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I.

RELIGION AND NATIONAL LIFE.

T) ELIGION and national life stand in most close and vital

JLt relations. Plutarch says that in his travels he had seen

many curious things, such as cities without walls and tribes with-

out money
;
but he had nowhere found a race without religion.

Aristotle from the sociological point of view spoke of man as “ a

political animal,” “asocial creature;” but back of this concep-

tion another Greek philosopher saw man’s relation to God as well

as to his fellow-citizens, and called man “ an animal that prays,”

a religious creature. The universe about us, full of thought which

humanity knows is not of earthly origin, impresses all rational

beings with a sense of overshadowing divinity. The feeling of

dependence for food and air and water and light, for all things,

upon some power that shapes our ends, speaks to man of God and

of religion, the bond between the soul and God. The moral sense,

the Categorical Imperative, as Kant called it, mercilessly demands

that we do the right, and preaches, in commendation or re-

morse, responsibility
;
and responsibility of man and citizen is

not to society or human rules, but to some Lawgiver above

all social and national legislation. All prophets and seers,

Pythagoras and Isaiah, Confucius and Socrates, Mohammed and

Bohme, have had visions of God as King of kings and Lord

of lords, whose house should be a house of prayer for all nations.

Far as we may go among tribes and races of men, none will be

found, none has been found, without belief in God. The Latin

saying, “ Nullse gentes athese ”—No nations are atheistic—is still

valid. However far back we go in history, the same is true.
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Prom this brief sketch of the contents of these lectures it must be clear

that Dr. Jacobus stands for some fundamental principles which we recognize

at once as most valid and valuable. These principles, we fear, have in the

past failed to receive sufficient emphasis at the hands of evangelical scholars,

and the failure has been a source of weakness in the polemic waged by
them against antisupernaturalistic criticism. We have space only to name
two of these principles. First, the necessity of a thoroughly scientific

method in the investigation of the facts. Dr. Jacobus is a conservative, but

he does not allow his conservatism to stand in the way of his reopening for

a fuller and more thoroughgoing investigation matters long considered

settled. More than this, in such investigation he is determined to take

account of the facts first and of theories proposed to explain them after-

ward. The representatives of the radical school may criticise him for lack

of self-consistency (viewed from their standpoint he will naturally appear not

to reach the proper results), but they will not justly charge him with allow-

ing his theology to warp his method. He has no fear lest a too rigidly and

coldly scientific method might result in conclusions adverse to his system of

thought. He will shrink at no concession to his opponents if the facts show
it to be necessary. We trust that the position occupied by him may become
universally the position of evangelical scholars in the New Testament
sphere.

The second principle for which our author stands is the recognition of

evolution as a factor in the formation of the New Testament. It is difficult

to understand why believers in the supernatural origin of Christianity have

been loath to admit the operation of this great law in the sphere of revela-

tion. Perhaps this is due to the misunderstanding of the bearings of the

law. Evolution has been often regarded as synonymous with atheism and
agnosticism. In the hands of a scholar like Dr. Jacobus it will not be

charged with either one or the other of these philosophical implications. In

our judgment Dr. Jacobus could have gone somewhat further in the applica-

tion of this law in his investigation of the particular problem before him
;

but by going as far as he has, he has certainly vindicated its existence and
operation, and opened the way for others who may apply the law. It may be

noted that he is careful to use for the most part the term development as a

substitute for evolution. We confess our inability to see the validity of the

distinction between the two terms, and shall deprecate the effort to create

such a distinction where it does not exist. The gain, whatever it may be,

that would result from a recognition of the distinction would be counter-

balanced by a serious loss if the word development should come to be consid-

ered a shibboleth of orthodoxy while such an expressive term as evolution is

given over entirely to agnosticism as its peculiar possession.

Chicago. Andrew C. Zenos.

The Theology of the New Testament. By George Barker
Stevens, Ph.D., D.D. Dwight Professor of Systematic Theology in

Yale University. International Theological Library. New York

:

Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1899. Pp. ix, 592.

Dr. Stevens was specially qualified for the preparation of this part of the
International Theological Library by his previous studies in at least two of

the most important sections of the field of New Testament Theology. Those
who knew his work on The Pauline Theology and on The Johannine Theology

could not but be confident that a comprehensive treatise on the en-

tire subject of New Testament Theology from the same hand would be a
great gain for American theological literature. The book before us fully
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justifies such confidence. Even where, from the nature of the case, the

present survey of the field as a whole prescribed reduced proportions for

those parts the author had previously dealt with, we have found the chapters

devoted to such parts something more than a mere condensation of the

earlier discussion.

