kant's philosophy and Schleier-ma.cher's theology, a.nd 

whose fruit is the Fideisme of Manegoz. Should it 

ha.ppen that the tree bear no fruit and rem.in barren, 

it is nevertheless a. whole, organized and al' ive. 1Con• 

versely it is difficult to admit that the fruit-might 
~":. 

ripen directly-on the roots. Without Sa.batier, would 

Menagoz have seen his Fidaisme ripen ? Perhaps. at 

the best , we should have beheld the outcome of stunted· 

1) MF I/I-35 
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and under-developed fruits. Actually, K~negoz has found 

in the Symbolism of Auguste Sabatier the theory of reli

gious knowledge that he needed for the ba.ckbone of his 

Fid•isme • As we have already noted, one year a.fter 

the publication by Sa.batier of his n Essai d'une theorie 

cri tigue de la connaissa.nce religi-euse ", llenegoz 

expressed in the conclusion of his study on n La theo

logie de l' Epttre aux Hebreux ", ideas extremely 

similar to those of. the symbolis"t theories of his friend·. 

In spite of tne denials of Menegoz, the fa.llacious 

character of which we have shown, Fideisrne is defini

tively linked with a precise theory of religious 

knowledge, Symbolism. Such are the remarks which 

lead us to suggest that Jlenegoz was deeply influenced 

by &3.batier and owes much to him. 

We have discovered, in the background of the 

building up of Symbolo-Fideisme, the conjugate inheri

tance of Kant and Schleiermacher. It is, on the other 

hand, s
1
triking to see how, in spite of their formation 

essentially different but amazingly para.llel, Saba.tier 

a.nd Ienegoz have reached conclusions so closely 

akin• Saba tier, formed by the. school of the ·." Reveil" 

and Vinet, in a Huguenot and Calvinist background, 
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undergoing a serious crisis while studying at the 

theological college following his encounter with the 

German ~ri tical school , was taught by Rothe and thus 

could achieve a conciliation between the deIM.nds of 

piety and those of science. On the other hand, M~n~

goz, brought up in Lutheran Pietism, then shaken in 

his orthodOiy by the encounter with historical cr1t1~ 

ciam, learned from 'I'homasius how to harmonize the 

needs of the religious soul and the independence of 

the . scientific mind. Both of them al though following 

independent pa the were guided towards a road connnon 

to both, that of modern evangelical theology, along 

which they continued together creating the synthesis 

of Symbolism and Fideisme. This was the wa.y opened 

by Kant and Schleiermacher. 

V. " 1he Par is School ". 

Very soon, Symbolo-Fideisme began to -exert a deep 

influence, and the group immc ca.me to be known as 

the " Paris· School ". The leaders were unquestionably, 

Auguste Sabatier and Eugene Kenegoz. Both of' them 



were professors of the rec.ent Faculty of Protestant 

Theology :founded in !877 to take the place of that of' 

Strasbourg. The influence of the Paris School was 
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felt for at least thirty years starting roughly around 

1880. -Among its members, were such distinguished 

personalities as Lichtenberger, Jundt, Jla.tter, Fd.Vau ... 

cher, the Stapfers, Ma.ssebieau, Raoul Allier,-de Faye, 

Adolphe Lodst ~ilfred Monod, Henri Monnier, llaurice 

Goguel. It has directly influenced men such as Paul 

Lobstein fr-om Strasbourg, G.Tyrell (1), Alfred Loisy{3} 

and many others. It has stamped a. whole generation 

of professors and ministers. However, since the death 

of Adolphe Lods, Maurice Goguel rema.ins the only 

living professor, -who ha.a been --both a contemporary o'f 

the Paris School and one of its most eminent supporters. 

On the other hand , a certain number of French pastors 

still claim to be -more or less directl-y linked with 

the Symbolo-Fid~iste School. The Chief representative. 

of them is Georges Marchal, a minister of the n F,glise 

R~form~e du Foyer de l' Ame", Paris·. 

1) see, for instance, chapters VIII,.XI,and XII of 
n Through Scylla and ChaSibdis ""which are almost 
literally inspired from_ batier's teachings. 

3) see, for instance, in "Simples R~flexion~n ~.52 58 
!49 sq.,etc,passages which are identical b~th 1~ ~~ 
ter and form with some ideas of Se.batier'snOutlines~~ 
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On the other hand, Fideisme had not only friends 

and ·supporters but also some fierce opponents. The 

most vehement and probably also the least sincere of 

all, was beyond doubt professor l!mile Doumergue, the 

author of two clumsy pamphlets , " Les ~tapes du Fi

deisme " ( The stages of Fideisme ) and " Le d·ernier 

mot du Fid6isme" ( The Last Word of Fideisme ). His 

ma.in objections were that Menegoz taught salvation 

through sincerity, on the one hand, and a faith inde

pendent of creeds, or even without creeds, on the 

other hand • Menegoz did refute several times his con

tentions, but we do not feel that he had ever taken 

his orthodox adyersary seriously.- Another controver• 

aist was \O.harles Ba.but who reproached the fid~iste so

teriology the teaching of salvation through love. Ye 

must also mention professor Vaucher who carried out 

with Kenegoz a very lengthy but friendly discussion 

concerning the role of creeds towards salvation'. 

A veru interesting case is that of pro~essor 

Henri Bois, who at first had accused Fideisme of 

teaching on the one hand a faith without object, and 

on the other hand a salvation. through love, a-nd had 

criticized it wholly. After a slow and careful evo

lution he drew nearer and nearer to the principl.es of 



the Paris School. Jlen~goz did not abstain from re

marking upon this transformation and stressing.at 

every opportunity his agreement with Bois. 

Among the diverse polemics which ~n~goz had to 

undertake in order to defend hie position, we must 

quote the most important ~ontroversy which he had 
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with professor Lobstein. It ended with a final letter 

in which Lobstein states his joy in finding himself 

in so complete a harmony with K~n~goz : n I have 

reatehed conclusions identical to yours--on every point 

you have dealt with ·"(1). · We also know that in his 

works devoted to dogma tica.l critic ism, Lobstein 

showed himself as an ideal disciple of Saba tier. 

Although it cannot be said that Lobstein belonged 

actually to the Paris School, it is still true that 

in his-method and findings he was very close to it. 

Lastly, we must quote professor Fulliquet, from 

Geneva, the author of an interesting " Pr~cis de 

Dogmatigue n, a book which both M~n~goz and Lobstein 

described as thoroughly fi~~iste (2). 

1) MF 4 I IIB 

2) MF 3 I 479 sq. 
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VI. Conclusion. 

Symbolo-Fid~e constitutes unquestionably a 

movement of reaction towards the whole of traditional 

Christian orthodoxy. Roman Catholic as well as Pro

testant • Furthe~ore, Ment~goz wants to distinguish 

it clearly from Liberal Protestantism • 

For Jean Reville, the basi~ principles of-Liberal 

Protestantism are as follows : n 'lhe sovereignty of 

reason and conscien~e in religious matters as well as 

in all the other domains of spiritual life. The histo

rical author 1 ty of the Bible, when freely examined oy' 

scientific means and beyond ariy confessiona.l stand

point n (1). Its confession of faith is complete in 

this only tea'.Ching that n Thou shalt love the Lord ~hy 

God with all thy soul, and thy neighbour as thysel~"f!). 

Jlenegoz reproaches several teachings of Liberalism : 

first of all of holding the same definition of faith 

as orthodoxy, and through the confusion of faith and 
• 
belief, of rejecting the doctrine of justification 

1) " Le Protestantisme Liberal n, I903,p.3I. 

2) Ibid., p.I74. 
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through faith, and then of .teaching salTation through. 

the love of God and of one's neighbour. 

Secondly, and this is a much more thoroughgoing criti

cism, Kanegoz does not believe that reason is the 

foundation of religious conviction. The divine reve

la tion of God through the medium of the internal 

witness of the Holy Spirit, and in the Bible, is ex

clusively infallible and sovereign (l;). As long as 

what Ken~goz calls the internal witness of the Holy 

Spirit is not a disguised reappearance of reason, we 

must admit that Liberalism and Symbolo-Fid~isme are 

divided upon the problem of authority in matters of 

faith.- It would appear however that Saba.tier who 

appeals unto religious experience· exactly as-do the 

Liberals, does not diverge so clearly from them. It 

is also true that in spite of these distinctions, 

Symbolo-Fideisme has always been considered in French 

Protestant circles as the direct offspring of Libera.

limn. This is an assertion that the disciples of 

Symbolo-Fid~isme themselves have not always denied • 

:tven to-day some of them do not object to being 

listed as, or even eall themselves, n Liberals n, with 

the aim of s.implifying the situation. 

1) MF 3/I6I 
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At all events, Symbolo-Fid~isme was not satisfiei 

with only a mere negative struggle against orthodoxy. 

It represented a cons.tructive effort. As Sa.batier has 

so authoritatively shown, it aimed at the elaboration 

of a truly scientific theology, whose sources would 

be psychology and history (1). It will be necessary 

for us to examine the results of this attempt. 

It is whilst studying the problem of prolegomena 

{jf Dogma.tics that we have been induced to undertake the 

present research. Vie wanted to know whether it were 

r-ight or n<X; tha,t Symbolo-Fid~isme be no more than a 

form of agnosticism ( that word being understood in 

the sense of doctrinal indifferentism ) and according

ly, incapable of providing a basis for any dogma.tical 

construction. The nature of dogma is the central 

problem. Once the notion of dogma be clarified, it only 

remains to study what·. is its function, or more pre

cisely what is the consequent conception of D.·ogmatics. 

However, the notion of dogma can only be fully _under

stood, particularly in Symbolo-Fideisme, by means of 
• a precise analysis of the theory of religious know- . 

ledge taught by this School. '!bus, the plan of 

research that we have chosen is as follows. Firstly~ 

we shall deal with the theory of religious knowledge, 
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then with the a.nalysis of the notion of dogma., finally 

with the study of the notion of dogmatics. In the 

course of this investigation we shall try to observe 

the greatest objectivity, whilst setting ourselTeB 

within the same perspective as that of Se.batier ~nc! 

?l~n~goz, particularly by respecting their definitions 

and usage of voeabulary. 



PART ONE 

THE THEORY OF RELIGIOUS KNO"LEDGE 

' 



C H A P T E R I 

n R E L I G I 0 U S ~XPERIENCEn 

S!Jmbolo-Fid~isme teaches that " religious expe

rience" (1) constitutes the source ~.nd ba.sis of re-

ligious knowledge ; the principle of certa.inty and 

authority being, as we sha.11 see further on, the 

" internal witness of the Holy Spirit "• 

I. 'lhe nature of religious experience. 

Neither in the works of S9.batier nor of llen~goz 

is to be found a. precise definition of religious expe

rience. Nevertheless it is possible to understand 

almost exactly wha.t it means for them, since this 

expression is very frequently used, at least by Saba-

tier. Religious experience is fundamentally an act of 

trust a.nd love, it is the consciousness of the pre

sen~e of the Spirit of God in the spirit of man, it 

is the " inward religious fact "(a)·. However, Saba-

~) " ;xg~rience religieuse " 
4) se 36. 



tier admits fra.nkly the vague a.nd undefina.ble cha

ra.cter of this notion. On the other ha.nd he consi-

8.'! 

ders tha.t it appears as a perfectly clear and bright 

moral rea.li ty to a.11 those who have experienced the 

inner 1Christian life ( 1). In this respect 1 t is in

teresting to observe tha.t Jl~n~goz prefers not to give 

the divine action in conseience the name of " reli-

gious experience ". This reticen.ce is formulated 

in the first article of his answer to Lobstein, en• 

titled " Le principe de 18, connaissanee " ( The prin

ciple of knowledge). Nevertheless it should not be 

forgotten th.at in a.n a.rticle dated I9 II , " Le sub-

,j ectivisme en dogm.tigue" ( Subjectivism in Dogma

tics ) , having recalled that Schleiermacher wa.s the 

first to base Dogma.tics upon the experience of reli

gious consciousness, he found no difficulty in 

accepting :tic& his train of thought and continuing 

along the same lines (a). Now, if V~n~goz gives up 

the usage of the term " religious experience ", it 

is not with the intention of departing from the 

ideas of his collegue Sa.batier, but it is in order 

to analyze more exactly the basis of religious 

ll sa/36! 
a Cf. supra p. 36 and infra p. 217 • 



knowledge. He believes that the word n experience " 

can lead to a misunderstanding, since it holds 'Seve

ral meanings. Therefore he substitutes the word 
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n witness n, " wlmh aims more directly at the divine 

action " ( 1). '!he " witness " to whom he is referring 

is the " interna.l wi tnese of the Holy Spirit ". How

ever since the precise principle of ret igious expe

rience is that very witness which it records, the 

agreement of the two theologians rema.ins undivided. 

If we want to understand and analyse the deve

lopment of religious life until its blossoming forth 

into the purest theologies and the most elaborate 

~ites, we must start from the interna.l emotion which 

is its sourcee. At the beginning, says Sa.batier, there 

is the " first germ of religion " l.ying in the hea.rt of' 

primitive man. Then he considers the religious evolu-

tion of mankind as successive appearances of " reli

gious germs " in the conscience of ma.n. According to 

this theory , the most perfect religious germ,which 

appeared in the conscience of Jesus-Christ ,is the 

foundation of the perfect religion, Christianity ( 2)'. 

We must remark here that,once more, •~n~goz critici-

1
2
j sa/ 35 I 

SE/ 259 
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zes the terminology of his friend Sa.ba tier. n I 

prefer not to spea.k as he does of a religious germ 

that God has sown in man and which grows, because I 

conceive religion as the Eesul t of a perma.nent action 

of the Spirit of God, immanent. to the spirit of ma.n"(l). 

But these are only nuances, he adds. Indeed this is 

true and these shades are so simila.r as to be in

discernible. Just before speaking of the n religious 

germ", &.ba tier himself says that it is the inner 

revelation of God which creates subjective piety(~). 

II. Its subjective and its objective character 

Since religious experience exists in the inward 

life of the individual, it goes without saying that 

it is fundamentally subjective. Furthermore, because 

of the liberty of man and the infinite va.riety of' 

spiritual and moral beings, the diversity of reli

gious experiences has no limit, no more than has the 

doctrinal formulation which grows out of them. As 

&.ba.tier very truly remarked, if even the science of 

1) MF I/234 
a) se/235 
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Bature cannot be stripped of an insurmontabl~ sub-

jective character, " moral science and theo·logy in 

p~;rticular, are subjective to a. still higher degree ", 

as the very o"bject of their study, moral and religious 

life, is a creation of the free will of the subject (1 )'. 

However, says Saba.tier, moral and religious life 

is not only individual but also collective and • an 

individual experience is only ~ part of the tata.1 

experience of humanity " (.a). It is absolutely 

ne:eessary, if we want to appreciate individual expe

rie11£e, to set it in the social baekground in which 

each man finds himself. Individual religious life 

must also be included in the great linking up of the 

history of mankind. Of course, there are original 

experiences which are actually individual. 'But, there 

are also in the eonscience of religious man phenomena 

which reflect deep movements, which never cease to be 

repeated in the rhythm of the life of mankind. Now, 

we know that according to Saba.tier, history in the 

religious domain as well as in the others is characte

rized by a teontinuous evo-lution. Therefore individual 

religious experience must be studie·d in a ~wo!Pld 

1) sa I 350 
a) sa I 340 
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perspective, a vertical one and a horizontal one. 

" It is. impossible to insist too mucih upon the organic 

and indissoluble bond which thus atta1ches individual 

experience to historic and collective experience "(l). 

From this comes a. certain quality of objectivity in 

religious experience which belongs not only to psycho

logy but also to history. If this theory is true, the 

~bjectivity of religious and moral aciences is due to 

this inescapable necessity which Kant called the 

" categorical imperative ", and which constitutes the 

law of religious and moral phenomen~. (a). 

III. Religious exoerience as the source of religious 
knowledge. 

Religious experience is, for Symbolo-li'id~isme, the 

basis and the source of religious knowledge. In order 

to give an illustration of this thesis,· Sabatier takes 

a concrete example : how can we know God ? 

It can be agreed, he says~ that philosophers might 
.t 

have elaborated an objective science of God, at least 

as they believe. This however should not be considered 

1) sa // 352 
3) sa 350 
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as religious knowledge " for, to know God religiously 

is to know Him in his relation to us, that is to say, 

·in our consciousness, in so far as He is present in 

it and determines it towards piety "(l). 

When religious knowledge becomes formulated , it 

does not cease for this reason to retain its subjective 

character. We shall see, when studying the notion of 

dogma that Saba tier diRtinguishea in it at least two 

elements, an intellectual one which is no more than 

the outer covering, the expression of the religious 

element.which comes out of experience (a). This close 

link between religious knowledge and religious expe

rien~e is made clear in a striking formula : " In 

relation to religious experience, dogma.tic formulas 

are what words and sentences are in relation to 

thought " ( 3) • 

All that we have said concerning religious expe

rience as a whole, may of course be applied to its 

higher expression ' " Christian experience n. 

1) se/ 3IO 

3
2! SE/ 304 cf. p. I33 sq. 

SE/ 301 
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IV. Christia.n religious experience 

To know Jesus 1Christ religiou~ly is not to possess 

a historical knowledge of .his perso~, not to meditate 

as a theologian or a philosopher upon the nature of His 

~eing. It is to h~ve undergone the religious experience 

of the .eff~ciency of His word which reveals the pa.ternal 

heart of God (1). .Furthermore, to undergo 'Christia.n 

experi~nce is to possess the perfect religion, the 

re~igion of Jesus !'Christ. T.ha t is - to ha.ve a reli

gious consciousness identical to 1Us, a.nd"to live 

again within ourselves, the inner, spiritual life of 

Christ, a.nd by the union of our- hearts with His, to 

feel in ourselves the uresence of a Father and the 
- .I; 

reality of our filial relation to Him, just a.s Christ 

felt in Himself the Father's presence a.nd His filial 

relation to Him "(2)o But we must not forget, as 

S9.batier reminds us, that the religious experience of 

Christ and of His first disciples, achieves and brings 

to perfe.~tion the less perfect experience of the 

1) SE I 38!, footnote 1. 

3) sa I 293. 



Hebrew prophets which prepares it (1) ;• 

'mus the religious experience of a 'ChristiA.n 

consists rather in a kind of repetition of the expe

rience made in the consciousness of Jesus Christ. 
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Adding to that mystical deseription. Sabatier ~eaches 

that " this wholly religious and moral content of the 

filial consciousness of Christ constitutes and deter

mines what is called in the language of Christianity 

the Spirit of Christ or the Spirit of God in the 

history of humanity "• He describes it as a " reli

gious sense n, a n faculty of discernment " (a);. 

We must remark here that this definition does not 

at any rate deny the whole of Saba tier's teaching 

regarding the inspiring role of the Spirit of God. In 

particular, in a preceding ·chapter of his book on the 

n Religions of Authority and the Religion of the Spirit" 

he issued a warning against the abuse of the illuminiats 

when they appeal unto the internal testimony of the 

Holy Spirit. He then said that " the 'Christian spirit 

can be nothing other than the Spirit of Christ" {3). 

However there seems to be some ambiguity in all this 

1) sa I a48 

3
al sa 1

1 
353 

sa 848 
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terminology, as Sa.batier too, does not hesitate to 

appeal unto the internal witness of the Holy Spirit. 

Of course if one identifies n Holy Spirit " with " the 

Spirit of Christ n, which is quite natural, it can be 

well agreed that the Holy Spirit which was fully 

dwelling in Jesus Christ might inspire us too. From 

this follows the notion of the Spirit understood as 

an a.cting 12ower, which through the medium of 1 ts 

testimony can grant us the certainty whicb .. we need, 

and be rega.rde.a as a criterion of religious knowledge·. 

But now Sa.batier seems to give also to the word Spirit 

an imaged meaning, that of a.n attitude •. ,He speaks of' 

it as a " filial consciousne~s "• T.his attitude, this 

n spirit n would give a faculty of discrimination 

which he would not possess naturally :• 

'lb.rough the medium of ·Christian experience , 

says Saba.tier, " the religious and moral consciousness 

of Jesus is repeated, continued, diffused, and rema.ins 

actually present a.nd living in ea.ch 'Christian genera

tion " (1). In this experience, he distinguishes three 

elements already·present in the conscience of Christ 

and that we can appropriate now, if we are in comunion 

1) sa I a14 
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with Him the experience of release from evil, the 

experience of filial union with the Father, the expe

rien~e of the access to eternal life {l). Thus we 

can see that the notion of tChristian experience is 

not so " vague and undefinable " as it might appear 

at first gla.nce. In any ca.se, Symbolo-Fideisme while 

admitting the subjective and individualistic chara.cter 

of this experimental faith does not wish to give wayto 

1be wanderings of fantastic imaginations which would, 

rightly or wrongly , cla.im to be divinely inspired:. 

There is a. model, a criterion, a norm unique a.nd a.bso

lute, accepted by the ·Christian conscience, that is 

the religious experience rea.lized in the conscience 

of Jesus ( ~a ) • · 
At this stage we attain the summit of the doctrine 

·of (Christian religious experience taught ·by Saba tier. 

The religious experience of Jesus is not orily ttrat o-f 

a man or even of a prophet among others. It has 1 ts 

unique value which places 1 t above a.nd beyond all the 

past and future experiences of religious men. Indeed• 

milst God wanted to- sa.ve men, yet it was not His will 

to bestow upon them a wisdom or a knowledge. He placed 

l) sa I 394 
2) SR I 37 
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in the centre of history a " power of life n, a n germ~ 

able to change the world, it is the consciousness of 

Jesus whom God has chosen for His Son. Thus Revela.tion 

is not the gift of a. catalogue of dogmas but the 

crea.tion of a religious life. To put it in other 

words, " the a.bsolute revelation of God is the 

absolute religious consciousness of Jesus Christ"(l)·. 

V. T.he Bible and Christian experience 

We know that according ·to Sabatier, although the 

divine revel~tion is achieved in the consciousness of 

Jesus, it has a. history and a development. The reli

gious and moral life of Israel shows this prepara.tion 

and permits our better understanding of the religion 

of the Gospel. On the other ha.nd, it is of primary 

importance to gather the first fruits of Christianity 

from the time of its outcome. Therefore the Bible is 

the document par excellence of the history of Revela

' tion • '!he Bible informs as well of the religious 

experiences of the prophets and of the forerunners 

1) SR I 37 
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of Jesus Christ, as of Christ Himself and of his first 

diseiples. Na.turally, the New Testament, the document 

of the perfect religion seems to Sa.batier even more 

important. The New Testament, as the norm of Christiani• 

ty, will be its strongest defense aga.inst subsequent. 

traditions. This historical document will also pre

seJ'Ve us from what Saba.tier calls " the illusions and 

dreams of private inspiration " {l). It will be a .safe

guard against the fancies of the illuminists·. The.t does 

not mean, it must be emphasized, th~.t &.ba tier ·denies 

the validity of . the internal witness of the Holy Spi

rit, out only that this inspiration may be checked {3). 

'lherefore. without being a code of dogmatics, the Bible 

remains a testimony, " the historic fountain of 'Ch.rist

ian knowledge n ( 3)'. 

:.) sa I .a48 
;ll) cf. supra p. 89 
3) sa I 347 



CHAPTER 2 

THE mTERNAL WITNESS OF THE HOLY SPIRIT 

I. Immanence of the Spirit of God 

An essential affirmation of the Paris School is 

that God 1 far from being a mysterious and hidden divi

nity reveals Himself permanently and through many 

channels. One of these ways is His presence in man 

by His Holy Spirit.-

We already know, tha.t according to Sa.batier, God 

cannot be known by scie.ntific means, as He is not a 

phenomenon • Sa.batier's God is an inner one. According

ly, when one speaks of inspiration, one must under

stand " the: .. organic penetration of man by God n (1). 

niere, Sabatier severs himself from Kant, er rather, 

completes Kant's teaching. According to Kant, God is 

exclusively transcendent, and there does not exist 

such a thing as-an immanent action. In a moving 

passage of one of his works, Sabatier shows how 

troubled a disciple of Kant may become when his 

1) se/90 
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192owledge of the world and consciousness of self clash. 

'!here are good reasons to believe that Sabatier him-

self went through this painful experience. Seeking 

desperately for a solution of the struggle opposing 

the ego and the world, pure reason and practical 

reason, his la.st hope is the notion of a God : " he 

feels God to be active and present in his thouglt 

under the form of logical law, in his will under the 

form of moral law "• But this is an even more im-

portant statement • n . He is saved by faith in the 

interior God, in whom is realized the unity of his 

being (1). On the other hand we must not forget the 

motto which is modestly hidden in the fly-leaves of 

the "-Outlines " : " Q,uid interius Deo " ? Thus, 

from the start, Saba tier lays forth a teaching built 

upon the immanence of God in man. 

