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I.

THE NINETEENTH PSALM IN THE CRITICISM
OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY.

I
N the first part of the nineteenth Psalm, comprising verses 2-7,

or 1-6 as numbered in the English versions, the Psalmist sings

of the glory of God as displayed in the heavens:

2 The heavens declare the glory of God,

And the firmament showeth his handiwork.

3 Day unto day uttereth speech,

And night unto night showeth knowledge.

4 There is no speech nor language.

Their voice is unheard.

5 Their line is gone out through all the earth.

And their words to the end of the world.

In them hath he set a tabernacle for the sun,

6 Which is as a bridegroom coming out of his chamber.

And rejoiceth as a strong man to run his course.

7 His going forth is from the end of the heavens.

And his circuit unto the ends of it;

And there is nothing hid from the heat thereof.

In the second part the glory of Jehovah’s law is first extolled:
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The law of Jehovah is perfect,

The testimony of Jehovah is sure.

The precepts of Jehovah are right.

The commandment of Jehovah is pure.

The fear of Jehovah is clean.

The ordinances of Jehovah are true.

More to be desired are they than gold.

Sweeter also than honey

restoring the soul:

making wise the simple.

rejoicing the heart:

enlightening the eyes.

enduring forever:

and righteous altogether.

yea, than much fine gold

;

and the droppings of the honey comb.
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The work is written for mature and intelligent readers, but is by no means
intended primarily for Biblical scholars. Its tone is quite popular, and the au-
thor’s style is certainly vivacious enough to encourage his readers to continue to

the end. With the ultimate purpose of exhibiting by detailed analysis the unity
and symmetry of the Bible as a planned book, Mr. Urquhart begins by a survey
of the present state of critical opinion

;
discusses secondly the topics of canon

and text
;
and finally asks and answers’ the theological question, Why has God

given us the Bible? This preliminary material occupies the bulk of the first

volume, leaving only a few pages for the actual beginning of what is to fill the
succeeding volumes. From the little here given, however, it is evident that the
work is to traverse familiar ground over a new path. It will be neither an intro-

ductory nor an expository work, in the ordinary acceptation of those terms, but
will possess characteristics of both sorts, every question being debated from the
apologetic standpoint.

The writer’s standpoint is strictly conservative. His chief complaint against

current criticism is that it mangles a vital organism. His effort to defend the

Bible’s representation of its own origin by developing the rationality of its struc-

ture and purpose, is in harmony with the broader methods of the present apolo-

getics as compared with those of the past, and it is to be commended, as far as

this first volume entitles the reader to pass judgment.

Princeton. J. Oscar Boyd.

Biblical Criticism. A Brief Discussion of Its History, Principles and Methods.

By John A. W. Haas, D.D. With an Introduction by Henry E, Jacobs,

D.D., LL.D. Philadelphia: General Council Lutheran Publication House,
1903. Pp. xxxi, 233.

Dr. Haas has done a real service to the Church in publishing thus in permanent
form the lectures delivered at the Lutheran Seminary of Philadelphia a few years

since. The book, though brief, is remarkable for its broad outlook upon this

exhaustless field of discussion. It embraces within its scope New Testament
as well as Old, past as well as present movements and leaders, both the “lower’ ’

and the “higher” criticism. It gives evidence of wide reading, as a glance at the

indices proves
;
and the author’s balance of judgment and firmness of anchorage in

the midst of all his variety of subject-matter show something more than the

omnivorous reader. He sees beneath the surface of changing opinions, he esti-

mates the permanence and the absoluteness of critical “results,” he correlates

and contrasts the forces at work in different parts, at different times, and with

different tools, upon the essentially single task of Biblical criticism. As an active

pastor of a great metropolitan church, and as an appreciative student of extra-

Biblical literature, he has approached and achieved his task with a freshness that

happily relieves the weight of a style often too German. The book is anything

but dull. It is moderate in tone without being compromising in spirit. It

appreciates without consenting, and opposes without antagonizing. It is through-

out a sane, conservative, suggestive guide to those who are perplexed by their

ignorance or mistrust of the principles and methods of Biblical critics.