Notwithstanding the increased attention of late bestowed upon it, Bibli-

cal Theology remains enough of a recent arrival to need some sort of intro-

duction to the average reader, though he be a theological student. Some
will feel it as a serious defect that Prof. Stevens has not deemed it neces-

sary to define in an opening chapter the nature and encyclopaedic position of

Biblical Theology as a science and theological discipline. As it is, after a

brief preface, he introduces us immediately into the problem of the Synoptic

Gospels as sources of the teaching of Jesus. What his real views on the

nature and aims of Biblical Theology are must be gathered from incidental

statements. On p. 248 we learn that the primary task of the Biblical Theo-

logian is not to trace the development of thought within the New Testa-

ment, but to expound in systematic form the contents of the New Testa-

ment books. Indeed, the mere chronological relation of books is held to be

of comparatively small importance. This conception of his task seems to

us to account for what we must consider the weak side of Prof. Stevens’ on

the whole so excellent book. He confines himself too exclusively to a syste-

matic grouping of the exegetical data of the several writings, to the neglect

not merely of the historical interdependence of the various types of teach-

ing, but also of the still more delicate problem of the psj'chological interde-

pendence of the several elements of thought in the mind of one and the

same teacher or writer. We also think it doubtful whether the scientific

position of Biblical Theology as an independent branch of study can be main-

tained on the principle thus formulated. It is becoming ever more widely

recognized that the attempt to construct a little system of theology out of

each single document is in the highest degree artificial and impracticable.

Prof. Stevens himself in the execution of his task in several instances very

wisely recognizes this state of affairs (cf. e. g., his remarks on the Pauline

Eschatology
, p. 482). But on the whole the spirit and interest of his work

lie too much on the systematic and too little on the historical side. The
modern tendency to transform Biblical Theology into an out-and-out histo-

rical science, represented by such men as Wrede ( Ueber Aufgab'e unci Me-

thode der sogenannten N. T. Iheologie, 1897), has a certain degree of justifi-

cation
;
although, of course, in the form in which it is championed at pres-

ent, it proposes to make our science a purely naturalistic and secular branch

of study, a mere subdivision of the history of religions. But surely we are

not reduced to the alternative of following either the old systematizing or

the new evolutionary principle of treatment. From the latter we need only

learn to place greater emphasis upon the historic nexus of the several types

of truth deposited in the Scriptures, without thereby abating in the least our

conviction concerning the supernatural genesis and growth of the body to

which they belong.

In his treatment of our Lord’s synoptical teaching, Prof. Stevens well dis-

tributes the emphasis between the spiritual-organic and eschatological as-

pects of the kingdom conception, perhaps with a slight tendency here and

there to mimimize the latter. In the discussion of the title “ Son of Man ”

we miss a reference to the acute stage upon which the controversy about this

name has entered, through the linguistic contentions of Eerdmaus, Lietz-

mann and recently Wellhausen, which have already led to a widespread

denial of its authenticity as a self-designation on the part of Jesus. As to

the title “ Son of God,” Prof. Stevens recognizes that it is only synonymous,
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not quite identical with that of Messiah, and that Jesus Himself uses it to

designate intimate fellowship between Himself and the Father. “ Accord-

ing to the Jewish idea the Messianic King was also Son of God ;
according to

Jesus’ idea the Son of God as such was the Messianic king.” Still the

author hesitates to give to that which he thus recognizes as lying back of the

Messianic relation a more than purely ethical content. He admits the

metaphysical Sonship only by way of inference from the ethical facts, not as

a given element in the consciousness of Jesus, so far at least as this consci-

ousness is reflected in the synoptical teaching. In the Fourth Gospel the ele-

ment of preexistence is added to that of ethical fellowship between the

Father and Son, but even here the author thinks that the ontological deity

of Christ is rather forced upon us as a necessary explanation of the data

than as a datum furnished by Christ Himself. It should be added that Prof.