Furthermore, Sa.batier does not satisfy himself 

only with outlining the solution of a philosophical 

problem. In his works we find a highly precise 

development of this idea of an active inner God, and 
. 

he -considers this as a fundamental question-. " The 

action and the presence of the Spirit of God within 

our own spirit , he says, is the mystery, but it is 

1) se I 290 
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also the source, of religion "(l). Thus, the innnanence 

of God in man appears to Sabatier under the form of 

the presence of the Spirit of God in the spirit of man. 

From this presence, man draws all his dignity and hope. 

The-human being holds in itself a tragic contradiction. 

On one hand, there are his intellect, his reason, his 

conscience, all doomed by weakness and imperfection. 

On the other hand, in spite of this frail, incomplete 

and sinful exterior, a mysterious power manifests it

self, and it is this power ~hich is the spring of all 

his hopes. There is at the bottom of the ego, R. 11 myste-

rious guest ", stronger and greater than himself and 

to whom he appeals when fallen, defeated and discou

raged. " Est Deus in nobis " proclaims Saba.tier with 

all his faith (2). We must not consider with indiffe

rence the words which Sabatier uses, for it is not by 

chance that God's immanence is so described : God who 

is present within man manifests Himself spiritually 

and it is actually as a"guest" that He stays there. 

His presence will not therefore be occasional but 

perminent. 

1) se I 309 

a) sa I 3I8 
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At the same time, Sa.batier strongly reproaches the 

·Church, Roman Catholic a.s well as Protesta.nt, in other 

words all that represents orthodox 'Christian tradi• 

tion. He denounces the n in~redulity " which ii 

showed when confining the inspiration of the Holy 

Spirit to a few men, particularly to the writers of 

the New Testament, whilst denying it to others (1). 

The gift of the Spirit, he says, is given to all 

Christians, and that is their privilege (2). Let us 

here remark that such a statement is not a.n isolA.ted 

one in the thought of Sabatier. It is verily a pre

occupation that he had had sinee the very "'beginning 

of his studies. A proof of this may be found as ea.rly 

a.a I852, ·in a letter in which he wrote : " In the 

Apostles' teaehing there is a elear and constant ~ffir

ma tion, that is the u·niversality of the gift of the 

Holy Spirit which is promised to all disciples of 

Christ, without exception n (3). Since that time, 

S9.batier took stand for the n Religion of the Spirit". 

Finally, this dwelling of an inspiration of God 

is not intermittent. As Sabatier declared elearly : 

1) aa I 299 
a) sa 1

1 
302 

3) vs !59 
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the revelation of God lies in " the innnanence and con-

tinuity of a revelatory principle in the Christian 

soul, not in a book, but in the Spirit " (1). 

To sum up, let us say that according to Sa.batier, 

God is within man,- immanent by His Spirit •. '!his pre-

sence is offered to all men. This inspiration is per• 

manent. 

In the work of Men~goz, the notion of the innnanence 

of God holds as eminent a place as in that of Se.batier. 

Kany developments of his writings deal with this 

doctrine. We need quote here only the most typical 

and explicit of these •. As early as !879, in- the 

" Reflexions sur l' E\mngile du salut ", he wrote : 

~ We must appeal unto a fact of the inner experience 

which can be felt but which cannot be proved : the 

action within our own spirit of a mysterious, spiri~ 

tual faetor, independent of our spirit and yet perme

ating it to such an extent that it becomes.confounded 

with it. This· factor is the Spirit of Truth, the 

Holy.Spirit, the author and source of any truekriow-

1 eilge n ( a) • 

1) sa I 3I2 
2) :MF I/3 
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It must be noted here, that for the one instance 

when in his written works, Men~goz uses the word 

n experience n, he admits Yery willingly and as did 

Saba.tier, that this is a fatet unprovable on the ob

jective ground, and that only those who have come by 

it, can understand its significance (1). 

Moreover, M~negoz gave this definition : n The 

Holy Spirit is the spirit of God innnanent in the spi• 

rit of ne.n. It exerts on the spirit of man an imme

diate action which is perceived in conscience" (2). 

There is nothing to add to this statement. Sabatier 

and Menegoz are absolutely in accord. 

Kanegoz and Sa.batier developed their conception 

of the immanence of the Spirit of God to its utmost 

consequences.· 

According to ~batier, the-antithesis opposing 

pure reason and practical reason was resolved in the 

faith ~n the inner God, for it is that God who inspires 

both of them ( 3). Thus the immanence of the Spirit o'f 

God within the spirit of man is not limited to some 

of his activities for example moral or religious ones~ 

l) Cf. sa I 36 I 
3) MF I/4 
3) se I 291-394 • Cf. supra p.95. 
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It is unveiled in every faculzyofth.ehuman spirit. 

Se.batier speaks of " the presence of God in the heart, 

the conscience and the reason " (1). '!his Si ows us, 

he says , that there will im never be an unsuperable 

conflict between the Religion of the Spirit and Science. 

There is no obscurity or doubt regarding this belief, 

in his teaching. 

Th.ere is also, he says,an intimate affinity 

between religious and scientific inspiration. " They 

spring from the same source, they lead to the same 

end, and both manifest the same life of the Spirit"(!). 

Indeed their origin is in the love of truth. The spi

rit of piety and the scientific spirit meet and reach 

communion in the " religion of the truth "( 2). In f'act 

does not human science in its research itself" tend to 

pay homage to God ? Th.at is why Saba tier can truly 

state that the object of science is religious and 

conversly that .respect of science is part of- -the 

" religion int~grale " • There is no conflict or oom

peti tion between science and religion • To ~ggest the 

alternative between a profane science and an ignorant 

1) sa I 317 
a) sa I 343 
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religion is a twisting of the problem. Gra.nted tha.t 

they have a common source, why not bring about the 

reconciliation of science and piety ? Se.batier arri• 

ves at the conclusion that " science -in piety is 

scientific theology " (1 )'. This is the summit of 

his development of the notion of the imma.nence of God 

in man. 

Kenegoz, for his part, goes very far too and does 

not fea.r to formulate statements marked with great 

clarity. However he settles the problem in rather a 

different way. Inspiration is not limited to moral 

and religious consciousness, but it plays its part in 

the whole of the ego and especially in intellectual 

thinking. He attributes the categories of thought 

and the operations of intelligence -to the action of' 

the Spirit of God. " Reason is a product of the a.ction 

of the Spirit of God within our spiritual life n{a). 

One must not imagine that this af:f'irmation is the only 

one .of its kind in the works of ~n~goz. Indeed it 

harmonizes well with the whole of his teaching. He goes 

even further when declaring that the Sp 1r1 t of God is 

as well ma.nifested in religious revelation as in the 

i) sa I 344 
3) MF 3/380 
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opera. tions of intelligence " therefore there ca.nnot be 

any discrepancy between these two orders of knowledge"(!)·. 

From these remarks we ma.y realize how fa.r Saba.tier 

and Menegoz a.re in agreement a.s rega.rds the extent and 

consequences of the presence of the Spirit of God in 

the spirit of ma.n. 

With such bold statements a.a those we have quoted 

it wa.s easy to a.cause M~n~goz of being a re.tionalist 

and a.lso to confuse the Paris School with Liberalism. 

This has been done in all thoroughness by superficial 

critics among the opponents to the new school, espe

cially E.Doumergue (2). Non-discriminating or mali• 

cious readers may easily confuse one tendency for. 

another 1 of the so-ca.lled left-wing theology. Appa

rently this -happens very often even to-day. We ha.ve 

alr·eady shown that Liberalism and Symbolo-Fid~isme 

differed elea.rly on two primary issues , the theory- o'f 

religious knowledge and soteriology (3). With regards 

to religious knowledge, K~n~goz always taught tha.t it 

was not based upon the tenets of reason, but built 

up.on Revelation, pa.rticularly under the form of an 

1) MF 4/aG3-204 
3) See for instance his " Etapes du Fid~isme • !906. 

'3) Cf. supra p. 76. • 
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immediate intervention from God, innna.nent in man by 

His Spirit. It is important to avoid a.ny obscurity 

on this point. 

It is one thing to state tha. t ·we rely on the action 

of the Holy Spirit and that this inspira.tion cannot be 

in contradiction with the findings of reason, and 

another to affirm that we rely on reason a.lone. M~n~

goz teaches tha.t the authority and the lead belong to 

religious knowledge as given by the Holy Spirit, but 

it should not and could not disagree with rational 

knowledge, because of their common and divine.origin. 

In other words, rationalist Liberalism holds that all 

knowledge comes from man whilst the Paris School 

teaches-that it comes from God. -In fact, if the 

symbolo-fid~iste doctrine of God's immanence were a 

static conception, the formal opposition l)y the Paris 

School to Liberalism would "fanish away. Indeed, we 

could not see any real divergence, no more than a 

verbal difference between saying on the one hand 

that the basis of knowledge is human reason, and on 

the other hand, that it is reason as mu.ch as it is 

the gift of the Spirit of God, in the sense of a 

gift granted once and for all, and determining what 

one might call a second nature. Thus it would be 
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exactly the same to say tha.t the source of knowledge 

· i.s in man or in God. Actually, 1h is is not true at 

all, because the affirmations of the Paris School are 

rather different. The immanence of the Spirit o~ God 

cannot be understood as the once and for all achieved 

·improvement of human faculties, but as a continuous 

and renewed action. It is a. dynamic conception'. 

'lhus, according to the Paris School, reason and 

conscience are both ways of knowledge .given to man 

by Go~. 'lhe one will always be competent for all 

profane and secular fields, whil-st the other will be 

for the religious order. This teaching renders obso

lete the old antithesis of reason and Revelation and 

opens the way for a synthesis of both notionso This 

synthesis was-made necessary by the fallacious pro

blem that whole generations of theologians caret'ully 

nourished. ~nt1goz simply declares : n Th.ere is no 

discrepancy between the findings of reason and the 

authentic Gospel. Both of them have their source 

in God n (1). 

1) MF 3 I 212 



II. '!he Internal Witness of the Hol 
bas s of certa nty. 

iri t as the 

'!he Paris School having thus postulated the 

immanence of the Spirit of God in the spirit of man 

shows now which are the ways of its action. First 

of all, this action is n innnediate ", in the strict 

meaning of the word, tnat is to say , positively 

I05 

direct and without any medium,- as M~n~goz has stated (1)'.. 

This is made even clearer in this complete although 

rather consed formula : " God is omnipresent. He is 

immanent in the spirit of man. He exercises His action 

in our conscience. This is the internal witness of the 

Holy Spirit n (2). 

Sabatier attaches much importance to the action 

of the Holy Spirit in the conscience of man. He ca·lls 

it " the light of the Spirit "(3). The Holy Spirit, 

he also states, seals the preaching of Christ's Gospel 

in the heart of the believer.(4)0n the other hand, the 

internal witness of the Holy Spirit reveals to man his 
.... 

true nature. It compels him to look into his own heart, 

l) MF 3 I 384 
a) MF .a I 409 
3) sa I 368 
4) sa I .374 
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to become conscious of his state and judge himself. , 

1he Holy Spirit makes man understand his sinfulness : 

n the sense of sin is born in-us of the witness of 

the Holy Spirit "• Hence it is the basis of the " Reli• 

gion of the Spirit ", of which Saba.tier made himself 

the champ ion ( 1). 

Acieording to Saba. tier, a.a we know, the. -immaneniee 

of God through His Spirit could be seen in the develop

ment of all human faculties, e:specially moral conscious

ness. But he goes even further. The"Christia.n " 

consciousness is not fundamentally different from 

moral consciousness. There is a difference of degree 

between them but noi· a difference of nature since 

both come as a result of the working of the same 

Spirit of God in the heart of men. The Holy Spirit 

as the author of religious and moral consciousness,

thfs is one of the chief teachings of Symbolo-Fid~isme. 

As we -will see, ~n~goz gives. to it a highly exact 

significance. 

Following this line of thought. Saba.tier shows 

th.at the fundamental function .of the internal witness 

of the Holy Spirit is to be the basis of. certainty in 

the field of religious knowledge. Far from attributing 

1). ea I 336 
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to human reason the ability of reaching certainty in 

these matters, Sabatier reminds us of this truth that 

faith itself is a. gift from God. When the believer 

confesses religious or moral realities, it is only as 

a result of the " inward demonstration of the Holy 

Spirit " alone (1). This determines the sui generis 

cha.racter of religious certainty. He adds that the 

internal witness of the Holy Spirit is the spring of 

all true conviction. :Hhcternal elements such as tra• 

di tion or custom will never create it as " the inward 

witness alone can give conviction "(3). The Christian 

faith is not constituted by an act of belief~ although 

it is always a.ssocia ted with an intellectual element'. 

It is an act belonging primarily to the moral sphere, 

an inner decision which does not accept the lead of 

any external authority. It is an act of confidence 

and love, the fruit of an inner inspiration which has 

no guarantee except its own evidence and no basis of 

certainty other than that of the internal witness of 

the Holy Spirit ~3). From these statements we can 

appreciate the extent to which Sa.batier carries his 

teaching. It is important tq remember here that 

1) sa I 335 
a) sa I 332 
3) SE I :aB4 
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Saba tier wa.s strongly mistrustful of all that re

sembled external authority. We must not forget either 

that when Saba.tier constituted himself as the defender 

of what he termed as the " Religion of the Spirit ",it 

wa.s precisely by reaction against all the orthodoxy 

contained in the " Religions of Authority "• The 

doctrine of the internal witness of the Holy Spirit 

has therefore a great value as being resolutely oppo

sed to all ideas of an external authority for faith. 

Furthermore, Sabatier does not pretend.to be an innova

tor in that respect. ·On the other hand he regrets 

that such a fundamentally Protestant teaching could 

have been often neglected in the past, and he refers 

constantly to the Reformers, and especially to ~alvin. 

To the critic, an immediate objection will pre

sent itself : how will it be possible to know whether 

an inspiration proceeds truly from the witness of the 

Holy Spirit, or if it is the fruit of imagination and 

fancy ? Sa.ba tier gives a general criterion • Granted 

that here is only one Holy Spirit and that it was 

actually the one which dwelt fully in Christ. the 

eiliightened " may judge the ·Christian character of 

their inspiration by its conformity with that of 

Christ "(l). 

1) sa I 300 
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The ~oneeption of Men~goz regarding the doctrine 

of the internal witness of the Holy. Spirit is much 

akin to that of Sabatier. The " Testimonium internum 

Spir i tus Sa.ncti " is the highest authority unto which 

we may appeal (1). It is the only principle of autho

rity in the field of religious knowledge. As he so 

well states, the witness of the Holy Spirit is n the 

norm of our judgment in the religious order n (a). On 

the other hand we must remember that M~negoz maintained 

a-continuous mistrust towards orthodoxies and dogmati

cal traditions. As a faithful leader of the Paris 

School, ne knew too well tha.t, with all Church i:r:istitu

tions dogmas are temporary and changeable. And again 

how could the action and ~resence of the Holy Spirit 

possibly be limited ? Therefore, he empha.sizes that 

the witness of the Holy Spirit is direct, individual 

and independent (3). 

Sa.batier said that the existence of moral con-

sciousness was to be attributed to an inspiration of 

the Holy Spirit. Menegoz goes even further : the 

moo:-al law, the categori~al imperative, are fruits of 

1) MF I I !3 
a) MF I I I5I 
3) MF 4 I I?I 
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the witness of the Holy Spirit (1). On the other hand 

religious life must also be considered as a result of 

the action of this divine testimony. Thus, in the 

moral a.nd religious domains none of the fa,cul ties of 

discernment that man possesses belong to him in his 

own right. Their source ma.y be found in a divine 

inspiration constantly renewed. As usual, ·M~negoz 

sums up his thought in a striking fornmla. : " Our 

more.1 and religious consciousness is a product of 

inunedia te divine a.ction "( 3). ·One could not accuse 

~n~goz of obs.euri ty in such a. sta.tement. 

'.Ihe use of intelligence a.nd reason has a limited 

range. The results of deduction do not always impose 

themselves with much weight even to the one who pro

duced them, hence much less to others. Something else 

is necessary to ccrea te conviction. The la.w of the spi

ritual- .word is funda.mentally that of freedom. There-

. fore the acceptance of God, the hearing ~nd discernment 

of His word, the reception of His revelation depend 

upon a ~riterion which must be also not only spiritual 

but individual. 'lhe certainty of faith although very 

different from scientific eerta.inty i:acl is equally 

1) MF 3 I 384 
2) MF 4. I 87 
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absolute, but does not rest upon the same basis. In 

the world of the spirit an appea.l unto authorities 

external to conscience itself could not be accepted~ 

Indeed, even if the conscienree agreed to obey such 

authorities, the doctrines accepted through this 

channel would not actually be the object of a.n inner 

conviction (1). 'Ihe Holy Spirit alone can bring to 

the conseience the inner testimony able to promote 

mora.l certainty ( 2). 

Like Se.batier, Menegoz studied closely the possi

bility of formulating a criterion, both general Bnd 

absolute, which could be .applied to the internal wit

ness of the Holy Spirit {3). In the same way he refers 

to '°hrist. llen~goz does not deny tha.t at Pentecost 

disciples received the gift of the Holy Spirit, as 

the fulfilment of the promise given by Jesus. ~ut the 

Holy Spirit spoke and guided the faithful, century 

after century. However if their teaching is actually 

inspired by the Spirit of God it could not contradict 

the authentic teaching of Jesus Christ. " All that 

daes not agree with Christ's word must be rejacted "{4). 

l) M]' I I 9- IO 
3) MF I I 4 
3) cf. infra p. sq. 
4) lCF 4 I 2I3, footnote 1. 
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For Menegoz this means several venerable orthodox 

dogmas which he believes that Jesus !Christ not only 

never taught but which a.re even conflicting with His 

teaching • We must not think tha.t this is a. slight 

criticism on the part of Y~n~goz. He rea.lly wants to 

denounce what he considers the grea.t delusion for 

which Christian tradition ca.n-be held responsible for 

centuries. All his wo1"'k is based upon this criticism·. 

III. The Interna.l Witness of the Holy Spirit and 
Hevela. t ion. 

Fe.Kb. time we find in the works of M~n~goz the 

expression n internal " witness of the Holy Spirit, 

we must remember that the theologian does not wish to 

limit the action of the Holy Spirit to this conception 

alone •. On the other hand, we owe to him the contribu

tion to the Paris School theology of the ·teaching o:f 

~ valuable element. There are, he says, two kinds of 

testimonies borne by the Word of God. First o"f all, 

there is the mediate, externa.l and -ob.iective witness, 

which is especially tha.t of Christ.' s Gospel (1 )'. Then, 

there is the immediate, internal and subjective 

1) KF I I Ia and I I 4IO. 
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witness. This last term is of great significance to 

~negoz. This latter witness is that of the Holy Spi

rit. However, if it is right to say that Menagoz in

troduces here a kind of discrimination between the 

two testimonies , it would be wrong to conclude that 

he opposes them. Indeed when the Word of God is ad-

dressed to ma.n under its external form, as soon as 

it is received by his ~pirit it tends to lose this 

clla.raceter and 1beeome interna.l. Then there is no 

more distinction between the immanent and immediate 

testimony of the Holy Spirit (1)·. Through this dou

ble witness God speaks to man, ca.lling him to rep en-

tance1 to conversion and to the surrender of his soul. 

" This twofold witness is the only one divine testimo

ny " (a}. Jlan--progresses a.long the pa.th of truth 

towards a fuller knowledge of God's will by his borrow

ing. al terna. tively from both forms of witness·. 

Although the internal witness of the Holy Spirit 

is regarded by M~negoz as " the highest authority "(3) 

when man is ·longing for divine truth he is not satis

fied solely by this direct and personal inspiration·. 

He tries to find in other men some testimony of the 

1) MF :a I 340 
a)· JfF I I I3 
3) Cf. supra p. I09 
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Holy Spirit, which for him appears as external. It is 

na.mely in books that he finds this external witness(l). 

This leads us towards a broader conceeption of God's 

Revelation. 

'Ibis has been clearly explained by Sa.batier 

although he does not judge it useful, as does M~negoz, 

to maintain such a. distinction between external and 

internal witness. He even refuses to accept the dif

f.erence, traditionally taught by theologians, between 

a supernatural and a natural revelation, an immedia

te and a mediate revelation, since he claims that 

Revelation has both characteristics. As for particu

lar revelations they n enter into general Revelation 

as varieties into species "( 2). On the other hand , 

Se.batier explains in the same way as Y~n~goz, how 

internal witness or the experience of religious 

people can become external testimonies of divine 

revelation, when translated first into words, they 

are later fixed .in the sacred writings (_3). 

'lherefore the relationship between the doctrine 

of ""'the internal witness of the Holy Spirit and the 

1) D I I I3 
2) eel 55 
3) se/ SO 
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notion of Revelation in the symbolo-fid~iste school 

appears clearly. We already know that according to 

Sa.batier, Revelation does not consist in God's 

supplying ready-m~de dogmas to man, but it is to be 

found in the continuity and permanence of the action 

of the Holy Spirit in the spirit of ne.n (1). More pre-

cisely Revelation comes from " the crea.tive and fruit

ful religious experience which first arose in the 

souls of the prophets, of 1Christ, and of His apostles~(a) 

We find again, yet in slightly different words, the 

famous doctrine of Sabatier concerning. the religious 

" germs " sown by God in mankind in the course of 

History. On the other hand, if one of the essential 

features of God'~evelation is to be interior, this 

is the consequence of a principle dear to Sabatier 

i.&. that it is because God has no phenomenal exist

ence and therefore He can only be spiritually re-

vealed (3). 

It is K~n~goz who had the merit of having more 

clearly given a central place ·to the internal witness 

of the Holy Spirit in the Pa.ris School theory of 

1) ea I 3II-3I:a 
a) se I 249 
3) se I 54 
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religious knowledge. After. showing that Revelation 

brings the knowledge of God's will and then of the 

conditions of His forgiveness, and that this is the 

substance·of :Christ's Gospe~, he comes to ask this 

question : how is Revelation enacted ? " The answer 

is a theory of religious knowledge "•••" Moqern 

evangelical theology finds divine revelation in the 

witness of the Holy Spirit "(I). In this formula 

·we must remark upon two things , first of all, each 

time th.at Menegoz speaks of " modern evangelical 

theology " he means nothing ~ore than the Symbolo• 

Fideisme of the Paris School; secondly, he does not 

say whether the i.dtness is " internal " or not • 

Yet we know·: that he is actually ref erring to the 

internal witness. This is not ambiguous at all and 

the context contains one of the oppositions of modern 

evangelical theology against orthodoxy which, he 

affirms, teaches a Revelation understood as " objecti

ve and external "• 

We ~annot avoid thinking that this is really a 

very_precise tenet coming from a man who elsewhere 

claims that " Fideisme as such has no theory of 

1) MF 3 I JII 
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knowledge " ( 1) ! 

'!he Paris School regards the Bible as the essen

tial document of the mediate revelA.tion of God. It is 

therefore very important to know what this school 

understands by the relation of the Holy Spirit to the 

Bible. 

First of all, there is no identification between 

the Bible and Revelation, since the latter cannot be 

bound by narrow and definitive limits such as in a 

document or a particular institution. On the other 

hand Revelation is abundantly present in it. As Sa.ba-

tier so appropriately states, " the Holy Spirit breathes 

through and anima tea its least important pages " ( 2)'. 

~ut what constitutes the unique value of the ~ible is 

rather its ability to nourish the religious wants of 

man. In other words, it is one of the ways which the 

Holy Spirit uses when speaking to men's hearts. " The 

Bible continues and perpetually maintains the revela

tion of God in the souls of men" (3). The Holy 

Scripture is thus the source of inspiration for piety. 

The authority of the Bible according to Symbolo

Fid~isme is not based upon an external principle such 

1) Cf. supra p.Ia sq. 
a) sa I 349 
3) sa I a4.a 
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as for instance the doctrine of literal infallibility. 

It finds its ~.uthority in itsel:f (1). It holds in 

itself enough strength to make itsel:f accepted without 

discussion by a. soul engaged in a. genuine search o:f 

truth. Of course, as is the case for all moral or 

religious certainty, this quality of evidence will be 

welcomed by the spirit of a ma.n only if he has recei

ved the witness of the Spirit of God. Thus the autho

rity of the ~ible is not relying on an abstract 

dogmatical principle but on a living spiritual reali

ty, i.e. the internal witness of the Holy Spirit. " The 

outward· authority of the letter ha.s given place to the 

invva.rd and purely.moral authority of the Spirit" fa). 
Hence a twofold relationship links together the Holy 

Spirit and the Bible : on the one hand the Holy Spi

rit speaks in the Bible, on the other hand the 'Bible 

draws its authority from the interna.l witness o:f the 

Holy Spirit. 

l) sa I a4a 
a) sa. I 259 
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IV. The Internal Witness of the Holy Spirit according 
to the Paris School and according to the Reformers. 