Princeton. J. Oscar Boy'd.

St. Paul’s Conceptions of the Last Things. By the Rev. H. A. A. Kennedy,
M.A., D.Sc. New York: A. C. Armstrong & Son, 1904. 8vo; pp. xx, 370.

(The Cunningham Lectures for 1904.)

In choosing for the .subject of his Cunningham Lectures “St. Paul’s Conceptions

of the Last Things,” the author of this work has endeavored to supply a real need.

Even in German theological literature, where monographs on the various aspects
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of Pauline teaching are most abundant, it can hardly be said that a satisfactory

discussion of the topic exists. Kabisch’s book is too one-sidedly physical in its

interpretation of the apostle’s fundamental conceptions, and the smaller treatise

of Teichmann, besides confining itself to the Resurrection and the Judgment, is

too much dominated by the idea of development in St. Paul’s eschatological

thought to give a fair presentation of the facts. In English, the book of Charles,

taking in the whole field of Old and Xew Testament eschatology', by reason of

its comprehensiveness, offers no more than a brief and sketchy outline of the

apostle’s positions. But Dr. Kennedy not only has prepared a timely book, he

has also prepared what may, on the whole, be called a good book. We do not

mean by this that there are not in his discussion several points, some of them
important, in regard to which we feel bound to differ from the conclusions reached.

To some extent even the basis on which the discussion is carried on evokes dissent.

We are made to feel that the author does not share our belief in the inspiration

of the apostle to the extent of regarding him an infallible teacher. Thus we are

told that “the inspiration of the apostle is an equipment of the Spirit for the work
he has immediatelj' to do,” and in the same connection that “one of the funda-

mental truths of God’s operation in history is a gradual change in the mental per-

spective of nations and indmduals ” (pp. 27-28). We are asked to admit “the

possibility of very' considerable variation as to details in the apostle’s conceptions

at different times, for the simple reason that neither in Judaism nor in primitive

Christian circles does there seem to have been any rigid eschatological system”

(p. 163). On the other hand, while holding this laxer view of inspiration in the

abstract, and professing readiness, if need be, to draw, or at least not h -priori to

reject, its consequences, the author, it must be said to his credit, makes a very

restrained and discreet use of the liberty he thus ^'indicates for himself. He does

not delight, as so many modern writers do, in invoh’ing the apostle in the greatest

possible number of inconsistencies. In most cases he finds that the contradic-

tions do not in reahty exist. Illustrative of this attitude is his manner of dealing

with the assertion that the doctrine of universal judgment was simply a portion

of the popular religious consciousness of the time which the apostle had retained,

without endeavoring to adjust it to his profounder and more spiritual conceptions.

First, we are reminded that “this is a supposition which even the soberest and

most restrained Christian thought ought not to reject a priori," because “the very

highest endowment of a human soul with the Divine Spirit can never turn the

consciousness into an isolated automaton.” We are almost immediately reas-

sured, however, on learning that “in St. Paul’s case, as in that of aU the New
Testament writers, we must be content to form our estimate of his conceptions

solel}’ from the evidence which we possess” (p. 277). The onlj^ instance where the

danger of the toned-down theory of inspiration shows itself in concrete form is

found in the remarks of p. 280, to the effect that the imprisonment epistles repre-

sent a vaguer and more simplified outlook into the future than the earlier epistles,

an outlook summed up in the simple term It is suggested that Paul, “as

he sought to fathom the treasures of wisdom and knowledge which were hidden

in Christ, felt less confidence even in the prophetic forecasts which had been a

stable element in his eschatological thought. Perhaps he grew more and more to

distrust the use of earthly imagery and pictures drawn from human experience

to body forth the circumstances of a life belonging to another order.” When on

the basis of this the question is put, “Will not the Christian Church act wsely in

following the example of her great spiritual teacher?” we cannot help feeling that

the injunction must fail to move the reader, because the example of a teacher who
loses confidence in his own previous teaching is apt to lose its constraining power.