Stevens more than once gives expression to his personal belief in the essen-

tial deity of our Lord, aud, in harmony with this conviction, earnestly

strives to maintain the absolute and ideal character of his teaching. At
a time when less and less scruple is entertained by writers in our field

against ascribing mistakes to Jesus, this reverential attitude deserves sin-

cere appreciation. Unfortunately, the author thinks it necessary, in order

to maintain this position, to curtail in several directions the field in

which our Lord meant his teaching to be authoritative. Jesus did not dis-

course upon nature or history. The fields of philosophy and science lay out-

side of the scope of his teaching and work. This is applied first to as-

tronomy, then to criticism, finally also to the subject of dsemonology. In

regard to this last-mentioned topic, the question arises how even our

Lord’s specifically religious teaching can be infallible, seeing it is built on
premises belonging to this very sphere. His conception of the king,

dom of God in one of its aspects is directly determined by its contrast to the

kingdom and power of Satan. To make Satan and the daemons, in all the

sayings bearing on this point, conscious figures in the mind of Jesus would
be an exegetical tour de force of which we do not think Prof. Stevens capa-

ble. The author evidently shrinks from denying the literalness of the ref-

erences to the angels, but thinks that even here Jesus did not commit
Himself to any positive doctrine of their nature. This is scarcely recon-

cilable with Mark xii. 25. If on this subject our Lord spoke in the terms

current in his age, so that his authority as a teacher is not committed to the

ideas involved, except so far as the bare existence of superhuman good and
evil beings is concerned, we do not see why the same allowance should not

be made on every other point of his teaching. If this be done, it is plain as

the light of day that we lose all firm ground of authority on which to base

any doctrine in our Lord’s teaching. Prof. Stevens’ words on p. 90 suggest,

to be sure, that no such accommodation to popular modes of thought need

be admitted within “ the scope of his special teaching.” But who can fail

to see that this distinction between a special and not special part of our

Lord’s teaching is a purely abstract and unhistorical distinction, bound to

break down everywhere before the concrete exigencies of the situation.

Special interest attaches to our Lord’s predictions of his Parousia, because

this is the point to which the charge of fallibility against Jesus most fre-

quently addresses itself. Here again an obvious effort is made by Prof.

Stevens to maintain the absolute truth of our Lord’s religious teaching. In
some instances this is done by purely exegetical means, sayings which seem-

ingly refer to the Parousia being interpreted of the triumphant progress of

Christ’s cause after his death and resurrection. So Mark ix. 1 and Luke ix.

27 (not the parallel passage Matt. xvi. 28, where the reference to the Parousia

is held to have been imported later). In regard to Jesus’ declaration before



04 THE PRESBYTERIAN AND REFORMED REVIEW.

the High Priest also, Prof. Stevens decides that in its original form it can-

not have referred to the Parousia, but leaves it undetermined whether we
have the saying before us in its original form—t. e., whether exegesis or criti-

cism ought to bring relief. In all the other instances it is assumed that the

Parousia expectation of the disciples and not Jesus is responsible for the

form in which these predictions now appear in the Gospels. So in reference

to the great eschatological discourse. While not accepting Weiffenbach’s

hypothesis of an incorporated Jewish Christian apocalypse, the author
admits that the version of Matthew involves Jesus in a tissue of contradic-

tions, and suggests that in general the incongruities of the discourse in the

other Evangelists also may be best referred to subjective combinations and
misapprehensions on the part of the early disciples. Nevertheless Prof.

Stevens refuses to go to the extreme of making the Parousia idea entirely a

creation of the disciples’ minds. There was a real basis for it in Jesus’

teaching ; it was, however, from the outset over-emphasized, regarded as

near at hand and surrounded by external signs and wonders. The blending

of the natural crisis and the cosmical crisis in the discourse is likewise due
to misapprehension of the disciples.

The reproduction of the Johannine teaching of our Lord is unfavorably

affected by the author’s views regarding the subjective coloring of the dis-

courses of the Fourth Gospel. This results in setting to the account of John
the greater part of the doctrinal peculiarities of the material here preserved.

The reader obtains indeed the general impression that in fundamental,

ethical and religious points the synoptists and John agree, but hardly ob-

tains a correct insight into the inner doctrinal structure of the Johannine

discourses. This defect is but partially remedied by the subsequent discus-

sion of the theology of John in a separate chapter at the close of the book.

We notice an excellent criticism of Wendt’s and Beyschlag’s interpretation

of the preexistence idea in the Fourth Gospel on p. 206 seq.

