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THE REFORMATION AND NATURAL LAW.*

The world of to-day is filled with the conflict about the

modern understanding of the Gospel. The decision in this

conflict cannot be reached merely through Biblical studies

and the investigation of primitive Christianity
;
there is need

also of a thorough acquaintance with the development of the

evangelical Church and of the evangelical spirit, as well as

with their influence upon the formation of the modern

world. In this respect, however, evangelical theology must

be pronounced positively backward. The Protestant scholar,

who is at home in Babylonia and Assyria, in primitive Chris-

tianity, and in the first three centuries, is in Germany no less

than in England and America often without a moderately

adequate survey of the general development of his own
Church. How fragmentary is the exposition in the general

Church histories, how narrow and one-sided in the histories

of doctrine. How many fields have still received very little

cultivation, for example, non-German Protestantism, the

great movement of the “Enlightenment” and of Rational-

ism, Christian life, Protestantism and culture, and the like.

In view of this defect, Ernst Troltsch deserves gratitude

on account of the very fact that he has even undertaken

such a work as the comparatively full presentation of

“Protestant Christianity and the Modern Church”, which he

* Translated by J. Gresham Machen, B.D. The article will appear in

German in the Beitrdge cur Forderung christlicher Theologie, edited

by Schlatter and Liitgert.
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graphically, ethnologically and linguistically. There is throughout these

volumes a strange mixture of the certain, the probable, the possible,

the conceivable, and the false, but all uttered with equal confidence.

We are sorry for the young who follow this pied piper. For, finally,

the books are attractive. They play sweet music for young ears.

Some of us, however, are tired of “the comparative method”, with
its sudden surprises as Romulus and Remus are named beside Cain
and Abel, Orion beside Isaac, Niobe beside Lot’s wife. These are

the puns of Biblical science. The first time they are heard they please

by the surprise of recogniton and discovery. But like puns they cannot
bear either elaboration or repetition. The praise which we are ready
heartily to accord to these books is for their pedagogical plan. Every-
thing in the method of presentation is well adapted to accomplish the

announced purpose. Both the author and the publishers are to be

congratulated upon the production of volumes which both in appearance

and in method are so perfectly in keeping with the end in view.

Princeton. J. Oscar Boyd.

Notes on Hebrew Religion. By Harold M. Wiener, M.A., LL.B., of

Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister-at-Law. Reprinted from The Churchman,
March, April, and May, 1907, with a Prefatory Note. London

:

Elliott Stock. 1907. Pp.32.

In this pamphlet Mr. Wiener has collected the scattered notes on Mr.
Addis’ “Hebrew Religion”, which appeared in The Churchman in suc-

cessive issues. There is nothing that gives unity to these notes, except

the two constants, Mr. Wiener’s standpoint and Mr. Addis’ standpoint,

which are hopelessly at variance. Mr. Addis is the easy-going patron of

the fashionable in Old Testament criticism, equally ready to adopt as

verity the lightest suggestions of the leading analogists, and to combine

views that are mutually antagonistic without apparently being troubled

in the least by thoughts of consistency. Mr. Wiener is the fortunate

and yet ill-fated critic who has found too easy a mark. The lawyer,

with his demand for facts, for evidence, for proof, is embarrassed by the

wealth of his material when he takes up a writer like Mr. Addis and

dissects his loose assertions. The critic may do good in warning pos-

sible readers of Mr. Addis who might lack critical insight; he will

hardly succeed in persuading Mr. Addis of a single fault.

Princeton. J. Oscar Boyd.

Der Zweifel an der Messianitat Jesu. Von D. A. Schlatter, Pro-

fessor in Tubingen. Gutersloh. Druck und Verlag von C. Bertels-

mann. Beitrage zur Forderung Christlicher Theologie. 1907. 4.

Heft. Pp. 75.