The author nowhere makes an explicit avowal of his attitude with reference to

the genuineness of the epistles. It appears, however, that he recognizes not

merely the imprisonment epistles but [also 2 Thessalonians as genuine. Only the
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data from the pastoral epistles are conspicuously absent from his discussion.

This might seem to indicate that there was doubt in his mind if not as to the

genuineness of these documents, at least as to the advisability of introducing
their statements as Pauline in the present state of the controversy. The latter

objection, however, would seem to bear equally much against the inclusion of

2 Thessalonians in the sphere of investigation.

The book is divided into six chapters dealing successively with “The Place of

Eschatology in St. Paul’s Religious Thought,” “Formative Influences in St.

Paul’s Conceptions of the Last Things,” “St. Paul’s Conception of Life and Death,”
“St. Paul’s Conceptions of the Parousia and the Judgment,” “St. Paul’s Con-
ception of the Resurrection,” “St. Paul’s Conception of the Consummation of the
Kingdom of God.” At the close of the book an additional note is added to chap-
ter ii on “The Pauline Eschatology and Hellenism.” The first chapter well

brings out the dominating place eschatology occupies in the apostle’s view of

salvation. We believe the matter could have been even more strongly put than
the author puts it. The question is not so much whether the doctrines of justifi-

cation and possession of the Spirit and union with Christ carry with themselves
an outlook into the future, but rather whether those acts and states to which
these doctrines refer are not from the outset eschatological acts and states, or,

more strictly speaking, anticipations in this life of what had previously been re-

garded as reserved for the end. Only by realizing the extent to which this is

true can we appreciate the profound eschatological interest that pervades all

Paul’s teaching. Especially in connection with the pneuma conception this

might have been more strongly emphasized. The Spirit is from the beginning to

Paul the element of the eschatological, heavenly world. We note with satisfac-

tion the disavowal of Johannes Weiss’ position, that the element of Christ-mysti-

cism is an uneschatological or anti-eschatological factor in Paul’s religious con-

sciousness. The very opposite is true : it is a piece of the most pronounced escha-

tological interpretation of Christianity. We are not quite prepared to follow the

author in his repeated assertion that there is no unified eschatological scheme in

St. Paul’s epistles. He appeals to this unsystematic character against the mod-
ern schemes of development attributed to Paul. In our opinion, a reliance on
more detailed and penetrating exegesis of the crucial passages would have proved
equally effective for disposing of this modern notion, and would have resulted in

bringing out the essential harmony of all Pauline deliverances on the subject. We
may be allowed to appeal in this connection to the opinion of Wernle, who, as

a rule, is sufficiently emphatic in affirming the unsystematic, missionary charac-

ter of the apostle’s teaching, and yet believes that Paul’s eschatology represents

a simple, consistent system in comparison mth previous Judaistic eschatological

speculation. On the other hand, the author places due emphasis on the sobriety

of Pauline and New Testament eschatologj^ in general as over against the Jewish,

apocalyptic mode of treating the subject. Excellent also is what is said in the

second chapter about the indebtedness of Paul to the Old Testament and to Jesus

in this line of teaching, and about the difference between him and Judaism in the

spirit which animates their respective eschatologies (p. 44). Not much weight

is attached to the hypothesis of Persian influence as an important formative

factor in the later Jewish eschatology, although all through the book the parallels

from Mazdeism are qouted, largely from Soderblom. The author also takes

what we believe to be the correct position in regard to our Lord’s great eschato-

logical discourse, with reference to which he denies the necessity of assuming that

a later Jewish apocalypse is welded together with the genuine words of Jesus. In

chapter iii the discussion of the Pauline notion of death is more illuminating and

satisfactory than that of life. Perhaps this is due to the author’s disinclination

to distinguish closely between the several aspects of that which Paul calls life.