The transition stage between the teaching of Jesus and the Pauline develop-

ment is skillfully sketched, although, as indicated above, the author attaches

little or no weight to the chronological sequence of the writings subsumed
under this period, his opinion being expressed to the effect that James and
1 Peter represent a more primitive type of Christian belief, which must have
existed before and continued to exist alongside of the Pauline teaching, even

if they should prove to have been written after Paul’s epistles. 2 Peter is

the only document of which Prof. Stevens rejects the genuineness. Jude is

assumed to be the basis of 2 Peter.

In conclusion we briefly comment upon a few features in the discussion of

Paulinism. Prof. Stevens insists that no development is traceable in the

apostle’s writings. In regard to the various views entertained on the

origin and import of Paul’s notion of ffdpf, we do not think the author

comes quite up to the standard of his usual felicity and lucidity of state-

ment. One not already acquainted with the debate will hardly gain a clear

idea from this section of the real points at issue between the Old Testament
explanation and the Hellenic theory. On p. 350 seq. we meet with a dogmatic-

philosophic digression about Adam’s primitive state and the origin of death,

in which wre are incidentally told that the account of Genesis on these mat-

ters is unhistorical, and in which a desperate attempt is made to square the

apostle’s plain statements with the modern belief, evidently shared by the

writer, that death is a law of nature and has as such no penal significance.

The main point made for this purpose is the distinction between death

in its purely biological sense as physical dissolution and its accom-
paniments of sorrow, fear and pain. The latter would not have been,

had there been no sin. But some other transition in the sense of biology
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would not have thereby been excluded. At the end, however, Prof.

Stevens is constrained to admit that Paul held something more than this

ethical interpretation of death under its pathological aspect. But, he adds,
“ What was more than this was incidental to his thought in consequence of

his Jewish training and was not essential to his view of religion.” We ven-

ture to remark that this method of presenting the matter, whatever its

value as a contribution to the philosophy of the problem of death, can only

obscure from the Biblico-theological point of view the apostle’s own funda-

mental convictions on the subject. In the discussion of the famous passage,

Rom. v. 12-14, we observe with satisfaction the following statement :
“ All

men sinned in and with Adam in the same sense as all believers died and
rose with Christ.” This is a step in the right direction as compared with

the still too frequent interpretation of if <' nav-eg ij/iaprov of actual, indi-

vidual transgression of Adam’s descendants. We further learn that in

both cases the connection between us and Adam or Christ is, according to

Paul’s conception, mystical in its kind. As the author has previously ex-

cluded the presence of any Platonic realism in the apostle’s thought, and
equally scouted the federal theory as a possible explanation of his trend of

thought on this point, and as no further statement beyond the word “ mysti-

cal ” itself is made by the author, we are left in the dark as to the precise

implications of this term. In connection with Paul’s teaching on the death

of Christ, the same feature reappears, viz., that a more or less indefinite

view is attributed to the apostle, instead of the clear, well-defined theory of

atonement usually ascribed to him. Christ died for sinners vicariously, but

no such literal and exact substitution as the phrase avrl y/iuv would imply is

affirmed. His sufferings and death were indeed substituted for the sinner’s

punishment. Christ by his death averted our penalty. But Paul’s concep-

tion of substitution does not involve, it directly excludes, the view that

Christ’s sufferings had the moral quality of punishment, and that Christ was
the object of divine wrath. Gal. iii. 13, we think, ought to be a sufficient

answer to this whole representation, but the author disposes of this by draw-

ing an over-nice distinction between Christ’s having become a curse and his

having become accursed ,
only the former of which Paul affirms. We have

always been inclined to think that here, as well as in 2 Cor. v. 21, the in-

definite substantive expression was the stronger of the two, and have not

been convinced of the contrary by the author’s reasoning. Nor can we at-

tribute much weight to the consideration that Christ, while dying for sin-

ners, remained the object of the Father’s good pleasure. The Church has

never believed anything else ; and yet held alongside of it the view that Christ

was actually exposed to the divine wrath. Why should this have been im-

possible in the case of Paul ? Neither the Church’s nor Paul’s view of the

divine wrath is so anthropopathic as to exclude the possibility of its coexist-

ence with love. In Rom. v. 8, 10 the coexistence of judicial enmity and love

in reference to the sinner are clearly implied.

On the subjective appropriation of redemption Prof. Stevens makes Paul

occupy essentially Arminian ground. The divine purpose to save cannot be

apart from conditions, because the actual salvation is also conditional.