If we follow Menegoz, we must admit that modern 

evangelical theology h~.s broadened and developed the 

notion of the intern~.l witness of the Holy Spirit as 

it wa.s taught by the Reformers and by the theologians 

of the XVI th and XVII th centuries. The difference 

lies, he tell us, in the fact that nowadays a :e.e~

!lfil!! a.ct ion of the Holy Spirit in the spirit of man 

is fu.lly a.diili tted (1). 

Studying Luther's conception, Men4goz thinks that 

although he has not formulated it, this idea ~snot 

foreign to the Reformer. In order to justify this 

statement he refers to themcplanation of the third 

article of the Apostles' Creed as is given in the " 

" Shorter Catechism " • However, we could not find in 

this text, no more than in the corresponding section 

of the " Larger Catechism " any ~ndicatio?s sufficient 

to constitute a justification for such a.n interpreta

tion. On the other hand, as M~n~goz himself remarks, 

Luther t;mches that the internal witness of the Roly 

1 ) !.{]' I I 449 
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Spirit is inseparable from the external witness of the 

" Word "• It is the medium to the Spirit which grants 

to it the power of touching a.nd eon-i.verting the heart 

of man • " God has sent a.nd makes known to us His 

Word, in which He grants unto us the Holy Spirit n(1). 
I 

Permec. ting our conscience, the Word legi tima.tes 

itself through the witness of the Spirit which it 

carries. This doctrine wa.s absolutely necessary to 

Luther who had to debate with the Illuminists such as 

Miinzer, who believed in the direct revelation of the 

Holy Spirit , disregarding the testimony of the Holy 

Ser ip tures. Men Ago z seems to think tha. t Lu th er would 

have preached a broader conception of the action of 

the Holy Spirit, if he had not ha.d to fight a.gainst 

these e:xt.eessee. Whatever it may be, we suggest th-e.t 

Menegoz wa.s wrong to speak as a. whole of wha. t h-e 

•I 

terms as " the Reformers and the seventeenth century 

theologians " (a)' whilst referring to .Luther alone. 

Hence we a.re entitled to quote another Reformer, :C:!al v!n. 

For the latter the doctrine of the Holy Spir~t holds 

- a.rt important place. We sha.11 see that N.enegoz ha.s not 

said a thing which had not been said·with an absolute 

1) Luther's " Larger· Ca teohism " , the third article of 
the Apostles'Creed. 

2) MF I/ 449 
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precision a long time before. 

Let us therefore give a. brief account of the 

doctrine of the action of the Holy Spirit in man, 

as it may be found in the " Institution de la religion 

chretienne " ( 1), the " (Ca.t~chisme de l' Eglise de 

Geneve " and the " Confession de Foi de La Rochelle ", 

all works attributed to the Reformer. 

God has set in e7ery man a sentiment of the di

vine, a " semence de religion " seea of religion ) ( '.~), 

an" estincelle de v~rita ( spark of truth )(3). This 

is what we would call in our modern language, the 

universality of religious sentiment. Calvin draws a 

distinction between the " connaissance des ehoses 

terriennes " ( knowledge of terrestrial things ) and 

the " connaissance des choses e~lestes n ( knowledge 

of hea.venly t...liings ) ( 4). As rega.rds to the first or-

der, m:3.n,in spite of his corrupted nature possesses 

many a gift from God (5), as the Spirit of God must 

be held as a n fontaine unicgue de varita n ( sole 

sour~e of truth )(6). Hence Calvin recognizes the 

1) in the I539-4I edition a.s published by " Les "Belles 
2) IC I/43 Lettres~ Paris I936. 
3) IC I/46 
4) IC 2./II5 
5) IC ·a/ r rs .. 1,ao 
6) IC a/II8 



validity of the science attained by the early lawyers, 

:philosophers and doctors. On the other ha.nd, when 

investigating the field of religious knowledge he 

admits only one source of truth, tha.t is the " illumi

nation du Se.int Esprit " ( enlightenment of the Holy 

Spirit )(1), without which reason cannot grasp wha.t 

belongs to God. 

The image of an illumination of the spirit of ma.n 

by the Spirit of God is very frequent in the writings 

of the Reformer. He uses often terms such a.s " .!!!1!
mina tiOD l1 I n lumiere n ( li-ght ) I n SOleil n { SUn ) I 

n obscurit~ "• -T.he illumination of the Holy Spirit 

enlightens man's understanding and creates faith : 

" Faith is the :proper and complete work of the Holy 

Spirit, by which, being illuminated, we acknowledge 

God and the great treasures of his goodwill,and 

without the light of which our spirit is blinded to 

such an extent that it cannot enjoy spiritual things"(!). 

This illumination makes -man able to understand the 

Word of God (3). "The true intelligence of our spi-

i) IC a/Iaa 
3) IC IO/ 205 
3)"Ca.tfchisme ",l4·th section, and" Confession ",~.rt.II 

I:C 2/ I53, 4/ I3' ~' 30' 3I, 311, 37' II8' I~ I I0/206 ,.'207-'209 
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rit comes from the illumination by the Spirit of God"(l)t. 

:Calvin adds this further precision that the Holy Spi-

rit is " master of truth, source of light, fountain 

of wisdom, knowledge and intelligence " { 2). 

Then he affirms·the continuity of the work of 

God's Spirit in man : the faithful become a " temple 

du Saint Esprit ", "habitacle de Dieu " { house of 

God )(3). The Holy Spirit actually dwells in the 

heart of man, he stays there permanently. Its influ

ence is not an occasional one ( 4) ·• In Jesus 'Christ 

a.lone resided the fullness of the Holy Spirit, which 

" chose his soul as its own seat, in order to flow 

from it on us, as from the sole fountain "(5). This 

is the doctrine of the unction of the Holy Spirit. 

The authority of the Scriptures must be founded 

upon the" internal witness of the Holy Spirit" (5). 

Only the " inner persuasion of the Holy Spirit " will 

create our confident certainty in the Bible { 7). '!his 

is also the condition necessary for an acceptance o~ 

1) :nc 4/3a 
a
3
l IC 4/ II9 -

IC 4/ 64, II9. " Ca te(Chisme ", I4 th section. I Cor. 12. 
4) " Ca techisme n, I4 ~section. 
5) ltC 4/83 
6) IC I/57 and 
7) IC I/7! 

" Catechisme " ,45th section. 



the canonicity of the books of the Bible and their 

recogni~ion as a rule for faith (1). 
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Finally, there is a criterion of the internal 

witness of the Holy Spirit. " If something not con

tained in the Gospel is offered to us in the name of 

the Holy Spirit, let us not believe in it "{I). 

Such is the core of the calvinist doctrine of the 

work of the Holy Spirit in the heart of man. It does 

not seem that Men~goz has added in any way to the 

Reformer's teaching neither in its main features, nor 

in the particular problem of the permanence of the 

action of the Holy Spirit, nor again on its immanence 

in the spirit of man, in his rea.son as well a.s in his 

religious consciousness. 

Sa.batier behaves more unpretentiously than M:~n~goz. 

He aims only at placing himseif in the train of thought 

of the Reformers. Thus he quotes sometimes Luther, 

Calvin or Zwingli ( 3). He refers directly to Calvin 

as regards the doctrine of the inspiring action of the 

.. Holy Spirit (4). His only notable difference with Calvin 

~! " Confession " 4th article. 
0 IC I5/I70 I 

3) sa JI50-I55 
4) sa /350 
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is the notion of the Ca.non. He thinks that Calvin and 

his disciples have connnitted a serious mistake in 

applying without distinction the criterion of the 

internal witness of the Holy Spirit to all books re

~eived. as canonic (1). Apart from this unimportant 

discrepancy, the doctrine of the internal witness of 

the Holy Spirit is identical in Calvin and Sabatier'. 

Thus, the merit of Men~goz was not as he believed, 

that he would have widened or developed the Reformers' 

conceptions. On the other hand we are indebted to him 

for his rendering in a language more modern and under• 

standable to contemporary thought so important and 

valuable a teaching. 

Returning to the former doctrine of the internal 

witness of the Holy Spirit and giving it a first place, 

the Paris S:ehool proved it has still-a part to play in 

theology. It seems able to open a middle way between 

liberal Rationalism and authoritative orthodoxy • 

i) sa I I63 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE THREE CHARACTERS OF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE 

I. Its subjectivity. 

Religious knowledge based upon religious experience 

which itself is sealed by the internal witness of the 

Holy Spirit, is deeply marked with subjectivity. As 

Sa.batier showed, this characteristic is also a. con

sequence of its special object. To legitimate that 

affirmation, Sabatier invites us to bear judgment 

upon the order of knowledge attained by natura.l science. 

Kant, he says, was wrong in his attempt to pro• 

mote a distinction between the world we see, the phe

nomenal reality, and the real thing, the noumenon. 

Indeed he provokes in this manner of thinking a serious 

question which renders seientif ic s~epticism. unavoidable 

Actually~ thinks 83.batier, although the external world 

is pot fully known by us, still it is a real world. 

lherefore the kind of certainty given by natural science 

possesses to a certain extent some objectivity (1 );. On 

1) se I 306 
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the other hand there is some truth in the assertion 

that na.tural seience is to some extent subjective, 

since it depends upon our WA.ys of knowledge. Never-

theless an essential unity remains between the laws 

of thought and the laws of the phenomenal world. This 

unity creates the objectivity of natural science. In 

contradistinction with them, it is easy to understand 

that religious knowledge ~annot be but fundamentally 

different. 

'!he object of religious or moral knowledge does 

not belong to the phenomenal order and cannot be 

grasped independently from the sl13ect or out of it. 

Much, more it is " innnanent in the subject itself "(l). 

As Saba tier states," God is not a phenomenon that we 

may observe apart from ourselves, or a truth demonstra

ble by logical reasoning "(2). We must remark that 

su~h an assertion not only states the subjectivity 

of the knowledge we may have of God, but also ruins 

from the. beginning a.11 the classiteal attempts· of so

called rational n theology "• According to Sabatier, 

eV'en if we admitted that an objective s~ien~e of God 

could be attained, it would not be a true and genuine 

1) se // 304 
2) se 308 



religious knowledge of God. Religious knowledge 

does not exist apart from religious experience (1), it 

is but " the very su".jectivi ty of piety " (a). 

It is therefore Yery important tha.t experimental 

seience should not trespass in the domain of religious 

knowledge, but on the other hand it could not be 

admitted that religious knowledge invade the other 

order. It would be an abuse if by means of religious 

knowledge, for instance for various reasons of reli-

gious faith, one tried to hold judgments of facts 

which belong especially to historica.l or critical 

aeience ( 3). This remark of Saba tier proves how faith

ful he remains to the principle that there cannot be 

an incompatibility and even less a conflict betwe~n 

reason and faith~ between science and piety_, since 

they both hold their own in their own pa.rtieular field. 

They are even able to realize a harmonious synthesis 

by completing one another (4). 

We remember that Ken~goz preferred the expression 

"·internal witness of the. Holy Spirit 11 to 11 religious 

11 Cf .~pra P• 87. 
2 se I 3!0 
3) se I 3II 
4) se I 4I4 
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experience "• !hue he proved himself definitely less 

a. subjectivist than his friend Se.batier,- or at least, 

this substitution eliminated the suspicion of a hidden 

rationalism, or perhaps of a new rising of Liberalism 

which the term " religious experience n may create. 

In this perspective, Menegoz studies the problem of 

the transition from the subjective to the objective, 

from the ego to the non-ego, and more precisely from 

"individual thought to historical fact, from Christ's 

religious consciousness to the Bible a.nd the Church"(l )\. 

An a~t of faith, he states, though a psychologically 

subjective fact, frees us from the subjeetivity of 

our knowledge. Thus Menegoz goes further thRn Fichte 

and avoids the agnostic ~onsequences of his philoso

phy. This act of faith is the belief in the doctrine 

of the immanen~e of God. It enables us to connnuni~ate 

with the outer world. " The S~irit of God which fills 

the whole universe is the link of the ego and the 

non-ego "( 2.). Furthermore the witness of the Holy 

Spirit takes place in the very centre of man's con

science. Yet one should not be satisfied with 

ascertaining the presence o:f that subjective element 

1) 1lF I I 364 
:a) 1lF 4/ 88 
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while forgetting its origin'. It is owing to his 

tranooendent source that the testimony of the Holy 

Spirit is external to man, but it is in ma.n that God . 

speaks, thus the human reception of the divine message 

is necessarily subjective. In brief, religious kri\'nl" 

ledge is of a. twofold nature, it is both objective and 

subjective (1). From the first element it draws its 

authority, and from the second its freedom. 

Finally, when one U8es the term " religious 

experience", one judges religious knowledge from a 

subjective point of view • On the other hand, by 

preferring the expression " internal witness of the 

Holy Spirit 11
, one emphasises the objective source of 

this knowledge whilst retaining the subjective rel1ement 

in preserving the word " internal ". Yet one may 

safely say that these are but nuances and that 

actually the agreement of Sabatier and M~negoz on the 

theory of religious knowledge is without reservation • 

In a.ddi tion to the numerous proofs we have given, it 

is enough to refer to 1he account given by Menego~ on 

Sa.batier's theology to be definitely eonvinced (~). 

There is also an agreement with Henri Bois after his 

1 ) " 'l'ILIT.er--.;p~e_ce.,h:"'=i~=--:;er::t~l-a_R...;;.9_d_e_m.:..p_t_i_o_n_d_'_a.:..p_r_e-=s:..._S...:t:__P~~~·u:.::.l n, p • as 7 • 
2) M'.F a/ II-I!. 
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evolution. If w bl" ,,. e e ieve menegoz we cannot distin-

guish any divergence between this theologian and 

Sabat i er ( 1 ) e 

From all these remarks we shall comclude by 

sa.ying that according to the Paris School, the first 

character of religious knowledge is its subjectivity. 

It is founded on religious experience, its draws its 

authority from the internal witness of the Holy Spirit'. 

II. Its teleologica.l character. 

Saba.tier establishes the second chara.cter of reli-

gious knowledge, its teleology, again from the anti

thesis with experimental· science. Natura.l science, 

when studying phenomena aims only at formulating 

judgments of fact, based upon the principle of cau·sa

lity. On the other hand moral sciences seek to pro

pose judgments of value • They ca.n only meet tha.t end 

by reference to final qauses. There.again, in order 
• to avoid insolvable problems~ it is necessary that 

their particular field be ~learly separated. Only on 

l) J[F 3 I IOO-I03 



this condition will they harmonize ha.ppily one with the 

other. 

When science remains in the exact bounds of its 

research, na.mely refraining from trespassing in meta

physics, its purely mecha.nical e.xplana tion of the world 

cannot fail to be incomplete. It can explain the 

linking of secondary causes, but not the fina.l one 

which is the subject-matter of teleology. Moreover, 

as Sa.batier remarks, " every teleological affirmation 

respecting the universe is a religious affirmation "(l)·. 

Indeed, when one introduces the idea of an end in the 

interpretation of the universe, one appeals unto the 

notion of an order, hence of a Good. This means a 

getting beyond the ma. ter ialist analysis and affirming 

the supremacy o'f the spirit". Such a step needs an act 

of faith, which will be unavoida.bly subjective and will 

suppose a judgment of value of a religious character. 

S:tba tier then goes even further by sta tin~ 

symetri~ally that religious knowledge is essentially 

teleological ( 2). The aim and purpose of religion is 

' to pnserve ma.n from the threats and dangers of the 

1) se 
1
1 3!8 

a) se 330 
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physica.l world. It tries to give to man a. solution of 

the enigma. of the world • It succeeds _by freeing him 

from the slavery of mechanical and material causes 

a.nd a.nnouncing to him the triumph of the spiritual 

life. When religion tells him about God, it is in 

order to reveal to him His will, to let him know of 

a supreme Good, of an end. Religious knowledge is 

after all but a teleological judgment, this character 

being the consequence of the first one, the subjecti

vity. 

'!he idea of the teleological cha.meter of religious 

knowledge does not hold a great place in the P~.ris 

-School theology. Indeed, it is not an idea pa.rticula.r 

to Saba tier, it is no more than a development of' 

Ri t schl ian thought. 

III. Its Symbolism • 

Religious knowledge is fundamentally symbolical~ 

T.h).s is 1 ts third character which i.s derived on the 

one hand from its-subjectivity and on the other hand 

from its :particula.r object• 

Saba.tier recalls very rightly,it seems, that 
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" the object of religion is .transcendent, it is not a 

phenomenon" (1). '!his is at first sight rather a sur

prising statement when one remembers that Sabatier 

affirmed also that this extra-phenomenal object is 

"innnanent in the subject itself" (a). It seems too, 

that Saba.tier here goes back to the distinction 

between noumenon and phenomenon, in which he appeared 

to have little confidence. 

'Ihe ambiguity is due to the fact that Saba tier, 

whilst allowing much pl~ce in his system for the 

doctrine of the internal witness of the Holy Spirit, 

has not, like M~n~goz, studied particularly the pro

blem of the linking of the ego and the non-ego. Indeed 

it is rather evident that for him too, there is a unit

ing principle whicll is the Spirit of God. Then the 

distinction between noumenon and phenomenon is utterly 

meaningless. In other words, God is undou1btedly trans

cendent, but He is not only this. He is equally imma

nent. He does not shut Himself up in his transcendence, 

He reveals Himself. On the other hand we must admit 

~t whenever Sa.batier describes the object of reli• 

gious knowledge as both immanent and non-phenomenal, 

ll se I 332 
2 se I 304,cf. supra p. Ia? 
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he wants to oppose not so much the phenomenal reality 

and the essential thing,as the phenomenal reality and 

the spiritual world. Nevertheless when he says that 

the object of religious knowledge is both transcendent 

and non-phenomenal, the distinction between noumenon 

and phenomenon does not seem to be completely forgotten. 

It can be suggested that wl!ilst Saba.tier denies the 

relevance of this distinction to natural science, he 

is not so strict regarding the moral and religious 

S<eience. Actually this is of no serious consequence 

as we now know that he firmly believes that the inter

nal witness of the Holy Spirit is the necessary link 

between these two orders of rea.li ty. On the other 

hand such a distinction allows an easier demonstration 

of the symbolical form of religious knowledge. 

Granted that the object of religion is transcen• 

dent and extra-phenomenal, the task of religious know• 

ledge will not be an easy one as it can only use 

human means of. expression·. Its formulas are !Did.equate 

and incomplete; giving only in part an aecount of the 

ttuth they earry. Religious knwoledge can only make. 

use of images belonging tn the phenomenal world. It is 

therefore " obliged to express the· invisible by the 

visible, the eternal by the temporary, spiritual 
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realities by sensible images "(l). A sincere theory . 

of religious knowledge leads the theologian , first of 
.. 

all along the way of llumili ty , ae it displays the 

immense gap of his own inability. Very frankly, Saba

tier admits that all our representations of God are 

"miserably anthropomorphic" (2). He remarks on this 

point that in the French critical s~hool some have 

tried to oppose Anthropomorphism. and Symbolism. This 

was unsuccessful, he says, as after all,Anthropomorphism 

is but a blend of Symbolism, although sometimes ra.ther 

naive and superstitious (3). Expressions such as may 

be found in the Bible describing God as a rock, a. 

burning fire, or more simply our Father, <D nstitute 

typical examples of human formulas used by faith for 

the rendering of divine truths, they are symbols. 

According to Sa.batier's analysis two elements are 

to be fb-;und in a symbol, a mystery and a revelationf. 

Every time a symbol is used instead of an e·xact defini•· 

tion, it is because truth remains hidden or veiled, 

though at the same time the use ot(a/symbol means an 
. t 

attempt at explanation. Nevertheless whilst symbols . 
1) se I 323 
a) sde I I37 
3) SE I 397 footnote n .l'. 
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are understood by th some, ey ma.y be an obst~cle of 

discouragement for others. I n a.ny case symbol is 

meant for the soul and not for the intellect. Its 

object is to promote emotions and not to reveal a 

dogmatic system. Saba.tier is very explicit " Symbols 

a.re the only--la.nguage suitable to religion " (1 )i. 

'lhe content of a symbol is essentially subjective, 

it expresses the relationship of the subject to the 

object, the way religious man is touched by God. This 

is the reason why, if on one hand symbol tries to give 

an a£count of religious emotions or. experiences, it is 

also certain that it will be a.ble to erea.te .. new emo-

tions amongst those who receive it. It will bring them 

the revelation of that mystery which :rm1kes their in

telligence stumble. Hence, the value of a symbol will 

be appreciated not after the quality of the image used 

but rather after its power of suggestion 1 the deep

ness of religious feelings it can arouse (3). 

Beyond doubt all symbolical expressions are bound 

to contain a latent contradiction since iheyarebut the 

ifladequate translation of a transcendent reality. 

Saba.tier thinks that it is dangerous to strive in 

order to suppress it at all costs. Tb.is is the attempt 

1) se 1
1 

337 
a) se 389 
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of the intellect which with the help of abstraction 

tries to reduce as mueh as possible the metaphoric 

element. Every time the symbol is ruined, the reve

lation it carried is equally ruined. Indeed all 

religious reasoning must retain its symbolical character 

in order to rema.in fruitful and, beyond the formula, 

must be based upon a living faith. 

Of course, Sabatier is well aware of the fAct that 

this way of analysing religious knowledge may displease 

many people who are amazed that whilst it is spoken of a.s 

a divine revelation, it is unable to bring forth pure 

truths formulated in an exact manner. He answers by 

simply saying that their demands a.re excessive, tha.t 

Revelation can only takes place under the usual condi

tions of knowledge, unless it be no Revela.tion at· all, 

in ·which case we would be unable to grasp God's secrets(]}. 

T.he only means of expression is symbol, a.nd the Son of 

God Himself has shown the way 1by constantly using 

parables. Such is Saba tier's thought summarized re

garding religious Symbolism. 

On the other hand, Menegoz too showed his complete 

agreement on that problem, although he did not give 

much development to 1 ts study. In the concl.uding 

1) se I 33!-333 
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cha.pter of " La theologie de l 'Ep1tre aux H~breux ", 

his attitude is particularly clear • He first recalls 

the well-known words of Sa.int Paul " For now we see 

in a. mirror darkly " which he ta.kes as his " theo

logical motto ". Speaking of the theology of the 

Epistle to the Hebrews, he says : " T.he eterna.l truth 

is to be ta.ken under its contingent and transitory 

form which is its symbolical refle~tion "(l). This 

very formula condenses very efficiently the entire 

teaching of the Pa.ris School on the symbolical 

character of religious knowledge. 

IV. Conclusion • 

With these three characters, subjectivity, teleo

logy and symbolism, religious knowledge cannot escape . 

submission to the same contingencies and varia. tions 

as those which mark all intellectual and spiritual 

operations. This theory of religious knowledge is 

built upon the fundamental distinction of matter and 

manner, of substance and form. Indeed, its foundation 

which is religious life , the relation of the indivi~ 

1) J4F I I 85 
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dual soul with God cannot vary beyond certa.in limits'. 

On the other hand, its form, its ways of expression 

\vhich are symbols, dogmas and rites are essentially 

changing, alwa.ys moving forward and evolving. That 

Symbolo-Fideisme distinguishes between a permanent 

substratum and a contingent eX].)ression does not prove 

that it wants to oppose them or to study them, one 

apart from the other. It would be a fa.lse interpreta

tion to sa.y, as often did the opp on en:ats of the Pa.r is 

School, that it preaches a religion without doctrine 

or a. piety lacking thought or eJq)ression. Saba tier 

himself vigorously protested against such a kind of 

theology, which he termed as contradictory (1)·. All 

the polemics of M8negoz are full of denia.ls, preci~ion:s 

a.nd re-statements on tha.t particular point., 

In addition to all thRt we have already said, it 

must be noted that according to the symbolo-fideiste 

analysis, religious knowledge is not based upon an 

isolated experience, neither is it the generalisation 

of individual experience. Indeed its content would be 

~ too poor. Individua.l religious life must be grasped 

with all its development and on the other hand there 

is also a colle~tive religious life, the evolution of 

1) se I 336 
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which ca.n be seen in History. Religion is much more 

than individual, it is a social and uni'versal fa.ct, 

and a scientific research and study may be Undertaken 

in that field (1). The task of Dogmatics derives from 

this principle. It will study the tra.di tions of the 

religious society from the point of view of' Symbolism 

and seek to find under its various expressions the 

movement of its inner life:. 

Such are the principles which constitut€ the 

basis of the theory of knowledge of the Paris School. 