Granted tha^the idea was to the apostle a s}mthetic one, and that he has nowhere
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analyzed it for us into its several elements or aspects, the fact still remains that

the points of %’iew from which he regards it in various connections are distinct, and

to reconstruct these points of view must be helpful to our understanding of Paul’s

own mind on the matter. Especially the distinction between life as a honum

objectively inherited and life as a state or energj' subjectively possessed or exer-

cised, and the flowing together of these two ideas, we should have liked to find dis-

cussed more pointedly and at greater length. The chapter on the Parousia and

Judgment does not call for particular comment, except in so far as the author

ascribes to the apostle the \-iew that “the man of sin’’ of 2 Thess. ii would be the

false Jewish Messiah. We are, of course, aware that this is a widespread hypothe-

sis which has gained considerable vogue through its advocacj' by Weiss, Bous-

set and others; nevertheless the to our mind very serious objection, that a

Jewish pseudo-Messiah could not be expected “to oppose and exalt himself

against all that is called God, or that is worshiped, so that he sitteth in the temple

of God, setting himself forth as God,’’ ought to have been weighed and, if possible,

removed. The discussion of the resurrection is, on the whole, luminous and

convincing. We doubt whether the expression ISwv ai>/ia in 1 Cor. xv. 30 war-

rants the inference that “each renewed spiritual natme will possess its distinct

and characteristic ouua -vevfia-iKov. All that the words imply is that the resur-

rection body, generally considered, will have its own specific difference. We also

must dissent from the exegesis which makes Paul affirm that the oufia ^vximv

of ver. 44 is of necessity characterized by “corruption, dishonor, weakness.”

From ver. 45 it appears that the apostle identified this “psychical body” with the

body given the first Adam at creation, which cannot have been a body of corrup-

tion, dishonor and weakness, since elsewhere he plainly teaches that these attri-

butes are the result of sin. Undoubtedly the juxtaposition of tliese other predi-

cates and rpvxtiidv creates somewhat of a problem, but it is better to state the

problem clearly and leave it unsolved, than to solve it in a way which brings the

apostle into conflict with himself. We find ourselves more fully in accord with

the writer in his exegesis of the difficult passage 2 Cor. v. 1-10. His main conten-

tion that Paul does not speak here of a resurrection body to be received at death,

but as the parousia, we unqualifiedly accept. At the same time we believe that

a more minute exegesis of the passage woifld have resulted in expressing, far more

effectually than Dr. Kennedy does, the utter imtenableness of the modern exe-

gesis. The author also follows the advocates of this modern ^iew in his interpre-

tation of ivdvadfievoi in ver. 3 as equivalent to eTrvdvaaftevoi, which in \fiew of

the context (ver. 4) seems to us impossible. We also feel bound to disagree when

he assumes that in vers. 6-8 Paul overleaps the interval between death and the

parousia, as he does in ver. 1 . In our opinion, “to be absent from the body” and

“to be at home with the Lord” refer distinctly to the as j'et unclothed state of

the believer, who has died, previous to the parousia. Paul here states the ground

of his being always of good courage, but he states it, of course, in the form which

corresponds to the minimum of his expectation
;
this was unavoidable since, ac-

cording to ver. 4, he was in doubt as to whether he would receive the maximum of

“being clothed upon” at the parousia, or the minimum of having to wait for the

parousia during an interval of nakedness after death. A question w’hich it might

have been of some interest to discuss is wdiether the preparation of the resurrec-

tion body begins, according to Paul, during this life or not. In his exegesis of

2 Cor. iii. 18, iv. 16 the author show’s that the latter is his opinion, and we believe

this to be correct, but the point might have been explicitly raised. This and

other similar instances of omission to state sharply certain controversial questions

of detail are probablj’ due to the lecture-form of the discussion, and to the author’s

desire to keep the large aspects of the subject before his readers. It gives us

pleasure to say that the concluding chapter on the consummation of the Kingdom

of God is eminently cogent in its rejection of the theories of a second j)robation or
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of the temporary duration of the punishment of the wicked, and of the premil-

lennial advent of Christ. The expression on p. 204 that the apostle expects for

believers “a real assimilation to Christ’s divine nature” we consider infelicitous.