Faith itself appears as man’s act, not as a divine gift, and has a certain in-

herent moral value in connection with justification. The apostle nowhere
teaches that with the exercise of faith there is in any sense connected an
imputation of Christ’s righteousness. Some of these positions are argued
with a degree of warmth, for which a mere historical zeal to vindicate Paul
from misinterpretation will not fully account. Obviously here the author’s

own theological predilections intrude themselves into the discussion. In a

matter which so closely concerns the fundamentals of faith this is almost
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inevitable. Perfect objectivity would in this case betray personal indiffer-

ence to the issues at stake.

Though disagreeing with Prof. Stevens in most of the conclusions briefly

touched upon in the foregoing, we do not hesitate to say that his book is the

best treatise on New Testament Theology hitherto produced in this country,

and reflects credit on the series of which it forms a part.

Princeton. Geerhardus Yos.

The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges. The Books of Chroni-
cles. With Maps, Notes and Introduction. By William Emery
Barnes, D.D., Fellow and Chaplain of Peterhouse, formerly Lecturer
in Theology at Clare College. New York: The Macmillan Company,
1899. 16mo, pp. xxxvi, 303. Price, $1.00.

This volume presents the neat appearance common to the members of this

series, and the printing is all that could be desired. The text, arranged in

paragraphs, is that of the Authorized Version (which Mr. Barnes calls a poor

example of the translators’ work, p. xxxv) ,
even to the retention of such obso-

lete spelling as “ musick,” “ fetcht,” and such quaint forms as “ lift ” (pre-

terite), “ fet ” = “ fetched,” “ moe ” = “ more,” though we also find “ a ”

before the aspirate in places, and a distinction between “ beside ” and “ be-

sides.” Much of the space set apart for notes is devoted to recording the

different readings of the Revised Version
; but in the remaining portion Mr.

Barnes has condensed much valuable information for which the student

would otherwise have to read far afield. Particularly does he seem inter-

ested in the geography of the story, and besides his own lucid notes he refers

constantly to G. A. Smith and Baedeker. Another praiseworthy feature is

the frequent reference to other portions of Scripture as illustrative or ex-

planatory of a passage, an idiom or even a word. In such small space as is

given to the notes, it is impossible to expect full details, and we presume

that Mr. Barnes wished but to give samples of textual errors when he notes

the difference between Hadad (1 Chr. i. 50) and Hadar (Gen. xxxvi. 39) but

not the similar variations, Hamran (1 Chr. i. 41) = Hemdan (Gen. xxxvi.

26) ; and notes Zephi (1 Chr. i. 36) = Zepho (Gen. xxxvi. 11) but not Pai

(1 Chr. i. 50) = Pau (Gen. xxxvi. 39), or Alian (1 Chr. i. 40) = Alvan (Gen.

xxxvi. 23); and when he calls attention to the different genealogies of Samuel

(1 Chr. vi. 26-2S [E. V.], vi. 33 ff. [E. V.], 1 Sam. i. 1, viii. 2), but not to the

difference in the sons of Gershom (1 Chr. vi. 20 f., 41-43 [E. V.]) or the sons

of Kohath (1 Chr. vi. 22 ff., 33 ff. [E. V.], Ex. vi. 18 ff.).

Since Mr. Barnes writes from the standpoint of the newer criticism and

accepts the Wellhausen hypothesis, we are prepared to hear of contradic-

tions between Chronicles and the other canonical books, of bad sources,

idealization and lack of historical value ; we also do not expect in such con-

densed notes to find more than results. But still there are some points

where the bald statement of his opinion seems rather dogmatic. For instance,

of the Zedekiah mentioned in 1 Chr. iii. 16 as son of Jeconiah, he says he

“ was heir not son— his relationship to Jeconiah was that of uncle,” thus

identifying him with Zedekiah (vs. 15), son of Josiali, last king of Judah.

Now, if “Assir” (vs. 17) be a proper name, some such interpretation as

Mr. Barnes’ is necessary to account for the double genealogy of Jeconiah

;

but in taking this as au appellative (rightfully we think) he has destroyed

the only good argument for the identity of these two Zedekiahs. The
resemblance and difference (in the Heb.) in the names is exactly the same as

in the two Jeremiahs of 1 Chr. xii. 10, 13, where Mr. Barnes says the differ-

ence of spelling denotes different individuals. He might also have said that