'Ihe title of " Symbolisme cri tigue " ('Critical Sym

bolism ) { 2}, has been given to this theory?. It is 

the fruit of a very constructive attempt. By distin

guishing between matter a.nd form two errors ca.n be 

avoided. Firstly, the error of orthodoxy which 

ignores the symbolical character of religious formulas 

a.nd considers_ them as absolute definitions whilst 

retaining the term " Symbole " for its confessions 

of faith. Secondly the error of Rationalism which, 

- criticizing the language of symbols, ignores also their 

spiritual meaning. Ftnally, another error, that of 

l)se I 337, cf. supra p. 85. 
a)se I 340 



the pa.gan tendency , of whiieh, aiccording to Y.~n~goz 1 
Roman iCa tholicism is a.n ugly example, is corrected by 

Symbolism. ~y its rites, its dogmas a.nd symbols it 

enslaves the ma.tter to the form a.nd materializes 

religion (1). 

'!he theory of n Symbolisme critique n possesses 

two ma.in qualities. On the one hand it allows a 

legitimate criticism,and on the other ha.nd it gives 

the faithful the responsibility of finding in the tra

ditional formulas the food necessary for th~ir faith. 

As Sa.batier said so clearly, " it permits the combina

tion of veneration for tradi tiona.1 symbols with per

fect independence of spirit n (3). 

1) sa /338 
a) se /342 



PART TWO 

DO GK A 



CHAPTER I 

Definitions : Doctrines, ~elief, Dogma., Faith. 

'Ihe symbolo-fid~iste distinction between matter 

and form in religious knowledge leads us now to study 

the nature of dogma.. However, in order to prevent 

ambiguity we propose to give some precise information.· 

concerning the definitions. 

-- We have previously stated the close relationship 

between the work of Ken~goz and Saba tier. We al so 

know that the essential question for Sa.batier was the 

problem of religious knowledge·. 'His- systematic episte

mology can be found first of all in his " Outlines o~ 

P.b.i-losophy· of Religion ", then in " 1he Religions of 

Authority and the Religion of the Spirit "• On--the 

other hand, K~n~goz while not despising epistemology 

was merely concerned with soteriology. He was more 

interested in the analysis of the contents of religious 

knowledge than in its formulation·. It is obvious that 

he almost entirely approved the epistemological.find-

ings of S9.batier. All these facts lead us to start from 
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the definitions proposed by Sabatier, when studying 

the Paris School notion of dogm.. A few words a.re 

given a precise meaning. 'these are namely "doctrine", 

" croyanoe " ( belief ) , " dogma " and " !2.! "(faith). 

The first three are understood by means of deduction 

each from the. ·Other. 

'!he first step of a strict formulation of reli

gious knowledge is that of " doctrine " • Indeed there 

is a more primitive language which is mythology·. 'Ele

mentary religion consisted merely in emotions and 

feelings and called upon all the .resources of imagine.• 

tion in its expression. On the other hand, in a reli

gion which has attained a higher degree of evolution, 

- as this is therea.se for Christianity-,· formulas 

although symbolical, carry many more ideas than mental 

images. Religious opinions tend to become more gene

ral, they appear under the form of doctrines (1). The 

task of doctrine is to interpret.religious experience. 

and give it an intellectual explanation. Yet remarks 

Saba.tier,- religion cannot do without doctrine, it is a 

.necessity. Indeed, religious faith concerns .all the 

faculties of.conscience, of thought, of sentiment and 

of will. It is therefore impossible that religion be 

1) se I 236 
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not expressed in doctrines (1). In brief, doctrine is 

the intellectual translation o~ religious experience. 

1he second step in religious consciousness is 

" croya.nce" ( belief ). We will see later that in 

the symbolo-fid~iste system belief is absolutely 

distinct from faith. In hie -• R~flexions sur l 'ltm.n

gile du Sa.lut ", ~n~goz himself suggested a defini

tion of belief in the restricted sense of n an adhe-

sion of the spirit to the revealed truth n .. ( -2). Se.ba

tier gave a definition·in almost identical terms 

although more general : n that intellectual fact by 

which the mind gives its consent to a historic fact 

and to a doctrine "(3). From these two formtllas we 

retain a connnon-teaching. Belief is an intellectual 

consent, it is an act of the thinking mind. Of course, 

this does not mean that the will has no part to play·. 

On the other hand we know that according to the Paris 

School, conviction and certainty are fruits of the 

internal witness of the Holy -Spirit. 

Finally, the general definition of n dogma. "-is 

drawn from that of n doctrine "·· Let us innnediately 

1) se I 340 al MF 1 I 30 
3 sa I 335 



observe that the primary character of dogma is the 

element of authority which is attached to it. When 
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one speaks of dogma, one means a bounden duty. Every 

time religious consciousness grants to a given expla

nation the respect which is due to the divine object 

that it seeks to describe, there is a dogma. '!hue the 

formula seems to possess all the dignity and authority 

which rightly belongs to its content (1). Practically, 

whenever a Church imposes upon its members ideas or 

doctrinal interpretations, these tend to become dogmas. 

Hence the definition given by Saba. tier : " Dogma is a. 

doctrine, of which the Church has ma.de a law "(2). 

With regard to these definitions the following 

remarks are pertinent. First of all, it is evident 

enough that the notion of doctrine is the fundqmental 

one. Since, dogma is defined from this notion, all 

which is said concerning doctrine will have to be 

equally applied to dogma., at lea.et every time the 

latter will be studied from the intellectual point o~ 

view. 

On the other hand, the word " croyance " creates 

ambiguity, as it possesses two different meanings·. 1th.en 

-

1) SE I aao 
3) se I 230 & SR I 33. 
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the expression " !! croya.nee " is used, this means the 

intellectual agreement given to a statement of an idea, 

whilst " ™ croya.nce ", or " croyances n refer to the 

opinion or doctrine believed and not to the act o~ 

belief in itself. In other words, in its second sense 

the word " croya.nce " is practically synonymous with 

" doctrine "• Yet we have remarked that of.ten " doctri

ne " was equivalent to " dogma. "• Thus it often 

happens that all these words " doctrine ", " croyanc'e ", 

( " belief "), and 'l dogma " are used by Saba tier and 

Ken~goz rather indiscriminately. This is especia.lly 

true for ~n~goz who, generally speaking, ·in his works 

or at least in his speculations on epistemology is 

never precise in his wording ( 1), and 1 t is remarkable 

to note that he rarely uses the term " dogma "• This, 

of course, is.a consequence of 'his marked taste for 

soteriology. But whatever the words, when studying the 

conditions of salvation, the central idea remains the 

l) For instance there are two places where, M~n~goz 
speaking of the pedagogical value of doctrines, assumes 
that they create "·des croyances ~.(beliefs) ,MF a/I89 & 
519-. He says also that a. " belief once f'ormulated,be
comes a doctrine ", MF I/899. Again we find the ex
pression n croyances doctrinales n ( doctrinal beliefs 
in llF I/399. It is not exaggerated to say tha.t such a 
lack of precision in the use of words does not help to 
cl:a.r1fy a matter which is in itself complicated. 

. i 
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same, i.e. that man is justified by faith and not by 

the intellectual content of this faith. "hat h~ is 

really concerned about, is not doctrines as such, but 

the obligation, enhanced by orthodoxy as well as Roman 

Catholicism, of accepting them, as a preliminary con

dition for salvation. 

We shall now be able to understand fully the 

symbolo-fid~iste conception of " faith " ·• Faith is 

primarily an inner choice, the gift of the soul to 

God, an a.ct of repentance, confidence A.nd· love, a 

permanent surrendering of the individual (1). Further

more it is the determination of conscience as a whole. 

It affects the mind as well as the emotions and also 

the will. On the other hand, while tra.di tiona.l ortho

doxy teaches salvation through a faith which is made 

up of " notitia ", " assensus " and " fiducia n , the 

Paris School announces a salvation n sola fide n, 

n fides n being understood as n fiducia n (3). '!he 

symbolo·fid~iste doctrine of faith is therefore based 

upon its distinction with belief a·. · '!his is quite an 

important point which has been strongly asserted both 

in the works of Saba. tier and Menegoz ( 3) • '.lhu s if we 

1) Cf .for instance : ea/ 273 & 3-28, and MF I/ I5-I7, a/ I98. 
3) JO' !/ 134-136 
3) MF I/33, sa: I 373,327-!8, 135. 
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wish to arrive at a correct interpretation of symbolo

fid~iste theology , we will have to renounce the usage 

of the word " faith " as is generally understood, which 

confounds the act of the soul and the act of the mind. 

Faith is an consecration of the soul to God" (1). It 

is faith alone and not a supposed doctrinal righteous

ness which sa. ves rrf:m. 

Let us add that whilst a certain lack of accuracy 

may be found in the use of the words n doctrine ", 

" belief n and " dogma n, by the Paris School theolo• 

gians, this is not the case with regard to " faith ":• 

Finally, me must mention the- short but va.lua.ble 
. 

study on the origin and history of the word n dogma " 

found in the n Outlines n of Se.batier.(2) Giving an 

account of the successive meanings attributed to this 

word, he quotes the sense of political decree, recei• 

ved in the pre-Christian era, then the subsequent 

meaning of characteristic doctrine of a philosophical 

school. He remarks that the term dogma. did not appear 

in the Christian vocabulary earlier. than the second 
\ I 

ceqtury, and -~et\with- the latter sense, but with no 

application to the Evangelical message. '!here is no 

-· 

1) JIF I I 33 et<e. 
3) SE I 274 sq. 
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n dogma n described. as· such in the New Testament, 

except for a short passage in the-XV tb Chapter o'! the 

Acts of the Apostles. At first, says Sa.batier, although 

the -word dogma meant a precept it did not mean a truth. 

It is only later, with Athanasius that this word 

received the authoritative and ecclesiastical meaning 

it has since retained. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE GENESIS ADD NATURE OF DOG!lA 

I. Dogma as the tongue of Fa.i th. 

Again the distinction between matter and ~orm of 

religious knowledge will enable us to grasp fully the 

genesis of dogma. Indeed we find it already in the 

antithesis of faith and belief (l),·we find it again 

in the opposition between religion and theology (a). 

and finally we meet it in the distinction between 

religion and dogma (3). '!he attitude CD"'.·nsisting in a 

confusion qf these terms is one of those deeply rooted 

prejudices against which-the symbolo-fid~iste school 

strongly reacted. flich a confusion arises from the 

idea according to which dogma is the essence of reli· 

gion, with the consequence that every time the theolo• 

gian undertakes a dogmatieal criticism he clashes 

with the idea equally held by believers and non-belie-. 
'V'ers that an attack against dogma is an attack against 

i) se. I 335 al sa I 353 
3 SE I 399 
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religion 1 tself'. '!hie misunderstandi~g is a result 

of a false psychological analysis which claims that 

religion is a knowledge. Acco~ding to the Paris School 

if it be true that religion is completed by some ele

ment of knowledge, then this knowledge is neither its 

basis nor its centre. Furthermore a criticism of dogmas 

will often lead to a freeing of the living forces 

imprisoned in formulae (1). 

1he true source of dogma is religious life. In 

order to establish that link, Symbolo~Fid~isme calls 

upon psychology". Every. mental operation tends to 

assume a material form and produce a representation 

or an image. -Religious sentiment does not escape this 

rule. T.hus, the emotion of piety seeks an expression, 

it creates a representation of its object and uses 

images allowing some kind of a fixing. It is hard to 

imagine what could be a religious life which remains 

unexpressed. This of eourse does not mean that these 

images of representations are adequate and exa.tet ones~. 

We have already taken note of their deep symbolism.. In 

the same way that all thought or idea has a represen

tation, any intimate religious move of the soul gives 

1) sd I IB 
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birth to an image • When, at a further stage, the work 

of the intelligence and the speculation takes place, 

the image takes the form of a doctrine and later of a 

dogma (1). Religious consciousness reveals itself in 

the dogma. Dogmas have not been offered ready-made to 

men, but they originate from the spirit of ma.n : " it 

:1 
i 

:i 

is Faith which produces doctrine n( a)·. '!his is espe- 1i 

cially true of Christian doctrine. How shall we say 

whether a doctrine is specifically Christian or not ? 

It is not by analyzing 1 ts in tel lee tual expression, 

but by studyin~ the religious experience which it· 

interpret~:. If a doctrine is rooted but not in a. 

genuinely Christian religious experience, it is foreign 

to COhristianity {3}-. In this criterion .we find again 

all the SubjectiTism of the Symbolo-Fid~iste School. 

As for those who confuse religion and dogma, they 

forget this evident truth : religion produces dogmas 

and precedes them (4). Hence the most elaborate dogma 

remains lifeless since the inner J)Ety whicll -caused its 

birth has disappeared. A dogma.tical construction or a 

- Confession of faith are no more than a falla;cious 

1) sa I 353 
a) u I I 389 
3) sa. I 36! 
4) SE I 399 
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assumption, and not the foundation of religion. On 

this point, Sa.batier recalls an interesting idea---found 

in the teaching of his old master Rothe. The latter 

distinguished in all religion an internal principle 

consisting of piety and religious sentiment, and on 

the other hand, an external principle which is repre

sented in rite and dogma. These two principles are 

to be compared in their mu~ual completion , to ·a soul 

and a body, says Sabatier ; one is indispensible to 

the life of the other. As rea:gards the problem of the 

precedentee of one element above the other, the answer 

is clear : subjective religion begets objective reli

gion. Tb.is he assumes is again the great teaching drawn 

from Sehleiermacher and Vinet --by modern theology ( l) :. 

In our r.esearch concerning the Symbolo-Fid~iste 

conception of dogma we shall therefore retain that 

first point as it is clearly summarized in a quotation 

from Saba.tier 

faith " (J). 

" Dogma is the language spoken by 

As we- observed earlier regarding the genesis of 

_doctrine, at the level of primitive religion, reli

gious emotion expressed itself in myth. In the course 

l) se I 333 
a)· se I 345 
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of the evolution of mankind, religion tended to appeal. 

less and less to the imaginative language. T.hen, faith 

is expressed in more intelle~tual formulas, in opinions 

and finally in what, strictly speaking, may be called 

doctrines. But whilst mythology was a true cause of 

unity and melted the bulk of individuals in a common 

piety, reason exerts its rights when doctrines are 

involved. At the same time as doctrinal production 

increases, the individual scrutiny, exegesis and 

controversy are admitted. '!he collective conscience 

of religious society being threatened by individual 

criticism, a permanent antagonism will result. Its 

instinct of self-preservation will cause the community 

to react against the demands of individual thought and 

promote increasingly precise definitions endowed with 

an obligatory character • Dogma therefore results 

from the conflict between collective and individual 

consciousness. 
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II. Dogma as the tongue of the Church. 

Religion, although based upon individual piety-is 

nevertheless a social fact. If, on the one hand, opi-

nions or doctrines can be at infinite variance, on the 

other hand, dogmas characteristic ·"Of the Churches 

are much less numerous, there being not so many diffe

rent denominations. According to the definitions of 

the Paris School, a doctrine becomes-an actual dogma, 

only when granted the seal of a Church. Therefore 

when one wants to speak of a dogma, a preliminary 

condition must be fulfilled,- the level of individual '.: 

experience is exceeded, so that the formula describes 

the experience-of collective consciousness. It is 

through the channel of dogmas that collective religious 

consciousness defines and characterizes itself. Dogma 

is" a phenomenon of soeia.l life" (1). As M~n~goz 

remarks, unless -one professes an exaggerated individua

liSJD, believing that all religious truth m:tt·-at be 

drawn from the ego, one cannot avoid to investigate 

the testimony of others (a). · In this way, the. wande

rings of individual fancy will be avoided·. At all 

1) se I 329 
a) llF 1 I 4I 
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events the sociol~gical character of dogma, as the · 

visible link of the ;Church, remains a fa.ct. Further

more, since a religious society is permanent, it 

creates a dogma.tical tradition and the crisis of 

dogma will break out when this tradition will repre

sent no more than the remembrance of the past and 

have lost all ties with contemporary religious life. 

Whatever might be the depth of the life of the Church, 

it will always affirm dogmas which theoretically 

are the signs of connnon faith·. Drawing a comparison 

between language and thmught on the one hand, and 

piety and dogma on the other, Sa.batier regards dogmas 

as the " theological tongue " in which a Church ex

presses its intimate life ( 1 )'. 

· In the opinion of the Par is School the·ologi'ane 

the authoritative quality attached by the Church to 

dogma distinguishe.s it from doctrine. On the other 

hand, Se.batier observes that all religions do not · 

reach the stage of becoming true ·Churches·. As he says, 

there is no true Church which is not a Christian one, 

and therefore no ·dogmas exist outside 1Ch.ristianity~ 

Of course, when a Church becomes an organized society 

1) SE I 30! 
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of which one can become a member only by one's own 

choice, doctrine becomes more and more important. In 

order to be exhaustive it must be general and at the 

same time, precise enough to exclude all foreign ele-

men ts. Whenever it happens that a reaction or a. 

criticism springs from the individual conscience and 

threatens its unity, the tCb.urch weighs down .the ba

la.nce with all its authority, and the official doctri• 

ne is made a dogma. '!his is the basis upon which lies 

" orthodoxy " (1), the teaching which is both compul

sory and regarded as true. Its antithesis is "heresY ~ 

the individual doctrine , a non-conformist and there

fore false teaching. · Such is the meaning given to this 

word by the Paris School according to' the general use. 

Let us regret that these theologians have preserved· 

this acception of a term which etymologica.lly has an

other mea.ning (a). Had they employed instead the 

word n heterodoxy n which d~scribes more exactly what 

they term as"heresy", the sense would have been less 

1) se I 838 
t/ ( I 

2) The Greek word co. f?.GLS, derived from the verbc(\ftollac\.., 
means a choice or option, hence a sect, a faction. 
Thus, heresy consists ma.inly in the promotion of a 
religious se~t, built upon a particular point of 
dogma which is regarded as the corner-stone. 
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obscure. On the other hand, it is true to say that the 

orthodox theologians commonly use the word heresy to 

d·eseribe what is strictly speaking heterodoxy. 

It is evident that the more authoritative that the 

tCh.urch is, the more contrasted, the anti thesis of 

orthodoxy and heresy will be. It will ·be irreducible 

in the case of a (Church claiming infallibility, but 

will tend to imperceptibility in Churches enjoying a. 

living a.nd changeable tradition such as those which 

have issue from the Reformation. On the other hand, 

each iChurch is compelled to promulgate a whole set of 

doctrines, taking the form of a dogmatic system, and 

not only isolated dogmas. In this wayt as Saba.tier 

notes, one come to use the word n dogma. n { singular 

in order to describe the whole of a doctrinal system. 

For instance, one speaks of " Roman Catholic dogma ", 

when referring to the group of dogmas taught by this 

tChurch (1). 

Finally, in its attempt at defining dogmas, both 

in order to omit nothing and to remove all possible 

devia. tion, the CChurch reaches the final stage in a. 

precise formula called" Symbole ~ (Symbol), or con-

1) SE I 372 
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f ession of faith of that Church. There are a.lso 

collections and records of the Church in which may be. 

found all the documents upon which it bases its teach

ing, these are then symbolical books" (1). 

'!he necessity of dogma. is clea.rly demonstrated 

by all these remarks. Even if in the future the Church 

comes to use them differently, it cannot do without 

doctrinal expressions. This is the reason why Se.batier 

regrets the attitude of those who, because of the 

abuses of authority by the Chur~hes, tend to suppress 

all definition of the 1Christian faith. And this is 

the only instance when Sabatier does justice to ortho

doxy, since it proclaims the necessity of interpreting 

faith by the means of doctrines, being thus in opposi

tion both with Rationalism and Mysticism. A religious 

life-without doctrines would be vague and indiscerni

ble and moreover could not be the basis of this social 

body, the Church (2). When one remembers the innume

rable controversies and polemics undertaken by •~ne

goz, one knows well that according to him also there 

is- an absolute need for doctrinal formula tiona·. Still 

we know th.at he was often accused of teaching a fa.i th 

1) SE I 373 
2) se I 350 
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without belief. Ho · wever, it should be carefully noted 

tha.t it is not the. necessity of dogma, so to speak, 

that Fid~isme professes, but truly the necessity of 

doctrine, and this is more than sterile arguing. We 

shall see later that the same school, even when re

taining in a certain sense the word n dogma. ", removes 

from it any authoritative significance. In actual 

fact it wants a Church without dogmas, but not sithout 

doctrines. 

III • .Analysis of Dogma. 

We know that according to symbolo-fid~iste 

teaching , the notion of dogma is derived from that of 

doctrine, dogma being but.a doctrine given an official 

stamp by the Church. We have shown that the source of 

doctrine lies in faith • These arguments allow Saba.tier 

to offer an analysis ·Of dogma. 

'!here are, he states, three elements in dogma ·: 

"~a religious element , which springs from piety ; an 

intellectual or philosophic element, which supposes 

reflection and discussion and an element of autho

rity which comes from the Church"(l)·. This is 

1) se I 330 
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perfectly clear and does not need any comment. On the 

other hand, a few pages later, Se.batier gives an ana

lysis reduced to two terms only : " a mystical and 

practi~al element, the properly religious element, 

-this is the living and fruitful principle of dogma ; 

then, there is an intellectua,l or theoretical element, 

a judgment of mind, a philosophical proposition serving 

at once as an envelope and as an expression of reli

gion n (1). Both quotations are taken from the 

" Outlines " -· Finally in an article entitled " Le No\i

veau Testament contient-il des dogmas ? ", he gives a 

third analysis, again with two terms, but not the 

same as those of the preceding analysis : " a doctrinal 

element produced by reflection and an element of autho

rity coming from the ruling Church and which makes a 

law of a doctrine-" (2). 

If one· studies carefully these three· texts, one 

discovers very easily that there is no actual contra

diction between them. Indeed the second aila.lysis is 

ue.de up of the first two terms of the first one, and 

the third analysis uses the last -two terms of the first 

one. 'lherefore, one is allowed to suppose that the 

1) se I 846 
2) ae I 33 
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two last analyses are leas complete because they are 

given in a particular perspective. We are inclined 

to prefer the first analysis as being more general 

and covering completely the definitions put forward by 

the symbolo-fid~iste school. In conclusion, there are 

three elements in dogma, an element springing from 

faith, an intellectual element, and an element of 

author! ty. 

IV. T.he Bible and Dogmas. 

1:he Pe.ris School regards the Bible as the histo

rical source of Christian knowledge. It is therefore 

quite legitimate to ask to what extent it can be also 

a source of dogma. As Fr~d~ric Godet once wrote an-

article entitled " Le Nouveau Testament contient-11 

des dogmes ? "• in which he gave an affirmative answer 

to that question, Saba.tier took up the challenge and 

also published an article under -the same title. This 

is why we are now lucky enough to have eXact informa.

tion on the Symbolo-Fid~iste school position concerning 

this problem. 

First of all, Se.batier re~ses the proposed 
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distinction between"biblical do·gma.s" and "ecclesiasti

cal dogmas "·· He proves without difficulty how falla

cious. this attempt can be sli1ce. a.a soon as they disco

ver biblical dogmas. theologians demand that the Church 

proclaims them compulsory, that they should become 

ecclesiastical dogmas. For Sabatier. this attitude is 

an example of the everlasting pretention of orthodoxy 

that its dogmas should be identified with biblical 

teaching (1). In order to demonstrate that the ~ible 

and particularly the New Testament d~ot hold dogmas, 

Sa.batier makes use of several arguments. 

There is above· all. a chronological impossibility, 

if the definition according to which a doctrine recei-

ves the quality of dogma.· through an authoritative deci• 

sion of the 'Church, is main~ined. Indeed if it is 

true that there--was ·a Church before the definition of 

the New Testament canonical record, on the other hand, 

it is much later that it started promoting dogmas. Then, 

all the New Testament books were written. " There could 

not be dogmas in the :Bible since the Bible is previous 

t.o the dogma.-tical production of· the Church ( 2). 

'!hen, the vicissitudes of the history of the Canon 

1) SR I 30 
3) SR I 27 
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display the fragility of the basis of authority of the 

do·gmas alleged to be given by the Bible. The Canon 

itself was definitely closed by the Roman Catholic 

Church only--as late as the Council of Trent. 

In addition to this, the conscientious study of 

the various New Testament writings clearly proves the 

absence of a dogmatical purpose. Even the Apostle 

Pa.ul, who in the Epistle to the Galatians throws ana

thema on anyone who would preach another Gospel than 

his, bases his certainty not upon an ecclesiastical 

title, but on the internal revelation of the Holy 

Spirit, which he experienced himself. As regards 

'Christ's teaching, we know that His style itself is 

not only far from dogma.tical form but also discourages 

all those who attempt at interpreting His words in 

order to make formulae. Nevertheless, Hie whole 

preaching and teaching is filled with precious reli

gious truths which we ought to receive. Hence, the 

theologian must strictly guard himself against the 

temptation that his so-called n biblical n dogmas 

usurp an authority which belong properly to the Gospel 

itself. Furthermore, in his transmutation of the con

crete words of Jesus Christ in abstract ideas and 

dogmas, the dogma.tician must avoid two serious dangers. 
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Firstly' that of ,confus.ing the essential with the 

secondary, the deep truth and the means of expression, 

and secondly, through his abstractions of killing the 

life of this message. Anyhow, " there are no dogmas 

in Christ's teaching" (1). 