It is certainly not provable from Phil. iii. 21, unless we a.ssuine that the body of

the exalted Christ formed in the apostle’s view part of Christ’s divine nature.

On p. 324 the subject of Col. ii. 16 is through an oversight represented as Christ,

whereas it is God. The appended note on the Pauline Eschatology and Hellen-

ism is too brief and cursory to deal satisfactorily with such a difficult and widely

ramified question. The Pauline notion of in its antithesis to Tvcv^ia involves

a problem which, if it be solvable at all, will certainly require more thorough

treatment than the author is able to afford it in these few concluding pages.

Princeton. Geekhardus Vos.

Der Sohn end die Sohne. Eine exegetische Studie zu Hebraer ii. .5-18 von Lie.

Dr. Julius Kogel. Giitersloh; Druck und Verlag von C. Bertelsmann.

(Beitrage zur Forderung Christlicher Theologie. Herausgegeben von Dr.

A. Schlatter und Dr. W. Ltitgert. Achter Jalirgang, 1904. 5. u. 6. Heft.)

8vo; pp. 141.

This is a most interesting and instructive exposition of an exceedingly difficult

passage from the Epistle to the Hebrews. It forms the first installment of a series

of similar expositions on other parts of the Epistle to be published, we infer, in

the same periodical. Dr. Kogel’s licentiate’s dissertation published in 1899 had
for its subject “The Hidden Character of Jesus as the Messiah the Problem of the

Epistle to the Hebrews.” In this he endeavored to show that the danger to

which the readers were exposed and which the writer seeks to meet sprang from

their religious externalism. They found fault both with the lowly form of Jesus’

life on earth and with the invisible mode of His later existence in heaven, because

both lacked the external, palpable glory for which they craved in the Messiahship
' and for themselves. Hence the two main points which the author elucidates in

the epistle are the reasonableness of Jesus’ humiliation, suffering and death, and

the reasonableness of His invisible, spiritual mode of activity in heaven. The
former he does chiefly in the second chapter, the latter in the subsequent discus-

sion of the high-priestly office of Christ. It will be perceived that, according to

this view, the doctrine of the highpriesthood of Christ and of His sacrifice are

not dealt with on account of any direct relation in which the readers stood to the

Old Testament form of religion, but onh’ because thej' offered the writer a suitable

point of vantage to counteract the externalistic tendency of the readers and to

open their eyes to the spiritual glories of the Christian religion. Of course it is

not excluded that the Hebrews may liave been Christians from the Jews; perhaps

even their externalism may have had something to do with their nationality and

religious antecedents. In fact Dr. Kogel, over against modern proposals to

make the readers Gentile Christians, adheres to the old view that they were largely

Christian from the Jews. Only he does not base this conviction on the promi-

nence w’hich the ritual conceptions of priesthood and sacrifice obtain in the epistle,

but on other grounds. Dr. Kbgel’s proposal to find in the externalism of the

readers the key to the understanding of the epistle as a whole is not altogether

new. Its main principle is found already in Riehm’s w'ell-knowm work. But here

it was still coupled with the old view that the externalism assumed the specific

form of reliance on the sacrificial cult, still in existence at the time of writing,

because this satisfied their craving for something they could see and feel. As

already stated. Dr. Kogel entirely dispenses with this, and besides this, both in

the thoroughness and in the originality with which the principle is carried out, his

dissertation is far in advance of the position of Riehm.

So far as chap. ii. .5-18 are concerned, we are prepared to admit that the author