The question of the Messianic consciousness of Jesus has in recent

times become a burning question. To any one who sees beneath the

surface it is plain that not merely critical or historical motives, but the

most vital religious and theological interests are here at play. Prof.
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Schlatter calls attention to this when he remarks that the unwelcome
character of the religious consequences following from the recognition

of Jesus’ Messianic purpose has obviously influenced the denial of the

latter as expressed in the conjectures of Wrede or in the vacillating

reflections of Wellhausen. He does not, however, specify what are the-

great issues at stake. Nor does he address himself in this treatise to

examining or refuting the historico-critical arguments with which
the opponents of the Messianic consciousness seek to justify a doubt

arising actually from dogmatic prepossessions. What the author aims

at is something midway between these two. While recognizing that

the deeper source of the doubt is theological, he also recognizes that

there is at least a semblance of support for it in certain phenomena of

the Gospel-account. But, instead of dealing with these phenomena
directly, he prefers to deal with certain peculiarities of the Messianic

consciousness, to which in his view the phenomena are ultimately

traceable. The method is that from the center of the Messianic con-

sciousness and the Messianic calling the conditions are deduced which

would inevitably give rise to doubt. And this is justified by the pecu-

liarity of the situation which is found in this, that the apparent grounds

for the modern doubt, so far as they are objective and not merely

a-priori theological, appear to be identical with those that already led

Jesus’ contemporaries to call his Messiahship into question. Wrede and

Wellhausen in principle take exception to the same features in the ac-

count of Jesus’ activity as did the people of Jesus’ own time when con-

fronted with these features in his actual career. The result of such a

mode of treatment is that the objections are not always treated with the

fulness of detail that an interested student of the controversy might de-

sire. A full answer, e. g., to Wrede would have to take into account a

great many things, which Schlatter does not even touch upon. Some-

times it may be questioned whether the peculiarities of Jesus’ Messianic

procedure on which the author dwells actually explain the phenomena of

which the sceptical critics have made so much, and whether not perhaps

other factors must be brought into requisition. But, nevertheless, the

author has, to a remarkable extent, succeeded in throwing light upon the

perplexing aspects of our Lord’s attitude with regard to the Messiah-

ship and has shown that these perplexing elements are not accidentally

there, but the necessary result of the way in which Jesus fundamentally

conceived and approached the Messiahship.

The difficulties, in Dr. Schlatter’s view, go mainly back to three

causes. The first of these is that Jesus broke with the nation of Israel

and gave to his Messiahship a meaning and value independent of its

acceptance by his own people. This was the result of his absolute

insistence upon the ethical and religious nature of the Messianic func-

tion. Because it existed for the very purpose of realizing righteousness,

it had to adopt the method of summoning to repentance, and, where

repentance was refused, not to shun the consequence of this, but to

proceed unswervingly to the treatment of Israel as rejected of God.

In discussing this it is strikingly brought out how thoroughly Messianic
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our Lord’s preaching is not merely in individual traits such as that the

last messenger in the vineyard-parable is the Son or that the mission

of Jesus appears in the supper-parable as a banquet for the Son, which

might be explained from subsequent Messianizing remodelling of the

tradition, but in its whole trend and tenor, since it everywhere implies

that now the last, decisive crisis has arrived for Israel, that the nation

by its attitude towards Jesus must either make or break itself, that he

is set for the rising or falling of those to whom the message comes.

Even if all else were discounted, Jesus’ ethical preaching, although so

often contrasted with his Messianic message, as if it were something

independent of the latter, or even heterogeneous, would alone suffice to

establish the highest conceivable official consciousness on his part. If

no more than a reformer, he would still be an authoritative, royal,

Messianic reformer. The conclusion of the Sermon on the Mount is

not out of keeping with its beginning or central portion. All this is

eminently true and of the greatest importance for a correct under-

standing of our Lord’s work. The main question, however, is how
far the phenomena which Wrede has grouped together under the rubric

of “the Messianic secret” are explainable from this primary principle.

So far as Jesus’ holding back and keeping silence towards the people

are concerned, undoubtedly much can be set down to this cause.

Johannes Weiss has already pointed out that the secretive employment

of the parabolic method of teaching must be explained not from

Mark’s desire to introduce into the Gospel a phantom-like prae-resur-

rection Messiahship, which was to appear real and unreal at the same

time, but from his apologetic desire to account for Israel’s unbelief by

the theory of hardening, Mark following in this respect in the footsteps

of Paul, Rom. ix-xi. It is only necessary to go one step farther back to

arrive at Schlatter’s explanation. The necessity to withdraw the truth

in general, and the truth of the Messiahship in particular, was not first

an apologetic necessity in the mind of Mark or Paul, but from the

outset an historical necessity is the actual life of Jesus, because his

presentation of himself as the Messiah of repentance had led to the for-

feiture by Israel of the Messianic inheritance. Thus “the Messianic

secrecy” is seen to be the first result of the ethical Messiahship. And
what applies to the parables would apply to other forms of Jesus’ self-