Finally, the nature of divine Revelation displays 

the absence of dogmas in the New Testament. T.he Word 

of God does not consist in a supply of abstract and 

petrified. formulas, it is not" a catalogue of dogmas"(2). 

On the other hand it creates religious experiences, it 

is a power of spiritual life, it inspires religious 

conseiousneas. T.hus the Bible teaches with its autho

rity, not ideas or physical or meta.physical conceptions 

and abstract notions, but the ba~es and principles of 

rw.igious life• '!he New Testament, namely, brings to 

us the absolute Revelation of God, with the type of the 

achieved religious teoneciousness of Jesus Christ (3) 1• 

'11th all these arguments, &.batier yet·remains 

unwilling to go beyond his purpose. Above all he does 

not want to -be accused of denying the authority of the 

New Testament. His aim is only to ruin the axcessiTe 

1) SR/33 
3) SR/36 
3) SR/37 
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pretentiona of orthodoxy when it attempts to refer to 

God Himself the a.uthority of its dogma.tical decrees. 

Moreover, Se.batier wants to substitute the auth~rity 
of the Spirit in the New Testament, the authority of 

the truth farthat of the written word. " The New 

Testament will not be a record of formulas, it will 

remain a. living book " ( 1} • 
. . 

fhch definite statements lead us to ask whether, 

according to Symbolo-Fideisme, there is any relation 

between the Bible and dogma.a and whether the Bible 

ca.n promote dogmas, even if itselff~oes not hold any 

precise dogma. In order to avoid confua on, Se.batier 

refuses the expression" implicit dogmas" as· being 

contradictory {a}. What is, indeed, an implicit dogma., 

that is to -say an undefined and unlimited one ? On the 

other hand, Sa.batier does not deny that there is in the 

Bible the beginning of a doctrinal thinking which paves 

the way for the ecclesiastical dogma. It is unquestion

able that there are in the ~ible " theologoumena n, 

but these primitive attempts at an intellectual 

1) SR/38" -. 
2) SE/289-890 

Sa.batier could not accept statements such as the 
following one, borrowed from F.Godet, " dogmas 
without any dogma.tical formula, dogmas unlimited or 
not theologically formulated ". ( Q,uo ted in SR I I9 ) '• 
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demonstration, belong to the time of the writing of 

the biblical books. Hence, the idea. of tra?Jsplanting 

obsolete formulas into modern theology could not even 

be considered (1). Indeed, none of these remarks 

contradict the fundamental principle of Symbolo

Fid~isme acoordi-ng to which the Bible is the histo

rical document of primitive Christia.n experience • It 

is absolutely beyond doubt that all dogmas come from 

the Scrip-ture, even at the cost of some distortions~. 

This is true at least of any dogma actually Christian, 

since if a dogmatica.l expression were contrary to the 

n spirit of the Bible " and to primitive Christian~·-· 

experience it could not be regarded as pertaining 

rightly to authentic tChristianity .<a)·. 

One can easily imagine how drastic might be 1fre 

consequences of such principles, when applied for 

instan~~ to the teaching of the Roman Catholic tChurch. 

'Ihus. all the primary elements of the contemporary 

Marian dogma would fail to come under the. category o~ 

Christian dogma~ 

In conclusion, we shall remember that whilst- the 
c 

Paris School. acknowledges theologoumena in the Bible, 

1) sa. I 359-350 
a) sa. I 350 
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on the other hand. it denies that it contains dogmas. 

This would be not only contradictory, but also psy

chologically wrong and religiously false. But inasnnich 

as the Bible can nourish piety it can also lead to some 

sort of a dogma.tical construction, which however will 

not es:cape the laws of the genesis of dogma as we have 

studied them. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE EVOLUTION AND LIFE OF DOGKA.S 

I. '!he Contingency of Dogma.a • 

The analysis of dogma reveals an intellectual ele

ment and a religious one. As Sa.batier states, " the 

intellectual element is simply the expression or enve

lope of the religious experience" (1). 'Ihe history 

of dogmas leads him also to the conclusion that the 

intellectual expression is closely related to the 

mystical element, and even subordinate to it. Moreover 

dogmas have- always been promul•ga. tad. under the pressure 

ot circumstances, at times when an impending crisis 

be~ween individual conscience and collectiwe conscience 

of the Church threatened its unity. T.he theologians 

who spoke in the Councils were not mere theoricians, 

but churchmen experiencing controversies and threats 

of schism. Thus the dogma tical definition. aimed at 

maintaining order and tranquillity. '!he :fact that 

1) se I 348 
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dogmas have always been influenced by contemporary 

problems do .not grant them a permanent character • 

Saba.tier quotes the instance of those dogmas which 

once were used as a refutation of the Arian heresy and 

which later were considered as infected· with the . 

Monophysite heresy (1). The linking of dogmas with a 

practi<cal obligation shows their historical contin

gency, but there is more than that. 

Indeed, to a large extent, the matter of dogma 

remains permanent, but its intellectual formulation 

is essentially unsettled and transitory (2). Thia 

may be easily exp~ained. Granted that the doctrinal 

formula is meant to be an explanation and a record of 

the experiences of the religious soul, on the other 

hand it must consist of 'intelligible ideas and words, 

that is to say it will depend to a large extent upon 

the degree of intellectual and cultural development 

attained by the society. Whenever it is only an indi

vidua~ explanation , many features of the intellectual 

personal! ty of the author will be displayed. On the 

o-ther hand if these dogmas are those of a. group, of a 

:Church , it is certain that they will bear the print of 

l) SE I 306 
3) MF 3/ 32 
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the preoccupations of this society, as well as of its 

intellectual and philosophical culture (1). Especially 

will there be much borrowing from contemporary philo

sophy. In many dogmas, may be also discovered an 

ensemble of cosmological, natural and medical notions 

strictly dependent-upon the epoch involved (2). All 

these conceptions are of course ahortlived and transi-

tory, they rapidly grow old and make room for others 

which, in their turn, also fade away, and so forth'. Thus 

we can~ee how deeply contingent dogma is. This is an 

absolute necessity. Unless religious knwwledge ia 

completely severed from secular science, one is led to 

admit that the external enYelope of dogma must be 

eternally changing in order to answer the religious 

needs of men at all times in the course of history. 

Instead of regarding this necessity as a weakness or a 

blemish, and therefore seeking to ignore it, the impe

rious duty of Churches is to renew constantly their 

formulas in order to put them within the reach of all 

its members. 'lhe historical contingency· of dogmas 

creates a serious problem which can be ·made ev·en more 

difficult whenever one discovers in some of the great 

1) se I 348 
3) SE I 283 



traditional dogmas heathen infil tra tiona under the 

form of superstitions or philosophical conceptions 

totally foreign to the authentic Gospel. 
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'!he Par is School firmly believes that the con

tingency of dogmatical formulas assigns to the Church 

a continuous work of revision and purging·. Of course, 

by such a teaching it faces what Saba tier calls a 

prejudice, the belief in the immutability of dogmas (1):. 

He adds that all the attempts made by various theo

logians in order to defend and maintain this principle 

have utterly failed. He states that this is true name

ly for the 'Church of England , for German Lutheranism, 

and for various Reformed denominations. Even in the 

Roman Catholic Church one ad.mi ts that dogma has changect. 

This is-further shown by the fact that men like Koehler 

and Newman have tried to apply the theory of Evolution 

to its dogmas (a}. 

1) se I 344 

2) se I !45· 
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II. 'lhe Evolution of Dogmas • 

'lhilst some persist in teaching the innnutability

of dogmas, it is easy to demonstrate the opposite view, 

not only with theoretical arguments but moreover by 

this simple fact that dogmas have their hf story". Fa.r 

from being .a mere invention the History of Dogmas has 

become one of the most important sections in the 

teaching of Dogmatics in many theological schools. One 

of the reasons why the Paris School granted so much 

importance to the vitality of dogmas , is that it was 

contemporary of the great theological movement, chiefly 

marked by the publication of Ha.rna.ck's monumental 

"Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte" (1). The history of 

dogmas is no freer from variations than other histories. 

It is filled with controversies, conflicts, revolutions, 

hesitations of all sorts • Th.is ruins the denands of 

those who claim the dogmas of their Church to be inmu

table and therefore infallible ( 2) ·• 

a) se I 345. 
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One Of the findings of the history of dogmas is 

the constant appearance of new formulations,- this 

being the result of the permanent opposition of indi

vidual thought with the consciousness of the Connnunity. 

Ye know from the Paris School that this antagonism is 

a source of dogmas. At every.moment of its history, 

the Ch.ur~h found itself contradicted or troubled by 

the quests of individual thinking·. Facll time 1 t had 

to impose silence on them and to that end it patrified 

its dogmas or sometimes modified them, the solution 

depending--of course upon the weight of the ma.jority. 

·'lhus, continually, the clash of thesis and antithesis 

resolved itself in a new dogmatic synthesis. ·This 

synthesis became in its turn a thesis facing a.nother 

antithesis. 'lhis perpetual building up is described 

by the history of dogmas· (1 ):. 

In order to understand the principle directing the 

inner life of dogmas, a distinction must again be ma.de 

between their matter and form.· Indeed, if their form 

only is studied, -they soon appear as fixed and dead ~. 

'!hey can answer the questions of the intellect but not 

those of the soul. In this line of thought, Sabatier 

1) SR I 37 
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once asserted that creeds and symbolical books are 

the " graves n of dogma (1 ).. The vitality of ·~ogma 

will not be found in its letter, but through piety 

which is truly its source and which may also be created 

by it • Formulas are given a new life in the prayer 

of the faithful, in the sermons of the preacher and 

in the teaching of the catechist. Then one discovers 

the infinite variety of the interpretations that 

religious feeling can attribute to words and expressions 

hitherto apparently immovable. In order to demonstra

te that truth, Sabatier giYes a.n example. He imagines 

a service of worship where the word n God " is uttered 

and he quotes various meanings born in the mind and the 

heart of the congregation, according to their own parti

cular mood and to their level of intellectual develop

ment. 'lb.us, he says, in· spite of -these many interpre-

ts. tiona God is present and living for air. :But the 

word which describes Him is alive only because it 

expresses a piety which is experienced by all". Hence, 

n the life of dogma is in piety "(J). Dogma. remains 

a O.ead word if failing to translate a background of a 

religious life. Following these conclusions, one is 

l) SE I 30.2 
2) SB I 304 
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led to agree that a dogma is not immutable, but varying 

and transitory and on the other ha-nd mortal. It is 

ee.ay to understand that because of its contingent 

nature dogma might not be for ever the answer to a 

religious need. The quests of piety are not constantly 

the saiµe. !hey vary according to the way of living, 

to external events, and they also follow the impulses 

of philosophy and contemporary thought. Again, language 

itself is subject to an evolution and the meanings of 

words change. 

If we agree with Sa.batier, we must willingly admit 

the inevitable necessity of the death of dogmas, because 

it is an internal necessity. Saba.tier compares the life 

of the Church with that of a plant, of which dogma is 

the seed. A plant which would not bear seed would be 

sterile, in the same way as a ~Church without dogma. 

'!his parallel must be drawn further. In order to be 

fruitful dogma must first be decomposed : " Except a 

grain of wheat fall into the ground and die, it bears 

no fruit " ( 1) • The condition for a regeneration of 

doP, and_for the continuity of its life, is therefore 

its renewed death• 

In brief, the life of dogma is in the permanent 

1) se I 242 cf. St John 12/ I4. 
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background of piety which vivifies it. Intellectua.l 

fornru.la or expression must vary constantly, die and be 

born again:. . 

'lhe unsteadiness, the vitality and the evolution 

of dogmas can easily be perceived in the whole of the-. 

dogmatical life o.f the Church. This is a really import

ant finding of Symbolo-FidtSisme. In teaching such a 

conception, the Paris Sch~ool displays 1 ts belie:r in 

progr·ess, in the religious field as well as in the 

others. 

Dogma may vary in several ways (1). First of all 

it can fall into disuse that is to say that the for?J1Ula 

which expresses it may cease to describe any religious 

reality. 'Ihe idea it once held is either no longer 

needed, or even no longer rouses any response. In 

such an instance, there is a definitive death of dogma, 

a fruitless death which is in no way to be compared . 

with the fruitful death of dogma of which we spoke 

previously. For example, demonology which is now 

completely absent in our religious teaching is a case 

o-f a dogma. vanishing away because it is no longer used. 

Another and more common way of evolution ia what 

1) se I 250 sq. 



ISO 

Sabatier terms as" intussusception", by.analogy 

with semantics. '!here is an intussusception when the 

formula of dogma remains in use, but willingly or not 

receives a. --different meaning. It may happen that a 

rChurch, while maintaining the same Symbols or Confessions 

of li'ai th, changes to a· considerable extent its teaching. 

However when this procedure is not possible, it becomes 

necessary to promulgate new dogmas responding to the 

new demands of piety. 

Indeed not a single dogma is brand new and the 

third way of the evolution of dogmas is in the re-birth 

of a desecrated dogma, re-claimed by the living faith 

of the Church. 

1he history of dogmas demonstrates strongly their 

evolution. The origin must be sought of course in the 

Gospel of Christ, which in Elli te of its specific and 

particular nature, does not escape historical contin

gency and is set in a typically Jewish and Palestinian 

frame-work. -ihen comes Paul the Apostle, who for the 

first time- transforms Christian dogma by inserting it 

-in the grea. t movement of Hellenic thought. '!his in

fluence will be exerted up to the time of the Great 

Councils and we can easily observe the great distance 

covered between the simple teaching of Jesus and the 
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ecclesiastical dogmas of the rvth and yth Century. 

All the great Catholic dogmas spring from .this amazing 

conjunction of the Gospel with Hellenic thought (l)'. 

In the Kiddle Ages, the·Church tried to petrify for

ever this evolution by a deification of Aristotle and 

Plato. At the end of the Middle Ages, three great 

revolutions crea.te a deep crisis of dogma and quicken 

its evolution. Firstly, the Reformation which over

threw religious life by the introduction of the funda• 

mental doctrine of salvation through faith, and renewed 

• the dogma.tic teaching by its substitution of the Internal 

Witness of the Holy Spirit for-any external authority. 

At the same time as the Reformation, the scientific 

revolution, starting in the xVIth Century utterly 

upset cosmology and hence threatened a whole lot of 

dogmas· such as-Creation, Ascension, the Descent into 

Hell, and eschatology. Finally, the accession in the 

XIX th century of the historical method, renewed the 

conception of the history of the world. Its application 

is unlimited and in the field of Dogma.tics, the study 

-of questions,hitherto considered from some metaphysical 

a priori , utterly changed. Such is the large picture of 

the history of dogmas as painted by Saba.tier. 

1) SE I 3!4 
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We know that a.l though Jl~nt1goz did not study direct

ly the epistemological problem of dogma, yet h~ did not 

neglect it. On the whole, he but slightly modified 

these findings of ~be.tier (l)'• With regard to the 

evolution of dogmas, he entirely agrees with him. He 

too distinguishes between the n· spiritual, eternal 

and immutable groundwork of religion and its form 
' ' 

contingent, varying, transitory and doomed to evolu• 

tion " (:a). He constantly uses this as a basic prin

ciple since he regards it as a mighty argument for 

its anti-orthodox·polemies. His well-known " Etu~~ 

sur le dogme de la. Trini t~ " is a good example of his 

practical agreement with the theory of the evolution 

of dogmas (3). Indeed this whole work is based upon 

this conception and the conclusion does not contra.diet 

the premises • He shows how, based upon an identical 

faith in God, the dogma of the Trinity underwent a 

considerable evolution starting from itsf>rmulation 

in the great 'Councils up to the new expressions it has 

been given in the modern evangelical theologi• 

1) MF 3/23 
a) MF a/320 sq. 
3) Ibid• 
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III. Conclusion • 

In asserting the conception of the evolution of · 

dogmas, the Symbolo-Fid~iste school does not innovate 

to a full extent. We already know the main influences 

exerted by Schleiermacher's thought upon Se.batier and 

K~n~goz. Here we discover an addition~l point ot 

contact. Indeed, as early as I8IO, in his " Kurze 

Darstellung des theologischen Studiums ", Schleiermacher 

attempted at preserving the rights of heterodoxy in 

face of the demands of orthodoxy. He claimed for the 

theologian freedom from the Confessionsof Faith and 

taught dogma to be essentially a living and perfecti

ble thing. However it ma.y be rightly asked whether, 

in addition to this remote influence, the Paris School 

theologians have not submitted themselves completely 

to late xrxth century thought and especially to 

Evolutionism. T.h.is is-not an unreasonable statement 

when one finds in Sabatier's works such expressions as 

the following. " In every department of knowledge the 

_historic method has made the point of view of evolution 

possible and victorious "+l). 

1) se I 356 
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On the other hand Sa.batier defends himself' rather 

strongly agains-t the accusation of being an Evolutionist·. 

His opponents, he says, would make him a disciple of' 

Herbert Spencer's School which tried to explain moral 

realities in the same way a.s physical phenomena, accor41.-

1ng to the law of Evolution,- an attempt Vtbich would 

greatly resemble a materialist attitude. He asks us to 

believe th.at while he does not want at all to draw 

metaphysical conclusions, if one would try to find some 

of them in his works, these would be quite different 

from what they a.re alleged. to be. On the other hand, 

he ad.mi ts frankly that he 1 ikes using this word " evo

lution ". If he tries to study all phenomena according 

to their successiye order, this is a method and not at 

all a metaphysical attitude (1). However it is rather 

peculiar to point out that he also states a close 

relationship of the physical world to the spiritual and 

moral one, a linking of the one to the other, an 

n advance, a real--progress n of the living creation. 

This progress must be a.ttributed to the permanent action 

pf God the Creator (a}. We cannot help remarking that 

al though in his apology, Saba.tier escape the charge o:f 

1) se I 345 
3) se I 346 



being a materialist, he still asserts the idea of a 

neeessary,inexorable and progressive evolution. 

Kore strictly than Sabatier, did Men~goz limit 

the application of the principle of evolution to the 

religious field. Whilst, on one hand denouncing the 

attempt of modern science at explaining everything 
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by evolution, he regards it, on the other hand as an 

anti-religious determinism. That is the reason why he 

wanted to show that while there are contingent elements 

in the form and the manner of presenti.:tion of Jesus 

Christ's teaching, yet at the same time the religious 

revelation,-His ~ospel -,is utterly immutable and 

absolute. Above all, he refuses to insert it in the 

stream of universal evolution. Moreover, •~n~goz 

also denies the p~inciple of a universal evolution. 

He discovers· in the spiritual and moral doma.~n many 
! 

facts which are constant,- for instance the wa~~ of 

thinking, sin, good and bad passions of the human 

heart. None of these, he states, ever underwent an 

evolution (1). 

On the other hand it is interesting to see him 

criticizing from the point of vievt of the evolution 

l) :MF 3 I II3 sq. 
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of dogmas, the assertions of Newman regarding the 

development of the Chirstian do~trine. Indeed Newman 

attempted. at showing tha,t all the Roma.n Catholic dogmas 

already existed, although but undeveloped in 'Christ's 

teaching as well as in the apostolic ·Church. At the 

same time he s.tated this expansion to be now completed(l)'. 

Jl~n~goz criticizes strongly this affirmation as, he 

says, one cannot understand why the evolution of dogmas 

should ever stop. Actually, Newman is not a true evolu

tionist, his theory is but a clever apology of Roman 

Catholic orthodoxy (2). 

\\hat is_, -then, the actual rela.tion between the 

Symbolo-Fid~iste sehool and-Evolutionism ? 

Let us say, first of a.11 1 that M~ntigoz was less a 

sla.ve to this theory than was Sa.batier. Of course, he 

accepted the principle of an evolution of dogmas, but 

no more than that. He/~is definitely opposed to the 

materialist determinism which is the unavoidable term 

of the Evolutionist doctrine. He strongly believes 

that contingency is a law of the spiritual world as 

-well as the physical one. He also believes in an evo-

1) Bewman : n Essay on the development of Christian 
doctrine n, I845. 

2) JD' 3 / 24 sq. 
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lution, a variation and an adaptation to new conditions 

of doctrinal formulas. On the other hand, the notion of 

a progress seems missing in his conception o'f dogma.. 

One can suppose that this idea is not foreign to it, 

but it is never positively stated·. With regard to Se.bR-

tier, one is compelled to admit that in spite of his 

denials he was strongly influenced by the Evolutionist 

school, although, on the other hand, we have noted that 

he does not indulge in materialism. But he regards 

evolution as an almost mechanical necessity which it 

seems that nothing can stop. Therefore he a.sks himself' 

whether it is wise to allow this evolution a free 

development. For him there is not the slightest hesi

tation, not only must the evolution not be tempered 

with, but it must also be aided. This co-operation is 

an urgent task for the-Church which will thus avoid 

ma.ny a painful crisis and at the same time will main

tain its vital strength (1).- We know also that accord

ing to Saba.tier the religious development of mankind 

is equally subject to a law of evolution , to which is 

attached the idea of progress. We shall have to deal -
with this point later (a). It seems therefore proved 

1) sd I 77-79 
a) Cf • p • 35 5 ;q. 
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that Saba tier did not only :pay a tribute to the con

temporary movement by introducing the term n evolutionn 

in his vocabulary, but also received a deep influence 

of Evolutionist doctrines. However with some restrict

ions in the case of ~n~goz, this may be said of the 

Paris School as a. whole • 



CHAPTER 4 

THE NOTION 0 F DOGMA 

I. '11.e Roman Catholic Notion of Do~ 

A fair knowledge of the difficulties encountered 

by the Paris School allows a better understanding of 

its conception of dogma. It is precisely beca.use o'f 

dogma that it had to fight against orthodoxy. The 

hostile and fierce attitude of 1l~n~go_z is worth knowing 

especially as it contrasted sharply with the serenity 

and moderation of Sa.batier. It must also be observed 

that nowadays the term n orthodoxy n has lost the parti

cular meaning it held at the end of the XIXth century 

and at the beginning of the XX th • At this time, the 

n liberals n and the n orthodox n, grouped into 

fighting parties divided the ,Protestant fChurches of 

France. The traditional and permanent meaning of 

n- orthodoxy n is another thing than an ecclesiastical 

party, it deseribes a doctrinal attitude. 

~negoz wishes very eagerly to see this aeception 

ma.inta.ined and he strongly condemns those who want to 
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soften the historical and practical meaning , by 

reference to etymology. Of course, it is true that, 

at first, " orthodoxy-" means a correct and true doctri

ne. Hence every man who believes that he ha.s found the 

truth believes also that any other~ opinion is surely 

an error. This attitude is usually termed a.a " esprit 

d 'orthodoxie " ( spirit of orthodoxy ) • But in the 

Protestant theological thinking, the usual acception 

of the word "-orthodoxy " is even more precise, it is 

the adhesion to certain traditional doctrines (1) ·• ·For 

instance, ~n~goz sets the example of christology : 

whosoever forsakes the decisions of the Ecumenical 

Councils ~oncerning the Trinity and the person of 

1Christ, - all these decisions having been solemnly 

ratified by the Confessions of Faith of the Reforms. tion-, 

has no longer the right to cal-1 himself an " orthodox"(.af. 

'lhese decisions mainly consist in the Apostles Creed, 

the Nicene Creed, and the so-.called Athana.sian Creed (3)r. 

Of course, we ltnow that if K~n~goz wants thus to con

fine the orthodox in their own field, it is not with 

the aim of joining them afterwards t 'Ihe Atha.nasian 

1) )(]' I I 30 
2) KF I I 240 
3} MF I I 384 
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!Creed is regarded as the very type of orthodoxy. Its 

formulas of anathema, as well as the doctrines to which 

they apply rouse the deep and renewed indignation of 

Kenegoz. Innumerable instances may !le found in his 

works (1), and a.lso in those of Saba tier, al though 

less frequently. Above all, Menegoz accuses orthodoxy 

of regarding the official dogma as a condition of 

salvation. This is why he terms it as a " wicked ten

dency " and also as an " evil leaven " (a)·. 

Saba tier showed that all orthodoxy rests upon a 

similar concep"tion of authority in religious ma.tt·ers'. 

Whatever might be this authority it is considered as 

divine. From this dogma spring all the other dogmas 

that are imposed on the members. In the case of a 

highly authoritative. tCh.urch the noti~n of l' orthodoxy " 

is at the same time accompanied by the correlative 

notion of n heresy" (3). 

To the Paris School theolQgians, orthodoxy appears 

guilty of several grave errors. 

Firstly, according to Se.batier it leads to a 

-- dualist conception of Christianity, as it considers 

l) Cf .for instance, MF I/aa~i. 252,. 256 ,360, 266, 276, 32I, 
a/75

1
95,III,I33,.I37, 3/~, 5]258, etc. 

3) 11.F/ I] 278 . 
3) sa./xxxiv-.xxxv,cf .supra p.I59. 

'·\i 
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that the Gospel Of Sabation consists, on the one hand 

in determined historical and doctrinal beliefs and on 
' . 

the other hand, in faith. '!his dualism contradicts the 

monist conception of justification through faith alone. 

Since the monist conception is regarded by the symbolo

f id~i ste thinkers as being that of Jesus Q-iriet Himself, 

the accusation of being dualist amounts to that of a 

deviation from the authentic Gospel (1 )1
• We have 

• 
already observed that K~n~goz holds similar views. In 

api te of appearance, by confusing faith and belief's, 

orthodoxy tends to substitute for the doctrine of 

Salvation through faith a deeply dualist aoteriology(2)~ 

Koreover, orthodoxy is dangerous for another reason, 

- because by continually granting more and more 

importance to dogma.tic righteousness, it comes to ne

glef!t the religious element. As Sa.batier puts it, one 

n my be orthodox without being pious " (3) • On the 

other hand, one may be pious,- and this is the most 

important -, without being orthodox. 

'Ihe second charge against orthodoxy concern.a its 

desire of petrifying for ever dogmatic formulations, 

i) sa I a7.t 
3) JIF I I 30 
3) se I 34I 
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attributing to them an absolute value and 
forgetting 

their individual and historical contingency'. Orthodoxy 

teaches the immutability of dogmas and denies their 
evolution ( 1) • We already kn h 1m . 

. ow ow portant is this 

principle for the Paris School, so we will not speak 

again about it. Nevertheless we will remark that, being 

based upon such grounds, this constitutes a very 

serious criticism. 

Ken~goz who already calls orthodoxy a " wicked 

tendency ", now accuses it in even stronger terms~. 

'lb.ere is in the background, he says, a " hidden scepti

cism " (3). Since it.appeals not unto the true certain-

ty of faith,which is a joyful and free adhesion of the 

soul , but unto an external authority, it fears some 

difficulties. If orthodoxy had an easy conscience it 

would allow the truth to gain its place through its 

own-resources. Koreover, " truth ~kes us free, any 

moral enslavement horrifies me ", he states {3) • Thus 

is definitely marked the contradiction of doctrinal 

freedom and orthodoxy, of the religion of the Spirit 

and the religions of authority. '!his unavo'Wed scepti-

1) se I 339 
a) JD' I/ 156 
3) 1lF 3/510 
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cism explains well why on the one hand orthodoxy 

refuses to pay attention to the results of criticism 

and of history, and on the other hand tries for 
' 

instance, to study mirables by appealing unto the last 

discoveries of science. It tries to show that miracles 

are possible as they belong to the natural order. This 

is truly denying the miraculous charaeter,and shows a 

clearly rationalist intention. In other words , the 

latent scepticism of orthodoxy goes with a blind rationa

limn, says ~n~goz (1). Saba tier reaches the same 

conclusions and regards rationalism as the "brother 

and the enemy of orthodoxy " ( 2). If we want to under

stand fully this criticism, we must not forget that the 

Paris School always proves to be the open enemy of any 

rationalism, not only the liberal but also the ortho-

dox one.· 

Finally, orthodoxy is guilty of lega.lism. Indeed, 

it is not the same legalism as that of the religion of 

Israel, but a metamorphosis and a transposition of it~ 

As well as the Jew was obliged to enslaTe his.moral 

-consciousness to the law, so the Christian must enslave 

his religious consciousness to dogmas. Instead of 

l) JIF a/367, footnote 1. 
a) se I 339 
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material oppression there is now a spiritual oppression. 

But llenegoz thinks that doctrina.l leg::Jlism is less 

tolerable than moral legalism, as it was possible to 

practise a.n external observance .without doing violence 

to thought (l} •. To conclude with this trial of ortho

doxy by the Paris School we may quote the following 

thought of Menegoz, TI the submission of intelligence 

to dogma or to a.ny kind of teaching, submission which 

is regarded as beneficial, this is but the open door 

].ea:ding into superstition TI ( 2}. 

Orthod:.oxy, with all the anathemas, dooms and 

persecutions it promoted, caused innumerable suffe-

rings.· And this is precisely the fundamental tendency 

of Roman Catholicism. TI It introduced in the Church a 

poison that the Reform.a.tion ha.snot.been able to clear 
I 

out completely "( 3}. Here we meet again on a question 

dear to Sebatier, that is the fight against the Roman 

·ea tholic notion of dogma. 

When analysing dogma. we took note of the defini

tion given by Saba tier, TI dogma is a. do.ctrine of which 

the iChur<eh has made a law " ( 4}. In the Roman 'Catholic 

1 } J[F. 3 I I9 0- I9 I 
2} MF I I 3I 
3} ][]' I I 298 
4) Cf .supra p. I47 
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perspective it 1-s an absolute law (1). Sabatier tries 

to demonstrate that this position is a logical conse

quence of the Roman ~atholic notion of the 'Church. 

Indeed, he states, there is a close relation between 

the notion of authority and the notion of dogma. When 

dogma is supposed to be indisputable, the tChurch which" 

proposes it is regarded as infallible. Furthermore, 

the authority ·claimed by the Church is considered as 

divine, therefore in promoting dogmas it claims to 

explain the very thought of God. Hence, when issuing 

anathemas and ~ondemning heresy the Church believes it 

obeys a sacred duty. In the course of history we can 

follow a. very logical. d'evelopment of the notion of the 

authority of the Church1
• ~s early as the second centu

ry, Sa.be.tier, reminds us, the authority of the bishop 

is the warrant of an authentic transmission of the 

trust of the Gospel. 'lb.is authority is more and more 

confirmed and the bishop becomes th~ judge of orthodoxy 

and heresy. On the other hand, it was necessary to 

a.void the coexistence of several orthodxies. The 'Oh.urch 

'1a.S led to grant authority to the Councils and hence to· 

the Pope himself. This development was achieved by the 

1) BE I :asr 
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dogma of the Pope's infallibility which puts an end to 

the discussion of dogmas,- atill possible under the 

a.uthority of the Councils. Through the means of a sale 

and indisputable author! ty, the absolute dogma is 

saved, at least apparently. 

'!here is a. very .interesting remark of Sa.batier on 

this point. '!he historical development of Catholicism 

confronts us with a " colossal vicious circle n (1)'. 

At the beginning, dogma is the basis of the power of 

the Church which is its trustee, then the rcb.urch com

pletes the dogma and seals it by its own authority. 

Actually it is useless to speak of the dogmas of the 

!Church as, after all there is but one central dogma, 

the dogma of dogmas, that of the divine authority of 

the Roman Catholic Church. All the other dogmas are 

derived from thi~ one. 

As a reau1t of the Roman Catholic notion of dogma, 

the faithful are limited to an " implicit faith n·. 
Nothing is demanded them, save a blind acceptance of 

the a.uthority of the Church, which is the sole judge 

""()f what they must belieTe ( 2). We remember the famous 

answer of :Brunetiere : " What I believe, go a.nd ask it 

1) SE I 279 
2) SE I 328 



I98 

to Rome "• The Roman Catholic fa.i th is a free hand 

given to the Church by the faithful. Sabatier 

reproaches two things to this conception of dogma,

in addition to the charge of being orthodox. 

First of all, if an unrestricted obedience in 

natters of faith is required of the believer, it leads 

to the simple n lack of a personal faith n ( 1) • More

over, if the believer must entirely surrender to his 

superiors in the Church on all that concerns doctrines 

which are said to be mysteries out of the·reach of 

reason and huma.n experience, dogma loses all link -

with the individual consciousness. In these condi-

tions it can no longer be spoken of as a living dogma.(2)'. 

In i ta attempt at preserving dogma Roman Ca tholieism 

If on the one hand there is a Roman Catholic 

orthodoxy there is also on the other hand a Protestant 

orthodoxy, which the Paris School denounces with the 

same eagerness. Indeed, Protestant orthodoxy is 

parallel to Roman Catholic orthodoxy in that,similarly, 

it appeals unto an external authority which it regards 

as divine and upon which it bases its dogmas,-this is 

1) SE I 283 
3) SE I 329 
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the dogma of the infallibility of the Eible. Sabatier 

ha.a unveiled with some humour the weakness of Protestant 

orthodoxy when compared with the Roman 'Catholic atti~' 

tude. The Church considered as an authority ha.a the 

mastery over the Bible, as being a living body fit for 

an evolution, whilst the letter of the.Bible remains 

shut up in a book. Furthermore the abstract system 

of Protestantism does not possess the greatness of 

the religious empire established by Rome (1). 

Let us remember this fact, that Symbolo-Fid~isme 

attacks Protestant orthodoxy only because its conception 

of dogma is but a variety of the Roman tOatholic one'• 

In both cases dogma. is an absolute law. In contra

distinction with this principle, the Paris School 

proposes the new Protestant conception of dogma. 

II. 1he Protestant Notion of Dogma 

The Protestant conception of faith differs assen-

tially from the Roman Catholic one. It is primarily 

individual, it is based upon a moral experience legi

timated by the internal witness of the Holy Spirit·. 

1) sa I 183 sq. 
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Hence the inner ~onviction of the believer is absolu

tely necessary. In his religious life he finds a basis 

for examination and criticism of all the teachings 

which can be offered to him. There is no undue sub

mission to any external authority, but only to the sole 

authority,- both transcendent and internal-,, of the· 

Holy Spirit. It results that the Protestant notion 

of the Church is very different from the Roman Oatho

lic one. '!he Church is not a supernatural institution, 

it exists only inasmuch as is realised the spiritual 

communion of the believers. Its visible and social 

form does not avoid errors-and evolution. For this 

reason the Protestant Churches regard their own autho

rity in-a way~.fundamenta.lly opposed to that of the 

Roman Catholic Qiurch• n They grant to themselves but 

a pedagogical and ~elative authority (l);. Such are the 

grounds upon which Sa.batier bases the Protestant 

notion of dogma. 

Protestant Churches do not pretend to be infallible 

and therefore do not promulgate immutable dogmas'. They 

cannot give the dogmas they formulate more authority 

than they give to themselves. Even the dogma of the 

1) SE I 386 
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authority of the Holy Scripture, which founded the 

fallacious hope of Protestant orthodoxy, is Sllbjeet to 

freedom of interpretation for the simple reason that 

no Protestant .-Church pretends to supply an official 

and compulsory exegesis of the Bible. On the other 

hand whilst it is true that the ~ible holds some 

elements of a doctrinal constru~tion, it is-the Church 

which promotes dogmati(cal definitions (1). These are 

given but a very limited authority and the believer 

will always have a right to verify himself and go 

back to the sour~es. Indeed, the Reformers themselves 

did not foresee all the consequences of the revolution 

they started. Actually, says Sabatier, ·they believed 

that they substituted true dogmas for false ones.- The 

history of the Protestant Churches since the Reforma-

tion shows what has become of this attempt. In the 

modern Protestant conception there is no room for 

absolute dogmas·. 

At this stage, Sa.batier asks whether it is still 

possible, on the ground of Protestant theology to 

retain the word n dogma " • Very honestly he says that 

if the word maintains its Roman Catholic meaning, no 

Protestant dogma. can exist. On the other hand he thinks 

1) SE/ 290, cf. supra p-. I64 sq. 



that after all Ro:rm.n roatholicism is not the only 

Christian form , and that the meaning of a word may 

vary. Anyhow, whatever might be the word used to 

describe them , :"Clliurches will always have symbols, 

" signs of a connnon faith " ( 1), characteristic doctri

nes which permit a delimitation of spiritual families 

and groups. 'lb.is acception of the word was precisely 

that of the old philosophical schools. Hence Sabatier 

suggests the following· definition : " Dogma in the 

Protestant sense, means the do~trinal type generally 

received. in a Church, and publicly expressed in its 

liturgy. its catechisms, its official teaching, and 

especially in its Confession of Faith n ( 2):. 

III. Conclusion 

As regards to the problem of dogma, the . Symbolo

Fid~iste school supplies precise data, which allow a 

just appreciation of the value of this position. On 

--- one hand, we have the analysis of· dogma in three 

1) SE I 39I 
3) se I 239 



elements : a religious element which springs from 

piety, an intellectual and symbolical element which is 

the form and the envelope of the_first one, and finally 

an ecclesiastical element of authority which applies 

to the whole. On the other hand the definition of 

dogma describes it as a doctrine made law by the Church. 

It is easy to see that this definition is a logical 

dEJluction from the above analysis~. 

In t~ese conditions, the question of knowing 

whether the Protestant notion of dogma regarded as a 
,' ~ 

" doctrinal type generally received in a !Church n, is 

legitimate or not, may be very seriously asked. We 

know that Sabatier said that Roman Catholic dogma was 

erected as an absolute- law. But is this not a pleo

nasm, speaking of an absolute law ? Does it not 

pertain to the very nature of the law that, whether 

scientific, moral or legal, it be absolute ? Even the 

fact that there might be exceptions does not contradict 

the law since they are anticipated by it. The same is 

true in the religious domain. If a doctrine has be-

come a dogma it is not because it is more or less 

generally received, but because the Church with all the 

weight of its authority has made it compulsory. Yet 

Protestant Churches dene.nd for themselves but a very 



limited authority in doctrinal ma,tters, there:fore they 

cannot decree laws. 'Ihus it seems that the suggested 

definition " doctrinal type generally received in a. 

rChurch " cannot have a significance greater than that 

of the words it uses. According to the v 1ery definitions 

of Saba tier, it cannot be applied to dogma.·. 

In conclusion, we shall say that the Symbolo

Fideiste school does not truly ad.mi t a Protestant 

notion of dogma, since according to its own teaching, 

there could not be Protestant dogmas. There could 

only be characteristic doctrines of a Ch~rch. 

1) In the subsequent pa.ges of this work we shall however 
use the word " dogma. ",with the a.im of sim:plici ty. Bu·t 
in any case this term will be given the new meaning, 
so.I.called Protestant, suggested by Sa.batier·. 



PART THREE 

DOGKATICS 



CHAPTER I 

THE PEDAGOGICAL VALUE OF DOGMAS 

In the preceding chapters we have studied in. :full 

the influence of piety in-the genesis of dogma. Dogma. 

explains the experiences of religious life. However, 

the relation of faith to dogma does not proceed one way 

only, from faith to dogma.. Dogma also takes part in the 

development of faith. Indeed, confronting the 

excessive trespasses of Roman Catholic dogmatism, some 

wanted to deny the usefulness in itself of dogma:. It 

seems neither desirable nor possible to the- theologians 

o.f- the Paris School to go so far. They are convinced 

th.at dogma fulfils in the life of the Church a task of 
I 

buiding up and propaga,tlon of religious life which 

should not be underestimated. To use an image of Se.ba

tier, dogma plays in the 'Church the part of the seed 

- in a plant (1). Dogma like seed, carries the promise 

of a future life, it is the warrant of the perpetuity. 

1) Cf.supra p.I78 



of the Church. At the ·same time, since. it seeks to 

preserve the essential distinction of faith from beliefs, 

the Paris School displays the close solidarity which 

unites them. There is, states M~n~goz,.a reciprocal 

intera<etion between fa.ith and dogma. It is therefore 

useless to reproacll him, as has often been done, of 

contradicting himself by saying at the same time that 

faith produces doctrine, and that doctrine produces 

faith {1). Se.batier and M~n~goz agree that the prea

ching of the doctrine contained in a dogma may help 

and even create religious life but this does not mean 

that it would produce unavoidably, automatically, 

faith in the strict sense of a justifying faith. Indeed 

there can be an intellectual conversion, a doctrinal 

conviction without an inner decision meaning repentance 

and the gift of the heart to God. which only can save 

him (2). Ken~goz insists upon the distinction of the 

n objective conditions " and the " subjective condi

tions n of salvation (3). 

'lhe teaching of the truth is a psychologically 

_ important fact. 'lhe religious and moral consciousness 

1) llF I/289 
2) sa I 353-354 
3) 1lF I/349 
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of a man is neither neutral nor passive to.wards the 

influences it may receive. True and exact ideas have 

a salutary effect, they work towards the Good. False 

doctrines are nefarious, they beget evil (1):. ~t 

th.ere again we must not forget that doctrinal righteous

ness is not sufficient,- it is but a condition preli

minary to the determination of the ego. On the other 

hand orthodox theologians make a serious mistake in 

believing that according to Symbolo-Fid~isme the 

importance of dogmas and doctrines towards the creation 

of faith would be smaller than according to the tra

ditional orthodox conception. Indeed this is a psy

chological principle entirely independent from any 

particular theology. Of course, with regard to sote

riology, the Paris School theology severs itself. 

radi=ally from orthodoxy since it does not require the 

adhesion to some determined doctrines,-however time

honoured they may be,-a subjective condition to salva-

tion. In other words, while the Paris School agrees 

with orthodoxy upon the necessity of a sound theology, 

it does not claim for itself what 1 t d·enies to the 

others, the right of enclosing, of limiting the contents 

1) KF I/ISO & I28 



of Dogma tics. 

'Ihese remarks lead to t4e important conception 

of the Paris School regarding the pedagogical function 

of dogma. Dogma being stripped of its authoritative 

character, its usefulness and its function consist 

essentially in the creation of the objective conditions 

which precede the determination of faith in the heart 

of man. If we believe ~n~goz, the pedagogical action 

of religious doctrines upon conscience is a way of the 

action of the Spirit of God. It is interna.l and there

fore mediate and for this reason must not be confounded 

with the internal witness of the Holy Spiri.t which is 

immediate, as we noted previously·. " '!his twofold 

divine action, mediate and immediate, is actually but 

a single one. It invitee the ego, and gives birth to 

the salutary faith to the one who acc:~-pts it "(1). Onemay 

easily understand that in order that doctrines may be 

used as a channel by the inspiration of the Holy 

Spirit, they must be as true and faithful as possible. 

We are thus far from the agnosticism for which the Sym-

.. - bolo-Fid~iste theologians were so often reproached'.. 

As Sa.batier states, " the Church has a pedagogic 

1) MF 2/516 
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mission to fulfil "(l). In this task , dogma is a tool 

which it cannot do without, for it is the tongue which 

it speaks. On the other hand, although the ·'Church is 

endowed with a pedagogic and educational authority, it 

is not infallible , at least according to the Protestant 

conception. Its teaching will be received with some 

respect but not with blind submission, especially be

cause according to the same Protestant conception, the 

task of the Church is n the ma.king of free men, adult 

Christians " ( 2) ,- that is to say men able to make the 

free choice of faith. Since the Church has only a 

rela.tive authority and since its dogmas have only a 

pedagogical function, how will it be able to fulfil its 

mission ? T.his problem is so much the more serious 

since the Paris School has clearly demonstrated the 

importance of doctrinal truth. What· therefore will be 

the teaching of the Church,if it wants to avoid falling 

back on to the stumbling block of orthodoxy ? Sa.batier 

and Men~goz answer : " the au then tic Gospel of Jesus ". 

This is the perfect pedagogical instrument, the most 

apt to arouse and develop religious life, for its truth 

is absolute : n The word of Jesus reveals us the heart 

1) se I 242 
2) Ibid~ 
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of God n (1). Being the .very Revelation from God, a 

unique source of knowledge, the Gospel must be preached 

with all possible faithfulness. Its purity must be 

preserved at all costs. Its fidelity to the Gospel 

is one of the most characteristic features of the Paris 

School. It is rather paradoxical to emphasize this 

point , while those opposing the School,- defenders o~ 

traditional tenets-, always ma.de use of the name of the 

Gospel, claiming to be its only authentic champions, 

and trying to monopolize the " evangelical " label. 

Anyhow, it remains true that entire chapters of the 

works of both Sa.batier and Menegoz are devoted to the 

study of the Gospel of Jesus. One of the expressions 

used by Kenegoz to describe Symbolo-Fid~isme was indeed 

" theologie eva.ngEUique moderne " • One of the problems 

met by biblical criticism is : how can we strip the 

n authentic Gospel of Jesus n ·olf all foreign elements ? 

We shall deal later with this question.(!) 

To sum up, we may say that according to Symbolo

Fide i sme, dogmas,- that is to say doctrines taught by 

~he '.Church,- have a pedagogical va.lue and function 

deriving from their ability to partake in the. awakening 

1) :MF 3/4!0 ' 
a) Cf. P• 23Isq. 



a.nd development of faith. In order to fulfil its 

missionary calling, the Church will use in its prea

ehing,doctrines of which the truth and efficiency will 

be dependent upon their consistency with the primitive 

and authentic teaching of Jesus !Christ. Knowing these 

conclusions we shall grasp and appreciate more easily 

the conception of Dogma tics according to the· Paris 

School;. 
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Sabatier gives a. lengthy analysis of wb.a.t he terms as 

" Scientific Theologz " , and practi~ally identifies 

it to Schleiermacher's " Glaubenslehre " • A careful 

comparison of these two elements of the works of Saba

tier displays the identification of " Science of Dogmas~ 

and " Scientific 'lheology "• It is most probable that 

this must not be regarded as a mere verbal coincidence 

but rather as the result of a consistent orientation 

of his thought. Dogmatics as the " science of dogmas " 

is no longer a chapter among others of Theology,- it 

is Theology itself. All11the other mea.ns of inquiry 

such as for instance, biblical criticism, exegesis, 

history, philosophy aim at answering the quests of 

Dognatics. In the follo~ing pages of the·preaent 

research we will therefore-remember that the expressions 

" science .of dogmas " and " scientific theology ", or 

even " theology " are to be regarded as synonymous. 

In addition to this, the most important chapter 

of the " science of dogmas " is necessarily critical. 

'Iha t is why the expression " dogma tic critic ism " is 

---used also very often, instead of " science of dogmas n. 

Finally, it is interesting to observe that when Saba.tier 

proposes a· constructive draught of Dogma.tics he descri

bes it as the n Systeme de la doctrine chr~tienne " I 
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and there again he substitutes the term " doctrine " 

fa' the words " dogma " or " Dogmq tics ". Knowing as 

we do hos notion of dogma. , we believe tha.t .this latter 

choice 0£ expression is preferable. 

There are not many remarks to be made concerning 

the definitions of ~negoz. We know that this theolo

gian was not much concerned with the theoretical pro

blem of Dogmatics, but with working on practical 

dogmatic issues. 

II. The Subject-matter and aim of Dogmatics 

T.he Paris School wants Dogmatics to be a science. 

Two-conditions are necessary for this, states Sabatier. 

First of all, it must possess " a positive and definite 

object of study " of its own. Then, it must have a 

method based upon observation and experience (1). At 

this price only, will dogma.tic t}feology find its place 

among other sciences. Roman .Catholic Theology which 

has been always governed by the way of a.uthority is 

not scientific. Moreover it annexes and enslaves the 

1) ea I 345 
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other sciences. 'Ihis is not the case for modern Pro

testant theology. Ira.inly through the channel of Schleier'• 

macher it possesses its proper subject-ma.tter. The 

German theologian has definitely established the spe

cific character of Christian faith and religious life. 

Dogma.tics understood as Glaubenslehre is a positive 

science, studying namely the faith professed by the 

Christian (Ch.urch. This faith, as· we know, mainly 

consists in a rEi'.igious feeling, in the relation of 

the believer to his God, in an experience. It is 

explained and described in doctrines and dogmas which 

reflect the development of religious consciousness in 

the midst of the Christian Church. In this way , 

Dogmatics is the science of the doctrine preached in 

the Christian Church·.. This conception of Schleier-

macher preserves Dogmatics from a double danger,

firstly that of Rationalism which, since it pays no 

attention to the particular character of the Christian 

faith would make theology an appendix of philosophy, 

then that of supernaturalism which tends to divinize 

dogmas (1). 

1) Cf. Schleiermacher's n Der christliche Glaube nach 
den Grundsatzen der evangelischen Kirche im Zusammen
hange dargestellt, Berlin !82!. 
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T.he Paris School goes along a similar path. Indeed, 

as Saba.tier states : n the proper object of theology 

is the study of the religious phenomenon in general, 

and the Christian phenomenon in pa.rticular "(1)·. The 

Christian experience expressed itself in dogmas, follow• 

ing the ewolution of the life of the Church. This is 

the reason why Sabatier regards Dogmatics as the 

science of dogmas. It is also meaningful that when 

Saba.tier presented his lecture on " The Vitality of 

Christian Dogmas and their power of evolution " he 

wanted it to be an introduction to his teaching on 

Reformed Dogma.tics.{a) We know on the other hand that 

Menegoz described himself as a disciple of Schleier

macher, because like him, he wished to base Dogma.tics 

upon religious experience (3). A further proof of this 

agreement is given by the sub-title itself-of the 

complete Edition of his works on Fid~isme n •• '.et son 

application A l'enseignement chr~tien traditionnel " 

( and its application to traditional Christian teaching 

'lb.at means tha.t Fid~isme does not offer itself a.s a. 

tlreology descend·ing directly from heaven but as a 

1) ea I 348 
3) SD I 17 
3) Cf .supra p.36 and p.82. 
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principle of criticism of the faith of the Church. 