withholding or self-withdrawal, such as the prohibition to make known
his healing activity. The only fault that can be found with this is that

it does not explain the other difficulty on which Wrede has placed equal

emphasis, viz., that the disciples from whom the Messiahship was not

kept secret appear, especially in Mark, utterly incapable not merely of

understanding but of apprehending it. Here the solution will have to be

sought in another quarter than that explored by Schlatter. It must

also be remembered that the judicial withdrawal of Jesus cannot be

introduced as a principle of interpretation until a somewhat advanced

stage of the public ministry, since the unrepentant attitude of the people

needed some time to develop and show itself. In so far as similar

phenomena appear from the beginning, as to some extent they do, it will
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be necessary to assume that at different times the same attitude may
have been prompted by different motives. No doubt to the mind of

Wrede, who insisted upon lumping all instances showing a general

resemblance together and upon postulating for all one uniform expla-

nation, this appeared tantamount to a confession of weakness or failure.

It may well be questioned, however, whether on the principle that we
deal here with the actual life of Jesus, and not with the mind of the

Evangelist, such an exegetical monism is a safe principle to follow.

Reality is not always uniform in its determining causes, even where the

phenomena appear strikingly alike.

The second cause, with which the author deals more briefly, is found

in Jesus’ reliance on the word as an instrument for asserting his

Messiahship. The hidden, spiritual character of the kingdom had for

its correlate the hidden, unrecognized character of the Messiah. But

here also the contradiction was only an apparent one. Not in spite of

his activity through the word, rather in virtue of it Jesus carried

through his true Messianic function. For to Jesus the Messiahship was

not purely prospective, so that the word might have served the bare

purpose of predicting it or preparing for it. The word is a Messianic

instrument in the fullest sense. Hence the doubt whether such an

attitude of dependence on the word can be reconciled with the claim to

Messianic power. The removal of the difficulty depends again on a

proper appreciation of the God-centered, religious form which the

conception of Messiahship assumed in the mind of Jesus. Because

the Messiahship is for the purpose of revealing God and establishing

communion with God in the spiritual sphere, the word is its normal

instrument. But to the people of that time, in whose minds self-

centered ideas strongly colored the whole Messianic outlook, such a

Messiahship naturally appeared attenuated, elusive, unreal. And that

something not unlike this process repeats itself in the modern mind is

clear from the suspicion into which since long the idea of the present,

spiritual kingdom has fallen. It is true many of those who deny the

latter, throw themselves with all the more eagerness on the eschatolog-

ical kingdom as embodying the true conception of Jesus, and with

reference to this at least uphold the reality of a vigorous Messianic

consciousness in a prospective sense. But where less enthusiasm

prevails for the eschatological, it is just as possible to construe the

matter in this way that Jesus, while looking forward to a future

kingdom, did not put his own person in a Messianic relation to the

same. Or the Messiahship comes to be regarded as a mere accidental

form in which Jesus’ sense of his own religious uniqueness expressed

itself. Thus the temptation reappears to substitute the preacher of

religion for the Messiah. But here as in the other case the mistake

is that the absolute, authoritative, royal tenor of Jesus’ religious preach-

ing is not appreciated. The trouble is not merely that the emphasis on

something else rules out the Messiahship, but that with the Messiahship

ruled out, this other thing becomes distorted to the view and ill-pro-

portioned.
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The third cause which Dr. Schlatter names as contributory to the

ancient and modern doubt on the Messianic question is the passivity

of Jesus with regard to the honor and glory of his office. Jesus did

not make any effort on his own part to appropriate what was his right.

He waited for the Father and for others to give him the name above

every name. It is pointed out that this also was the result of the

profoundly religious spirit in which he apprehended the Messiahship

as something given from God and existing for the sake of God. Hence
he did not force it even upon the disciples. But, while remaining silent

about the Messianic title, he felt no hesitation about freely and openly

claiming the Sonship which underlay the former. In the case of the

Sonship the God-centered, thoroughly religious nature of the idea was
so obvious that the possibility of misinterpretation in an egotistic sense

was of itself excluded. Many good and striking things are said by the

writer in this connection. If we were to make any stricture it would

be that the self-effacement of Jesus is too exclusively placed to the

account of his general filial attitude towards God and not sufficiently

placed in a soteriological light as an aspect of his humiliation, after the

manner of Paul in Phil. ii. Nor are we quite satisfied with the view

Dr. Schlatter would seem to take of the Sonship itself. This is too

much restricted to the religious sphere, the solid trinitarian underground

is lacking. Hence the assertion that the Sonship cannot even be

thought apart from the Messiahship, and the polemic against the Christ

who could do without an office as necessarily a gnostic Christ. But

if we are thoroughly in earnest with our ascription of deity to the

Saviour, we cannot deny him the attribute of self-sufficiency (in this

case independence of the need of office) which is characteristic of God.