It is equally worth while remarking that which 

such a position, Symbolo-Fid~isme takes part against 

Ritschl in spite of the ga;reement realized on other 

questions. Ritschl, unlike Schleiermacher, does not 

teach that Dogmatics is the science of the dogmas 

promulgated b¥ the Church. Its positive task is the 

giving of a systene.tical exhibition of the contents 

o.f the Christian Revelation.(1) The gap which separa.

tes these two conceptions seems hard to fill up. 

Since the subject-matter of Dogmatics is the 

science of the dogmas as transmitted by the Church, 

what is its aim and function ? 

'lhe task of dogma. tical er 1 tic ism is twofoldr. First-

ly it ought to grasp and explain the religious content 

of the dogma.a which are proposed by the tradition of 

the Church. It must try to make them intelligible, 

to extract their permanent matter, by studying them 

from a symbolical point of view. It is therefore 

necessary to examine carefully the historical and con

~~ngent conditions which have determined their forma

tion• Dognatic criticism will thus have to operate 

1) M.Goguel, " La Th~ologie d' Albert Ritschl ",p.I4 
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through its analysis the very important distinction of 

the ma.tter a.nd form of dogma (1}. Sa.batier points out 

wery rightly that the criticism of the form of dogma , 

in.spite of its drastic appearances, is often good for 

the dogma itself as it helps 1 ts development, in the 

same way, he says, as th.e pruning of trees favours their 

growth (a) • Dogma tics must not be limited to the stu-

dy of the final form of dogma, but)nust aim at explai

ning its genesis, its development and its evolution. 

Furthermore it must give help and collaboration to this 

evolution which 1 t describes, and prepare new expressions 

for the living principle they find in· dogma. (3)ntis leads 

to the second function of Dogmatics, a positive one : 

" It is not enough that theology shall make clear the 

senility of the old forms of religion. Its task is 

to create new forms. a~d bring the Gospel of Chri~t 

into more immediate contact with the consciences of 

men of modern society "(4). It seeks to harmonize 

religious truth and the demands of modern culture {5) 1

• 

Th.is conciliation is made necessary by the fact that 

1) se I 336-338 a.nd sa I 354-358 
2) SE/300 
3) sd I ao 
4
5
! sa I 359 

sd I SJ 



dogmatical formulas grow old rapidly. '!his is an in

disputable truth. Because of the life of the 'Church, 

it happens soon that the dogmatical expression ceases 

to respond to the religious needs of the conscience of 

the community. Dogmatic criticism alone can give a 

solution to that crisis and re-establish the balance. 

Often at'fa:ked because of its disturbing old-habits, it 

is alone able to recreate peace in the Church by con

tinuing the chain of tradition and by giving dogma a 

renewed life. The spirit of continual reform which 

inspires Protestant Churches is the basis and the 

foundation of dogne.tic criticism·. · 

llen~goz calls" triage n ("sorting out n), the 

discrimination operated by.Dogmatics among the doctri

nal traditions of the Church. He points out that this 

triage leadsto quite different results according to 

the schools to which theologians belong. Moreover, 

experience shows that there are not only specialists 

who discriminate in that way. One must admit that 

"every Christian operates his own ft triage ft {l)". If 

on-e agrees with the Paris School that ·Christianity is 

a historic religion, one ca.nnot question the necessity 

l) MF I I 70 



of a dogmatical criticism, the task of which would be 

to distinguish its religious elementa .. and its histori

cal ones. Dogmatics must therefore carry out a new 

classification of the value of doctrines and attribute 

to the essential ones their due place, while rejecting 

the secondary ones in the background·. Secondary tea

ching ha.a so often taken in the rc!hurch a place which 

rightly belongsto more essential elements, that one 

would be led to conclude wrongly that dogmas of a 

lesser importance are compl-etely without value, or 

even utterly false. " The task of operating the 

" triage· n between truth and error, is assigned to 

theologians " (1). 

Sabatier, in an interesting passage of his works, 

has unveiled the twofold nature of Dogmatics. Indeed. 

as .·there is in dogma a permanent religious element 

and a philosophical and contingent form~ the ~cience 

of dogmas must necessarily follow on the one hand the 

life of the <Church and on the other hand the changes 

of philosophy. It is tributary to the Church as to 

-the matter of its study, but it depends upon philo

sophy as to its method- and its means of expression(a)r. 

1) MF 3/460 
2) se I 359 



Actually this apparent enslavement creates its freedom 

and its originality. " It seeks to connect moral and 

religiou~ experience with the rest of the experience 

of mankind "(l). Indeed, it promotes a philosophy of 

religion and especially a philosophy of Christianity. 

On the other hand, inasmuch as it draws from the tra

dition of the Church the subject-matter of its criti

cism, it ceases to depend upon philosophy. In the same 

way, when borrowing from philosophy its ways of analy

sis and discussion its frees itself from the tjTranny 

of the Church ( 2). 

With-the background of a Protestant conception of 

the Church, the relation of Church and Dogma tics 

creates a serious problem. Actually, according to 

Se.batier, Dogmatics "-does not formulate new dogmas,

that is the business and the right of the 'Church "(3}r. 

However, criticism must be free in order to be truly 

scientific. Furthermore, inasmuch as it is positive 

and a.ims at a progress of dogma, it can be legitimate

ly operated only by a theologian who remains in the 

-communion of the Church. Therefore a principle of 

1) se I 360 
2) se 1

1 
36I 

3) sd 83 
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dogmatic criticism which can be both used in an 

objectiv.e way by the theologian and welcomed by the 

Church,must be found. Thia principle cannot be but 

that of Christianity. It is not a dogma, it is a 

religious experience,- the experience which is unTei

led by Christ's Gospel(l). 

With regard to the relations of Dogmatics and 

Philosophy, we have already pointed out that, since 

theology has acquired its own field of study, it is 

independent of Philosophy. Above all, it will refuse 

to be influenced by any kind of metaphysics (2). On 

the other hand, since it cla.ims to be a science, it 

will not neglect a philosophical criticism of its 

ways of-knowledge. Dogmatics will therefore be prece

ded by a theory of religious knowledge { 3 )'. 

From the dual nature of Dogmatics regarded as the 

science of dogma.a, derives the choice of its method 

and criterion. It is now our intention to study this 

question. 

1) se I 86? 
a) se I a7I-a?a 
3)se I 275 



III. 'Ihe Method of Dogmatics. 

As a consequence of its theory of religious know

ledge, the Paris School Dogma.tics will be oriented in 

the perspective opened by Symbolisme critique-. In this 

way, it will be able, without denying the necessity of 

external forms, to re-attribute to the religious ele

ment of dogma all its value. \\hilst studying the tra

dition of the religious society from the symbolical 

point of view, it will regard it " as the objective 

revelation of the inner life of the Church and of its 

piety n(1). 

Following this line-of thought, Sabatier added that 

positive Dogma.tics will always be regarded by-religious 

consciousness as but a n higher symbolism ", a form 

which would be worthless without the presence of a 

living faith (a). 

Science of dogma.a, we pointed out, is a " Glauben&

lehre "• Its exclusive field is the analysis and expla

nation of ·Christia.n religious experience. Being an 

independent science it is none the less isolated from · 

1) se I 338 
a) se I 331 
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other sciences. Because of its specific object of 

study, it must borrow from their results. Schleier

macher conaiderEd it as a historical research since 

its subject-matter is supplied by histQ~Y· Sabatier 

wants even gretaer precision. Religion being by all 

means a social phenomenon, theology should be rather 

considered as a sociological science {1) ·• Let us 

remark that this precision does not rouse a serious 

problem as the question is actually to decide which 

of these two sciences, sociology and history, d.epends 

upon the other. It is not our task to discuss this 

here, and indeed, whatever the solution might be , 

the conception of Dogmatics remains unaltered. On the 

other hand, Dogmatics, by its bearing on individual 

religious·phenomenon, draws near to psychology. All 

these remarks demonstrate the close solidarity of 

dogmatic theology and the other human sciences'. 

'!he science o:f' dogmas has a method of research 

mainly based upon two scientific instruments : psy

chology and history. They are the " deux mamelles 

toujours fecondes de la th~ologie " { " nursing 

mothers of a sound theology " ) , sta.tes Saba tier {2)·. 

1) ea // 357 
8) ea 34! 
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This is again a consequence of its particular field, 

the Christian religious phenomenon. In order to grasp 

fully the value of this method, let us,for a while, 

follow the necessary path of any dogmatic criticism "• 

If we desire to study a particular dogma, we must 

first of all seek its first formulated expression; to 

that end, we have to appeal unto history :. Then, we 

must use religious psychology in order to isolate the 

religious experience whi-ch is described by this formu

la. 'Ihen again, we must go back to history in order 

to follow the evolution and development of the dogma'. 

Finally, having arrived at the point of positive cri

ticism, that is of suggesting a new formula more con

sis·tent with the· present religious needs, we shall 

have to inquire after the religious experience of the 

other believers on one hand, and on -the other hand, our 

own experience. Tb.is again belongs to the field of 

religious psychology. Thus, at every stage the science 

of dogma.a depends upon two sources of knowledge, histo

ry and psychology. Se.batier shows very strikingly 

,_ the close relation between these two departments of 

research, in any dogma.tical enquiry. " Religious phe-

nomena are psychological facts, which everyone disco

vers first in himself and then in the past. Theology 
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therefore has two sources - psychology and history, 

and their union must constitute its entire method of 

observation- direct and indirect. History is psycho

logy going back to t~e past as far and as fully as 

the documents permit; psy~hology is history carried 

down to the present moment and into the personal expe

rien(Ce of the thinker n (l )". 

According to Se.batier, Christian theology possesses 

three instruments towards the fulfilling of its task~ 

First of all, an h:i!torical document - the Holy Scripture. 

We know that Symbolo-Fid~iste·theologians, while de

nying that the Bible may contain dogmas, still a.dmit 

that· it contains theologoumena (2). All Christian 

dogmas spring more or less. directly from the Bible'. 

Although·modern theology.cannot use biblical conceptions 

without a careful examination* it finds· in it very 

ancient expressions of piety and must pay much attention 

to them. 1he Bible is n the authentic document of 

primitive (Christian experience " and is a criterion 

both historical and religious (3). The science of 

dogmas disposes also of a philosophical tool, the 

l) sa I 348-349. 
!) Cf .supra p.I64 sq. 
3) ea I 360 



scientific spirit which supplies all the necessary 

means of investigation. Above all, it gives the 

experimental knowledge of the physical world , of the 

history of mankind, and of psychology. The scientific 

spirit will allow Dogmatics a serious and objective 

criticism of the intellectua.l form of doctrine. Finally, 

it can use a means of religious discrimination which 

is given by Christian experience. We know that it is 

the basis and principle of certainty of religious 

knowledge and allows one to a.pprecia te-·whether a 

doctrine is Christian or not (1). We will see later 

to what extent it could also be regarded as the crite

rion of Dogmatics. 

It is easily understood from the above remarks, 

how great is-the importance of biblical criticism in 

all dogma.tical study. 'thenever a theologian wants to 

achieve a truly scientific work he must set the origins 

of Christianity in the great movement of universal 

history. 'lherefore Bible criticism will take into great 

account ·the historical enYironment in which 1 t ha.s 

been constituted. 11hile some conservative circles 

are very reluctant with regard to biblical criticism 

1) Cf. supra p·.aa sq. 
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the Pari.s School theologians are very enthusiastic' • 

1hus, M~n~goz, using a word of Sabatier saying that 

criticism was " providential ", does not hesitate in 

claiming that God takes part in the development of the 

Church. Granted that the building up of the Canon 

must be attributed to God's Providence, the work and 

progress of biblical criticism are fruits of the same 

inspiration (1). Furthermore, far from being an 

impious activity, biblical criticism is a sacred duty 

imposed by God upon the scholars of the Church ( 2) 1
• 

" It would be sheer unfaithfulness to neglect this 

critic ism " ( 3), since our ministry claims it of us, 

and since the prosperity and progress of the Church 

demand it. In Churches which place the Bible in the 

very centre of their teaching, as is the case for 

Protestant tradition, criticism is the " professional 

duty" of the dogmatician (4). His task is not 

negli_gible as it must prove the authentic! ty of the 

authorship of biblical writings, of the facts recorded, 

and of the words spoken. Koreover, it allows often 

the revaluation of teachings vital for our .faith, but 

l ) JlF I // 213 
2) MF .3 3?8 
3) o I I .a1s 
4) D 3 I 277 



hitherto Yeiled under imperfect forms of expression'. 

Finally, whilst distinguished and cultured people are 

disheartened by this rough envelope, criticism attempts 

at displaying the Word of God whi.ch is conveyed in the 

Bible. Thus, far from being destructive, its task is 

a definitely constructive one. Since it achieves a 

harmonious conciliation of both the demands of piety 

and scientific spirit, it must be regarded as a much 

more positive attempt than the appearances would show. 

'lhrough its thorough criticism of the form , it throW8 

a strong light upon the living power which lies in 

iOhristian dogma. 'lb.erefore, it does work against tra

dition, but much more it is the " re-establishing and 

the demonstration of the true tradition, now freed 

from errors and legends which obscure and distort itn(l) 1
• 

In order to· cover all its field of research, biblical 

criticism may be divided into three ma.1.n parts. 

At the first stage, it is a " Textual Criticism n 

dealing with the letter of the Scripture. It is comple

ted by " Historical 1Cri ticism ", also called " 8Pec1a"! 

Introduction " , which studies the particular formation 

and the circumstances of the writing of each book. 

i') A. Saba tier : La Critique biblique et sea origines 
en France, Paris I877,p.24. 
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Finally, it is crowned by the " History o:f the 'Canon " 

which deseribes the constitution and evolution of the 

sacred records. T.hus, Biblical Criticism ia not limi

ted to a subjective and arbitrary criticism o:f the 

Bible, as it is often believed, but it is really an 

objective science (1). 

In conclusion, we may say that owing to its . 

rigorous and objective method, applied to .a domain 

which truly is its own, the conception of Dogmatics 

defended by the Syrnbolo-Fid~iste School well deserves 

the title of " Science of Dogmas " which they ascribed 

to it. 

IV. The Criterion of Dogmatics 

The Paris School theory of religious knowlooge 

finds a direct application in the quest for a principle 

of dogmatic criticism. Prior to any kind of a rational 

criticism, there is a practical criticism which springs 

from the piety of.the believer himself. As positive 

criticism of dogma cannot be based upon an external 

1) A. Sa.be. tier, op. ci t.p. 26-27. 



criterion, but upon the subjective criterion of the 

religious faith, ~batier strongly points out that no 

valid work could be achieved by a dogma.tician who 

would fail to experiencehimself this religious princi

ple {l). Similarly, Ken~goz states that there is no 

other criterion save the n religious consciousness " 

given by the ~reator to His servants. Whether we 

like it or not, this principle is given to us, and we 

have therefore the right to use it, ·just as in the 

field of natural science we would exert our reason (2). 

Thus the principle of dogmatic criticism is essentially 

su~jective, it is religious experience, based upon the 

subjective authority of the internal.witness of the 

Holy ~irit (3). 

Yet this subjective principle is also subject to 

an objective and absolute_ criterion in so far as the 

latter too will be defined. Any doctrine· which would 

not be rooted in the true principle of <Christianity :ts 

would rema.in foreign. to it. 'lhe principle of ~istiani~ 

ty is none other than the religious experience of Christ 

Himself. Christ's religious consciousness is the norm 

1) SD I 85 
.a) MF l I 340 
3) ;Cf.supra p. 128-13.l 
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of any Christian consciousness. n Never will a man 

find himself in conditions so highly favourable,as did 

Jesus lChrist, for the clear and pure reception of the 

witness of the Holy Spirit "(l). His teaching is the 

very Revelation of God. The Gospel of salvation through 

the faith of the heart is the content of the filial 

religious consciousness of Jesus Christ. It constitutes 

objectively the foundation of Christianity (2). Thus, 

when a theologian wishes to operate the criticism of 

dogmas, he finds at his disposal the indisputable 

criterion, the word of Jesus Christ which " in the 

religious and moral order is-the word of God" (3). As 

Menegoz states, " our only Master is Jesus Christ "( 4}:'. 

This assertion with all its dogma.tic consequences is 

the subject of the most important controversy he had 

with Paul Lobstein (5). 

To sum up, we may state that according to Symbolo

Fide iste theology, the absolute criterion of Dogma.tics 

is Jesus Christ's Gospel, which controls the subjecti

ve principle of individual religious consciousness. In 

1) MF I I I4 
a) ae I 857 
3) llF 3 I 458 
4) MF 4 I 75-76 
5) MF 4 : 72-I2I 
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other words, the criterion of Dogmatics is the testi

mony of the Holy Spirit , under both its mediate and 

immediate, external and internal form (1). 

'Ihe promotion of the external criterion of Dogma·

tics leads to important consequences. In the Holy 

Scripture, the first place must be assigned ·to the 

testimony of Jesus Christ. It is therefore necessary 

to discriminate between the authority of the word of 

Jesus and that of' His disciples.and His apostles • 

According to K~n~goz, one must avoid " assigning the 

same value to both .kinds of teaching " ( 2). This is 

the distinction, now traditional, of an " Evangelium 

Christi " and the n Evangelium de Christo " {3)·. As 

distinct from the primitive Gospel which contains the 

actual teaching brought by Jesus, one may find in the 

New Testament writings, and later in the tradition of 

the Church, considerations on the person of !Christ, 

christologiee and complementary doctrines which obscure 

the Gospel. Therefore, the first duty of Dogmatics is 

to restore " Evangelium Christi "• ~iblical criticism 

1) Cf. SUP,ra .p. IIa 
a) o 4 7 74 
3) Th.is distinction was proposed for the first time by 
Harnack, in a lecture delivered at the Conference of 
Liberal Chr:Utianity in Berlin, I9IO. It was entitled 
" The two Gospels n 



will help towards this end~ 

'!he aim of this criticism is to discover, by 

hi torical considerations alone, the authentic words of' 

Jesus a.mong all those which are attributed to Him in 

Apostolic wlitings and especially in the four Gospels(!)'. 

Menegoz fra.nkly admits that with the sole resources o-f 

contemporary .criticism it is impossible to identify 

the " authentic words of Jesus n, and especially be

cause His tea£hing was a verbal one and He did not 

leave a written word. This would most certainly not 

be a. sufficient ground for renouncing the search for 

the " authentic thought of Jesus n • n We can succeed 

in establishing with absolute certainty the ~undamenta.l 

ideas of His -preaching of the Gospel n ( a)r. 

· '!his authentic Gospel is essentially a soteriolo

$ical teaching, a doctrine regarding the entrance into 

the kingdom of God. Starting from this principle, on 

the one hand with the help of a historical and exege

tical study of biblical literature, and on the other 

hand of the conclusions of the history of dogma.a, one 

-·is led to the certainty that " orthodoxy is a deviation 

1) MF 4 I 139 

a) o 4 I 94 



of the authentic Gospel of Christ" (1). '!he initial 

error of Dogmatics as traditionally ta.ught by the 

Christian Church, wa.s to confuse the two Gospels and 

even to substitute the secondary for the essential, 

and particularly christology for the Gospel. 

1) D 3 I I3I 
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CHAPTER 3 

SOME PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS OF THIS CONCEPTION 

OF DOGMATICS 

I. The " triage n of Men~goz 

Let us firstly examine some of the results attained 

by the so-called " triage " ( sorting out ) of M~negoz. 

Having studied some " secondary " dogmas, usually 

taught in Protestant and Roman Catholic Churches, 

l&lan~goz strikes out as being contrary to the preaching 

of Jesus the following : the deity of Jesus, the substi

tutive Atonement, the Trinity, the Virgin Birth, the 

Imma<eulate Conception of Mary, the invocation of Sa.ints, 

the infallibility of Peter and his successors, sacra

mental ma.gic, damnation on grounds of heresy (1). Let 

us point out ·that, if in this listing are found simul

taneously Roman Catholic dogmas proper, and on the 

~tller hand, dogmas received by traditional Protestan

tism, the reason is that according to K~n~goz, in both 

1) !IF 4 I 94-95 
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cases, these are orthodox dogmatical teachings • These 

do£trines, says •enegoz, which have not been preached 

by Jesus, are not contained even in germ in His authen

tic thought. It seems rather that the doctors of the 

Church have tried to achieve what according to them 

wa.s missing in the primitive Goepel. However, it is 

true, he states, that n these supplementary doctrines 

are more numerous among Roman Catholics.· than among 

Protestants, even those thoroughly orthodox "(l). This 

probably comes as a result of.the work of purification 

undertaken by the Reformers. One can be amazed that 

they could even go so far; but there is still more to 

be done. 'Ihey have left untouched some doctrines 

which had been introduced in Christian tradition under 

the influence of heathen philosophy, so that " by the 

introduction of these doctrines in Confessions of Faith 

understood in the Roman Catholic sense, the Reformed 

Churches founded new orthodoxies : the Lutheran, the 

Calvinist,and the Zwinglian orthodoxy "( 2). 

On its positive ·aide, modern evangelical theology 

aims at achieving the work started by the Reformation·. 

In the place of antiquated ecclesiastical dogmas it 

l) MF 3 I I33 
2) MF 3 I !57 
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restates the " simple and pure Gospel of our Lord 

Jesus Christ "• If we want to know what M~n~goz really 

means by this statement, we have only to take practi

cally any of the essays and arti<eles gathered in his 

" Publications diverses sur le Fideisme "• '!he authen

tic Gospel is the preaching of Justification through 

faith. If it be true, as it was said, that M~negoz 

wanted to " strike out all that he believed he could 

not retain "(1), it must be admitted, on the other 

hand, that at least with regard to the dogma of Juati

fica tion through faith, he proved very conserva tive1
• 

This, of course~ is easy to explain when one remembers 

that this doctrine leads to his famous principle o~ 

salvation through faith independently from beliefs, that 

is to say, the very basis of Fideisme ( 3). 

The" Etude sur le .dogme de la Trinit~ n (3), sets 

a rather good example of the working of· the dogma tic 

method of K~negoz. Let us therefore present a brief 

analysis of this essay. 

Kenegoz starts by stating the aim and purpose of 

l) Q.uoted. by Delcourt in " Le Fid~isme ",Paris I9I4,p .22. 
2) MF I/53 
3) MF I/330 sq. 
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his research. Confronted by the dogma of the Trinity, 

he will try to " clear off the eternal and true matter 

from its contingent and transitory form "(l). Then he 

quotes the full text of the dogma. according to-the 

formula held in the Symbol attributed to Athanaius. 

After a short criticism exerted from the point 

of view of psychology and philosophy, Men~goz re:fers 

to the Bible and points out that no.more than the Old 

Testament, does the New Testament teach explicitly or 

implicitly the doctrine of the Trinity. 

'lhen he explains the genesis of this dogma by 

setting it again in its historical frame-work, and 

indicates the line of its evolution. 

Finally, in a more developed synthesia,-Men~goz 

tries to show the true and permanent teaching which is 

hidden under the dogmatic formulation. In this con

struction he presents a conception of the Trinity 

which strongly diff ere from the traditional. interpre

ta tion. He denounces the distinction of three persons 

or three hyposta.ses and teaches a. doctrine akin to 

that of Sabellius. There are three manifestations of 

the One God, 11 the Fa.ther is the transcendent God, the 

1) MF I I 32! 
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Son is God immanent and made objective, the Holy Spirit 

is God inmianent and subjective. These three are but 

one " { 1). 'Ihe critic ism of Menegoz must therefore 

be regarded as a positive interpretation of a received 

dogma. It is essentially based upon psychology and 

history • 

In the course of his career, Menegoz dealt with 

very numerous dogma.tical problems. Let us.here quote 

some of them according to the chronological order. 

First·of all, there is the ~ery important" Reflexions 

sur l'Eva.ngile du Salut " ; then, the authority in 

matters- pf fai thj the bibl.ical conception of Miracle; 

the dogma of the Trinity; the Bible; the dogma of the 

Atonement; the subjectivity of Dogma.tics; the very 

interesting controversy with Lobstein, in which there 

are studies on the principle of religious knowledge, 

the " triage ", the " authentic thought of Jesus ", 

demonology, eschatology, soteriology, free examination ; 

the notion of the Kingdom of God ; and the Word of God. 