These, however, are matters not essential to the argument. The main

point is that the self-effacement, the passivity of Jesus is set forth as an

important factor in Jesus’ conduct which explains his abstention from

positive assertion of his Messianic dignity even in the midst of the

fulness of his Messianic work, and so is adapted to resolve the doubts

which the coexistence of the two apparently irreconcilable attitudes

has produced in the mind of observers.

In a brief concluding chapter the author deals with the light that is

thrown back from the Messianic conception of the early Church upon

that of Jesus. The prae-Christian Jewish Messianic conception was far

from completely ethicized and spiritualized. How then can the presence

of such a thoroughly ethical and spiritual Messianic belief in primitive

Christianity be explained otherwise than on the supposition that it was

inherited from Jesus? The same applies to the exchange of places that

appears to have happened as between “the people” and “the king” in

point of importance. Previously the implication had been that he who
belonged to the people would share in the Messiah and his reign. Now
the watchword becomes that appurtenance to the Messiah determines

one’s place among the people and in the kingdom of God, and in result

of this the eschatology becomes simpler, and more spiritualized because

centered in the Christ. For this also a historical cause can be found
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in the work of Jesus only. The unique character of primitive Christian

ethics, which reckons not with relative conceptions, but with such abso-

lute conceptions as forgiveness, justification, regeneration, sanctification,

finds its explanation in nothing else but the absolute character of Jesus’

Messianic work as an accomplished fact not only to the minds of those

who preached such things, but also to their historical experience.

Finally, the unanimity with which in early Christian teaching the

Messiahship of Jesus is based on his Sonship, whereas in the abstract

other derivations were possible, bears conclusive testimony to the reality

of the role played by Sonship and Messiahship and their intimate union

in the life and teaching of Jesus.

Princeton. Geerhardus Vos.

Interpretation of the Bible. A Short History. By George Holley
Gilbert, Ph.D., D.D., Author of The Student’s Life of Jesus. The
Revelation of Jesus, The Student’s Life of Paul, A History of

Christianity in the Apostolic Age, etc. New York: The Macmillan

Company. 1908. Pp. viii, 309. $1.25 net.

“This book surveys a great but neglected field”—the opening sentence

of the preface is sufficient to gain a careful hearing for the exposition
'

that follows. Surely the interpretation of the Bible has involved enough

of human effort and exercised enough influence upon human life to be

well worthy of the historian. Yet a good brief survey of the whole field

has been conspicuously absent.

Gilbert possesses many of the qualifications necessary for filling the

place so surprisingly left vacant by modern scholarship. His reading has

evidently been very extensive
;
he has planned the work well, giving

just enough detail to be convincing and forcible without causing the

larger development of the history to be lost from view; his style is at

times brilliant and always admirably clear. The result is a very instruc-

tive and thoroughly readable book.

On the other hand, Gilbert approaches his subject-matter with certain

very strong convictions as to the requirements to which exegesis should

conform, and unless the reader shares these convictions he will be apt

to regard some of Gilbert’s judgments as rather one-sided.

In the first place, in order to win our historian’s approval, an inter-

pretation must find as little dogma in the Bible as possible and display

as little interest as possible for the dogma that unfortunately is there.

Thus on page 144 (footnote) it is urged apparently as a reproach

against the commentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on Philippians that

it devotes “about one-fifth of the entire space” to the christological

passage, Phil. ii. 5-1 1, “which passage amounts to only one-thirteenth

of the Epistle”. Comparing Meyer, we find that one of the leading

exponents of the modern grammatico-historical method exhibits almost

the same preference for dogma by devoting over one-seventh of his

space to that same passage. It should not be regarded as injudicious

to devote the chief attention to passages that are at the same time most