It is quite amazing that in spite of the great 

diversity of the subjects studied by M~n~goz, he did-

1) MF I I 348 



not build up a complete dogmatic system. In the con• 

eluding cha.pter of his book on " Le p~che et la r4demp

tion d'apres Saint Paul " a very peculiar passage is 

to be found in which he defends the Apostle against 

those who deny to him the quality of a. dogmaticia.n, be

cause he did not write a treatise on Dogma.tics. ""Mlat 

nRkes a dogmatician, is not the book of Dogma.tics ••• 

What makes the dogma.ticia.n is the die.lectical, syste-

matic and spe:cula.tive thinking ". For Paul " the 

system existed complete, in his mind "• The Epistle 

to the Romans gives the outlines of this system (1). 

Now, it is true that like the Apostle, Menego·z wrote 

abundantly but always in a casual way, and he nev:er 

composed a complete Dogmatics. Thus we a.re in a way 

invited to regard Men~goz as a dogmatician since we 

grant the same title to Saint Pa.ul t Indeed we cannot 

deny him this quality. It is permitted however, to 

ask whether Menegoz decided not to produce a dogmatic 

system,- whether the absence of such an elaboration 

is intended or not. This problem is more than a 

bibliographic one, as the real question is precisely 

to know whether it is P!actically possible to build up 

1) E.Menegoz : " Le ~~ch~ et la R~demption d'apres 
Saint Paul", Par i e I 82 ,p. 286- 287. 
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systematic Dogmatics upon the principles of the Paris 

School theology. If we had but the works of Men~goz, 

the a.nswer would still be doubtful. 

II. Saba tier 

It is not easy to get accurate information con

cerning the results attained by Sabatier's dogmatic 

criticism since he left very few publications strictly 

devoted to Dogmatics. His two main books deal only 

with prolegomene... We know that he held the chair of' 

Reformed Dogmatics, but his. lectures have never be 

published· There remain~ only students'notes whi?h 
.'• 

are rather fragmentary and incomplete and which have 

not been published on account of their lack of re

liability (1). From these notes one ca.n ·still get a 

rough idea of the findings of Sabatier concerning 

certain theological problems. Here are some of his 

conceptions. 

Speaking of God, Sa.batier maintains fully the 

1) A theologian, H.Dartigue, attempted to make a syn
thesis { still unpublished J of notes taken down by 
listeners of Sabtier's lectures on Reformed Do~tics. 
It is from this essay that we borrow the following 
indications. 

I 



first article of the Apostles Creed. Rega.rding the 

problem of evil, he completely rejects the notion of 

Origina.l Sin. Evil is a trial desired by God with the 

purpose of effecting man's spiritual progress. With 

regards to Creation, it is not completed since the 

creative a.ction of God is a. continuous one'. 

Sabatier lays more ·emphasis upon the prophetical 

function of Jesus-Christ. The Holy Spirit is God within 

us. Sabe.tier gives also a new significance to the 

antiquated dogma of· the Trinity and attributes to it 

exactly the same meaning as does M~n~goz. The Trinity 

is - God in .Himself, God in Christ, God in us·. 

Dealing with the problem of the Church, Saba tier 

retains the tradi tiona.l Protestant doctrine and 

particularly the important distinction of the Church 

visible and-the -Church invisible. 

There are two kinds of means of Grace,- th~ Word 

of God and the Sacraments. The Word of God is immanent · 

in the Church through the channel of the Holy Spirit. 

It nay be found also in the 'Bible which is the norm 

-·-·of the Religion of the Spirit. Se.ba.tier refuses the 

word n sacrament nae it appears to him deeply involved 

in heatheneism. He also denies the doctrine of the 

" opus operatum n as well as the Calvinist doctrine 
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of the sacrament regarded as a sign of Grace. If one 

wants to be logical and ~onsistent, one must apply the 

Reforma.tion up to its fina.l consequences, and follow 

the Zwinglian conception which regards sacraments as 

enacted parables,- that is purely symbolical acts. The 

Quakers who have no sacrament are nearer to the Gospel 

of Jesus than a.re the Roman Catholics with their Mass·. 

The chartBr of the Kingdom of God is to be found 

in the Sermon on the Mount which however must not be 

interpreted in too legal a way. Sa.b&tier strongly 

rejects the chiliastic notion of a Second Coming of 

Jesus Christ. 

Finally, on the subject of eternal life, Sa.batier 

teaches the doctrine of conditional .immortality. T.here 

can be a spiri tua.l death which· is the sanction of sin:. 

Similarly, eterna.l life is linked with justification 

and regeneration. Se.batier gives but a purely symboli

cal meaning to the notions of the resurrection of the 

body and the Day of Judgment. 

'lhese brief and alas incomplete elements are all 

-.~Tuat we know of Sa.batier's teaching. Happily we have 

a small but precious book, his study on " The Doctrine 

of the Atonement and its Historical Evolution "· This 

is very important for us, since Sabatier himself invites 



the reader to regard it as a model of his method of 

dogma tic critic ism. 

In the foreword, Sabatier presents his work as 
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" an attempt at a systematic application.pf the histo

rical method to the study of religious beliefs and 

doctrines "• He adds that " to investigate the inevi

table transformations they undergo is the safest way 

to criticise them objectively and scientifically " (l)'. 

Then, in an introductory chapter, he announces that 

his criticism of the doctrine of the Atonement will 

start with the research of the origin of the conception, 

then, of the main stages which mark its evolution. 

Finally, he will try to foretell which will be the 

ultimate term of this necessary evolution. (2) The 

work consists -of two parts and a short conclusion. 

'!he First Part is a study of the various biblical 

notions of the Atonement. A short synthesis gives a 

summary of the research and·shows in the Bible two 

nain groups of conceptions : a ritualistic conception 

A.nd a docetrine of the Just One suffering for the people;. 

1) sde I 8 

2) sde I I5 
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'!he Second Part studies the various ecclesiasti

cal doctrines, from the Fathers of the Church up to 

modern theologians. 

In a short conclusion, Saba tier selects three 

main types of dogma.tic explanation : the notion of 

a ransom, the notion of satisfaction and finally a 

modern conception of salvation understood as a basically 

moral fact, taking place in the individual conscious

ness. These three conceptions occur in Chronological 

order. 

1'here is-also a general conclusion which begins 

with Sa.batier's promise to liberate the dogma-from 

its " time-worn trappings "• Actually, by means of 

essentially ethical considerations, he wholly rejects 

the notion of the Atonement. " God, he says, has no 

need to be brought back to man and reconciled with him , 

but it is man who needs to be reconciled to God"(l)-. 

The aim of the work of Christ is to create in man repen

tance which is the one indispensible condition of the 

fongiveness of sins. In order to fulfil that task, 

Jesus has not only set the example of a ·1ife completely 

pure, but wished also to suffer and die in order that 

1) sde I !25 
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so great a love might touch the hearts of men a.nd "con

quer those whose minds had not been won over to His 

teaching "(l)l. Thus the Passion and Death of Christ 

constitute a powerful preaching of repentance. " The 

cross is the expiation for sins only because it is 

the cause of repentance to which remission is promised"'• 

" In the moral world, and before the God presented to 

us in the Gospel, there is no atonement other than 

repentance " ( 2) • 

Let us point out that Sabatier, strips completely 

from any dogmatic significance the notion ·of the 

atoning sacrifice of Jesus Christ. On the other hand, 

he takes side resolutely for the common liberal 

interpretation of the life, work, and death of Christ, 

the Prophet. If he retains the word " atonement ", 

it is only with negative con~lusions. Therefore it 

may well be asked why he still uses this term. 

'lhe example of dogmatic working which is set by 

that study on the dogma of the Atonement is of capi

tal importance. Indeed, on the one hand, it is applied 

to a venerable and respected teaching of the Christia~ 

tradition, and on the other hand it demonstrates that 

1) sde I 136 
. 2) sde I 127 
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to Saba.tier n the rights of criticism a.re unlimited "(1)f. 

We have indicated in the first pages of the present 

work that Paul Lobstein, a professor attached to the 

'lheological Seminary of Strasbourg, could not be, 

strictly speaking, recognized among the members of the 

Paris School (a). Nevertheless, there is not only a 

complete agreement, which has been mutually acknowledged 

and which is especially demonstrated in the controversy 

with Kenegoz, and in the excellent " Introduction a ia 

Dogmatigue Reformee ", but there is also a practical 

application by Lobstein, rather striking , of the 

method of dogma.tic criticism suggested by Sa.batier'• 

A famous example is his essay on " The Virgin Birth 

of <Christ ", which is dedicated to Saba.tier. We consi

der that it merits some reference in our work • 

In a brief introduction, Lobstein explains the 

aim and purpose of his study. Since the dogma. of the 

Virgin Birth seems, on religious grounds, to bear jud

gment belonging to the historical domain, he will be 

strictly objective. It is unquestionable that this 

dogma satisfies a genuine religious demand which 

1) sa I 370 
3) Cf .supra.p.75 



deserves respect. Yet it must be proved whether in 

fact Christian faith bears a precise opinion on the 

birth of Jesus. Lobstein wishes all his readers to 

understand that " criticism is for me a means only 

and not an end, and that my sole endeavour and only 

ambition are to lay bare the real and living kernel 
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of the christological dogma ", with the purpose of 

preserving the eternal substance of the Christian 

faith (1). The book is composed of four main sections. 

In the First Part, the traditional doctrine is 

studied from the point of view of exegesis. Criticism 

displays the weakness of New Testament testimonies, 

and does not allow a legitimation of the dogma. 

Then, Lobstein undertakes the analysis of the 

historical genesis of the dogma. He finds three groups 

of explanation of the divine filiation of Jesus 'Christ, 

the theocratic conception, the metaphysical theory, 

and the physical notion. This last explanation is found 

in the Gospels according to Matthew and Luke, and is 

derived, by way of comparison, from conceptions common 

in the religion of Israel. The results of historical 
.. -

criticism achieve the negatiQe conclusions of exegesis'. 
' 

1) " The Virgin Birth of Chr 1st ", p .38 
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In the Third Part, the Virgin Eirth is examined 

from the point of view of its alleged dogma.tic necessi

ty. Lobstein again discovers three types of solution'. 

One bases the ne~essity of the dogma upon the holiness 

of Christ, another upon the Incarnation, and the third 

one upon the typical nature of the person of Christ, 

regarded as the Second Adam. None of these interpre-

ta tions legitimates the dogma. 

Having thus demonstrated the fallacious ch.racter 

of the three traditional bases of the doctrine, Lobstein 

in a Fourth Pa.rt .tries to show the religious truth it 

holds. This is the affirmation by the Christian con-

sciousness of the divinity of Jesus Christ and there

fore of the necessity of a. special intervention from 

God, so that His Revela.tion might ·be manifest on earth 

in the person of His Son. The orthodox formula is 

dangerous, as it bases the divinity of Jesus Christ 

upon a. miracle and thus tries to materialize the notion 

of His divinity. 

Finally, ln his conclusion, Lobstein shows his 

purely negative attitude regarding the dogma of the 

Virgin Birth. He wants to remain faithful and obe-

dient to the sole Gospel of Christ which does not 

establish His divine Sonship upon a supernatural birth'. 



Another striking example of the sa.me dogma.tic 

method may be found in another of Lobstein's " Etudes 

christologigues ", his essay on " La doctrine des 

fonctions media trices du Se.uveur n. 

Lobstein begins with a foreword in which he pre

cises the boundaries set forth for the problem he wants 

to study, that is to judge the truthfulness of the 

distinction proposed by some theologians, of three 

offices of ·Christ. This conception of a"munus triplex" 

seeks to rely upon three kinds of testimony, that of 

the Scriptures, that of tradition, and that of internal 

evidence. This threefold attempt determines the three

fold research undertaken by Lobstein!. 

'lhus, in a First Part, he uses exegesis and dis

plays the weakness of the biblical basis of the " nrunus 

triplex n dogma which-ultimately relies upon the belief 

in the literal inspiration of the Scriptures' •. 

In the Saeond Part of the essay, Lobstein shows 

the scarcity of patristic testimonies in favour of the 

dogma and states.that it was Calvin especially who laid 

··· emphasis on it. Save in the thought of Calvin, many 

a variation ca.n be discovered in Protestant Theology'. 

'lhe doctrine of the threefold mediatory function of 

Christ does not belong to " the tradition of Christian 



Dogma tics n ( 1). 

In the last part, Lobstein places himself in the 

true dogmatica.l field. He discovers first the weak-

ness of traditional terminology. Then he dea.ls with 

the elements of the proposed distinction a.nd finds 

that since it is based upon a fortuitous typology it 

undermines the doctrine of the Atonement. Furthermore 

it is at variance with the notion of the double state 

of Christ, the " status inanitionis " and the n stat~fs 

exaltationis n • lloreover, while on the one hand it is 

true that the words Messiah and Christ lead unquestion

ably to the conception of the kingship, on the other 

hand, the use made by most theologians of the other 

n offices n of Christ, mea.ns usually that one of them 

only is emphasized, whilst the other ones a.re almost 

forgotten. Finally, Lobstein remarks that whenever one 

systematizes the work of Christ in these three cate-

gories, one encounters great difficulties·. 

In a short conclusion, Lobstein denies the quality 

of dogma. tite rigidity tha.t some theologians want to 

give to the"munus triplex" doctrine. It is but a useful 

symbol for preaching and teaching, but there is no 

1) n La doctrine des fonctions m~diatrices du Sauveur" 
p.17. ' 



place for it in the systematic explanation of the 

Christign faith (1 )· •. 

'lhus, we find that the dogmatic method used·by 

Lobstein is so amazingly identical with Sabatier's, 

th.at one could easily take the one for the other1
• 

All that we know of the work of ~ba tier and 

K~n~goz proves clearly that while there is a close 

agreement bewteen both theologians on the object, the 

method and the criterion of Dogma.tics, there is also 

in practice an actual, identity in the way they apply 

these principles, and equally in the results attained. 

It would be true however to say that the comparison o~ 

studies as typical as that on the Trinity, by M~n~goz, 

and that on the Atonement, by Se.batier, cause us to 

find in Saba tier's speculations more mastery and more 

care than in M~negoz' s. 

We have noted that Sa.batier did not leave many 

written works. There is no dogmatic synthesis. In his 

case, it is well known that this blank is not due to 

inability, or to a matter of principle, but to his 

unfortunate death before his work was achieved·. Even 



his great work " '!he Religions of Authority and the 

Religion of the 8Piri t n was not published in his 

life-time. Indisputable testimonies (1) prove that 

if Sabatier had the necessary time, he would have 

certainly undertaken the publication.of a treatise on 

Dogmatics. A further proof is the fact that in the 

last pages of " The Religions of Authority and the 

Religion of the Spirit ", is to be found the contents 

of these Dogma tics, presented under the name of 

" Systeme de la doctrine chretienne " ( a)r. 

III. Sa.batier's n Systeme de la doctrine chretienne " 

'Ihe building up of the system is based on several 

theological principles. Firstly, Sabatier refuses 

completely the old distinction between a material and 

a forma-1 principle in Protestant Christianity. This 

dualistic conception must be abandoned and replaced 

by that of the unity of the religious principle. The 

experience of Christian consciousness which is already 

1) H.Dartigue quotes among others, letters ad.reseed by 
Sa.batier to Ch.Babut and to Wilfred Monod. 
a) sa I 375 sq. 
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the basis of dogmatic criticism will be the organising 

principle of the synthesis (1 )r. 

!his consciousness is made up of two antithetical 

elements, the opposition of which creates its life'. 

T.hese elements are on the one hand the consciousness 

of a mortal sepa.ration from God as a consequence of 

sin, and on the other, the consciousness of reconci

liation in forgiveness and of access unto new life. 

The result is that the 1Christian life is never a 

peaceful one but a state of crisis and a permanent 

strain ( 2) • Furthermore, sta tea Saba tier, religious 

consciousness is not of a different nature from 

moral consciousness,- it is but its deepening in the 

perspective of faith. 

In addition to the moral conflict created by sin 

which separa tea man and God, a "·metaphysical anti thesis 

takes place which opposes the finite and transitory 

being to the Infinite and Eternal 'Being'. Therefore 

religious consciousness is not composed of two elements 

only;but of three. With these three elements correspond 

"-three stages of the development of religious conscious-

ness. 'lb.e :r·1rst stage is that of the consciousness of 

i) sa. I 365 
a) sa I 367 



the metaphysical opposition between man and God, the 

following stage the consciousness of sin, and the third 

one the consciousness of reconciliation with God. 

In the Christian cons~iousness may be found ele

ments of these three stages which are also the phases 

of the religious and moral evolution of mankind;~ " It 

is the duty of Theology to explain, and by explaining 

to produce this entire evolution taking place in the 

Christian consciousness "(l }:. Let u·a point out that 

Saba.tier reaches this conclusion by remaining faithful 

to his method of research based upon the data of both 

psychology and history. We must also note that once 

more, one of his dearest ideas - the evolution is 

directed towards progress. 

The three moments of religious consciousness 

determined three successive forms of religion. At the 

first stage, man disabled by the metaphysical abyss 

which separates him from higher powers, takes refuge 

in a religion based upon interest. This is the case 

for religions of Nature which all take more or less a 

mythological form. Then comes the ap~earance of the 

ethical consciousness, the knowledge of good and evil, 

1) sa I 369 
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and of the notion of the efficiency of human effort·. 

This 1s the religion of the Law. Finally, Jesus intro

duces a new religious relation, relying on an affective 

tie linking man to God. The filial consciousness of 

Jesus, the model and norm of all Christian conscious

ness, is the foundation of the perfect religion, - the 

religion of Love (1)·. 

If these three types of religion have taken place, 

it is because of the fact that God revealed Himself in 

a progressive way. He first ma.de Himself known as.the 

Mighty God, El, then as the God of the Law of Alliance, 

Yawheh, and finally as the Father (1). 'lherefore, 

according to Saba.tier, the building up of the n systeme 

de la doctrine chr~tienne ", must closely follow the 

movement of the progressive evolution of religious 

consciousness. 

'lhe plan of Dogmatics is divided into three parts, 

each of them operating the positive criticism of the 

traditional dogmas which belong to its domain (2). 

1) sa I 374 

2) The detailed contents of Sabatier's system will be 
found in sa I 376-377. 
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First Part 

. " The Religion of Nature, or the elementary con
sciousness of God. Metaphysical opposition between 
God and Man." 

Second Part 

n The Religion of the Law, or the moral cognisance 
of God. Moral opposition between God and Man "• 

Third Part 

n The Religion of Love, or the Christian cogni
sance of God. Salvation by redeeming love "·· 

It must be remarked that this last part GOntains 

a final section modestly entitled " Metaphysica.l dogm.as" 

which contains four subjects of study, Predestination, 

Christology, The Trinity, " God all and in all "• We 

may rightfully ask why Sabatier discards as if they 

.were rubbish, these four dogmas, of which in other 

Dogmatics, the first three at least would be in the 

central place. Unfortunately we are unable to state 

anything but mere hypotheses since, in his book, Saba

tier ma.de no comment on this point. Perhaps it would 

be right to say that according to him, these doctrines 

do not belong to the authentic Gospel of -Christ, and 

that in spite of the impor·tance attributed. to them by 

the great majority of the Christian traditions, they 



deserve but a negative criticism. However, this is, 

let us repeat, but a mere hypothesis. 

Nevertheless, we shall remember the appreciation 

given by S3.batier himself on his plan of systematic 

constrU<etion : " Thus understood, theology abides in 

its own domain, which is the study and expla.nation of' 

Christian experience n(l). 

1) aa I 377 
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CONCLUSION 

The aim and purpose of our work was to discover 

whether Symbolo-Fideisme which is the teaching of the 

~is School, can lead to Dogma tics, and under wha.t 

conditions, or on the contrary, whether it is not but 

a disguised form of agnosticism. 

In order to understand Symbolo-Fide.i sme, it seemed 

to us necessary to set it again in the fra.me-work of 

the history of Philosophy and Theology, and particular

ly to sta.te precisely its antecedents. Thus we have 

been led to discover that the two overwhelming influ

ences were those of Kant and Schleiermacher, although 

they often have been exerted through indirect ways. 

To the line of the Kantian thought belongs the theory 

of " Symbolisme critique n asserted by Sa.batier'~ On 

the other hand, the influence of Schleierrnacher can 

be seen in the importan£e given by the Paris School 

to subjective experien~e in the working of religious 

knowledge. Furthermore, similarly to the twofold 

fight undertaken by Schleiermacher against ~tionalism 

and Supernaturalism, the theologians of the Paris 
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School have been led to react both against Liberalism 

and Orthodoxy. In face of the demands of Liberalism, 

they re-state the worth of the knowledge attained by 

religious consciousness, and this allows them a refusal 

of the spiritual authority of Orthodoxy. In this way, 

the Paris School appears as a conciliation between the 

two extreme positions. Since it remains in the " Juste 

milieu " between the two groups, it is a.n important 

factor towards the peace a.nd unity of the "Church'~ 

The study of the theory of religious knowledge 

permits one to attribute the central place to religious 

experience. Religious experience however, does not 

open the way to the fancies of an excessive individual

ism , since on the one hand, it must be linked with 

collective religious experience - that is to sa.y with 

the tradition of the Church, and on the other hand, it 

is strictly controlled by the testimony of the.Holy 

Spirit, manifested both externally and interna,lly·. 

When exa.mining the notion of dogma, we have 

observed that the application of"Symbolismenand of the 

idea of an Evolution, founded the capital distinction 

of the religious kernel and the intellectual form·. 

Moreover, we found that a new Protestant conception of 

dogma, which hitherto had an authoritative meaning, was 



264 

suggested. Dogma no longer means ... but a cha.racteristic 

doctrine of the Church. Finally, in a positive way, 

the Symbolo-Fid~iste theology insists upon the peda

gogical value and function of dogma, and never forgets 

the importance of truth in teaching. 'lhe function 

of dogma is to create the objective conditions of 

salvation. 

A criticism of those dogmas accepted in the ·Church 

tradition is therefore necessary. It is subject to a 

double criterion, the external criterion of the authen

tic Gospel of Christ, completed. by the internal cri

terion of the testimony of the Holy Spirit within 

Christian religious consciousness·. In its aill.ytical 

phase as well as in its constructive and synthetical 

effort, dogmatic criticism appeals unto two orders of 

knowledge, religious Psycehology and History. 

Since a new meaning is given to dogma., what will 

be the practical orientation of Dogmatics ? Dogmatics 

will be a science of dogmas, essentially an analytical, 

encyclopaedical, historical study and not a tool of 

-·-- authority. They will not be Dogmatics which would only 

affirm and re-affirm, but Dogmatics which after having 

reconsidered every question in an objective e~mination, 

will tend to preserve all that can be·still retained 



of the old teaching. When one knows how S3.batier and 

Menegoz proceed, as we have seen in their studies on . 

the Atonement and 9n the Trinity, one is rather incli

ned to think that the results do not fulfil their in

tentions. Indeed, under the pretence of distinguishing 

between matter and form, and criticizing the formula 

in order to show the truth it contains, they reta.in 

the word which names the dogma while they give to it . 

a significance completely different from that of the 

tradition. As a matter of fact, while it is true to 

some extent that the name of a dogma is a formal 

reality, there should not be any misunderstanding as 

to what the Symbolo-Fid~iste theologians call forIYDlla 

and what they mean by the· kernel or the matter. Form 

is the interpretation of a given Church at a given 

time. llatter or kernel is the religious demand, the 

feeling of religious consciousness, the life of faith 

which, at the origin, gave birth to dogma.· Dogma.tic 

criticisnf will therefore consist, when confronting 

an obsolete or antiquated formula, in going back to 

the genuine piety it explains, and to compare that re

ligious experience with that expressed in ·Christ's 

Gospel, and finally to give to it a new interpretation, 

a new formula, easily understood by men used to modern 
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culture. 

This conception of Dogmatics is rather different 

from those which are promoted nowada.ys. · It is not a 

ministry of the 'Church, the ta.sk of which being to 

" instruct the ignora.nt, to refute heretics, to heal · 

schisms, to administer reproofs, to correct the 

interpretation of the texts n (1), in the name o~ 

some principles regarded a.s unquestionable sinc'0 they 

are traditional, so that there ca.n be for instance, a. 

Lutheran Dogma.tics, a. Reformed Dogmatics, and others. 

We must point out that Se.batier and MenP-goz used thie 

same dogmatic method and reached conclusions o-f which 

the great majority were absolutely identi~al. Nev~r

theless they were simultaneously holding, one the chair 

of " Reformed Dogmatics.", the other the chair of 

n Lutheran Dogmatics "• For both o.f them Dogmatics 

~an only be Christian in the strict sense of the word, 

and therefore, Protestant. 

Dogmatics is not a denominational instrument, 

it is ~ .. n evangelical pedagogy. 

1) se l asa 
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