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MODERN POSITIVE THEOLOGY.

During the last few years considerable interest has been

aroused in theological circles in Germany over a movement

which goes by the name of “Modern Positive Theology”

or “Modern Theology of the Old Faith”. This movement

has originated in the conservative camp. Its demand is

for a theology which shall preserve the Gospel or the “Old

Faith”, and restate it in terms of modern thought. It is

contended that the modern liberal theology has really de-

stroyed the Gospel in its attempt to modernize it, while the

old evangelical theology has erred in identifying the Gos-

pel with worn out forms of theological thought in which

from age to age the Gospel has found expression. The

Gospel or the Old Faith, it is said, can be maintained in its

integrity and given a theological formulation which shall

render it intelligible to the “modern consciousness”—what-

ever that may be. The leaders of this movement are Gen-

eral Superintendent Theodor Kaftan, and Professors See-

berg of Berlin, Griitzmacher of Rostock, and Beth of

Vienna.

In order to understand this movement it is necessary to

take a brief survey of the theological situation in Germany.^

‘On this subject vid. F. Traub, Aus der dogmatischen Arbeit der

Gegenwart, Zeitschrift fur Theologie mid Kirche XVI, pp. 429-483;

also E. Troeltsch, Riickblick auf ein halbes Jahrhundert der theol.

Wissenschaft, Zeitschrift fiir imssenschaftliche Theologie, Jahrg. 51,

N. F. 16, Heft 2, pp. 97-135-
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ERRATA ; p. 22, n. 3, Macmillan for Macmillan, p. 35, n. 4, Lts. for

Zts. p. 40, 1 . 19 ; p. 50, 1 . it, 1892 for 1886-7. P- <^3 .
1 - 4 .

Philad. for

Philip, p. 76. 1 . 6, £Ti for in. p. 93, n 2, 1 . i, a for a, €kcivok for eKetVots.

p. 106, n, I, //er foe Haer. p. iio, Greek, 1 . 8, ttoAAoi for TroAAot p. no,

Greek, 1 . 10, insert ras before dAAoTp«xs. p. 112, n. 2, 1. 4, “Armian ” for

“Armenian”, p. 113, 1 . 6, fiaOrjrdt for fJuaOrjTaC. p. 113, 1 . 13, SuKTriika'i

for StacTTCt^Aas- p. 113, 1 . 14, ’Apitmova for ’ApicrtWa. p. 114, 1. 8,

fiadriTai for jMiOrjTai. p. 116, Greek, 1 . 4, dXrjdeuK; for dXTjOetas, p- n6^

Greek, 1 . 6, Trpes/SvTepoyv for irptcr^vTipinv. p. 117, 1 . 7, rov for Toil. p.

117, Greek, 1 . 2, avTov for avToC. p. 125, 1 . 3, edy for et. p. 125, I. 6, eirrev

for etTrev, Tt for d re. p- 139, n. 2, dt for at p. 144, n. 1 . 2, (p. 143) for

(p. 132). p. 182, 1 . 10, d^toTrttrrds for d^iOTrio-ros. p. 236, n. 3, 1 . 3, Panar
for Haer. p, 236, n. 3, 1 . 3, dvTov for avTov, Iwdwov for Iwawrjv. p. 290,

1 . 9, Tovs xpeiov; for rds ^(petas. p. 319, 1 . 9, “nor” for “or”, p. 321, 1 .

20, eternitatis for aeternitatis. p. 396, n. 2, 1. l, “de” for de. p. 404, 1. 16,

5:1 for 1:5. p. 405, n. I, 1 . 2, p.a6r)Tdi for pnOrjTai. p 413, n. 5, Her for

Haer. p. 434, 1 . 9, dyairri for dyd-n-rj. p. 482, n. i, 1 . 2, “pp. 368ff.” for

“pp. 367lf.”. p. 502, 1 . I
; p. 505, 1 . 10

; p. 520, par. 3, 1 . 9,
“ Saxonica ”

or “ Saxonia p. 509, n. 2, 1 . 2, Gleichnissreden for Gleichnisreden.

Princeton. William P. Armstrong.

Spirit in the New Testament. An Enquiry into the use of the Word
ITveS/xa in All Passages and a Survey of the evidence concerning

the Holy Spirit. By Edward William Winstanley, B.D., Trinity

College, Cambridge, Inspector of Religious Education in the

Diocese of Lichfield. Cambridge : at the University Press. 1908.

8vo., pp. 166. Price 3/6 net.

This little book consists of an Introductory Survey in which typical

examples of the use of m'evp.a in the Greek Old Testament, and
indirectly of nn in the Hebrew Scriptures, are classified; further, of

a list of all the New Testament passages in which 7ri'«v/xa occurs, with

brief annotation of each, to which is added a statistical table affording

a conspectus of distribution; finally, a discussion of the New Testa-

ment evidence with a view to defining the doctrine.. The inductive

part of the work appears to have been carefully done. If the con-

clusions drawn in the closing section are not altogether satisfactory,

this is in part due to the critical premises of the author, which, in our

view, render him over-suspicious of the objectivity of the record in

the Gospels and the Acts. It is due to this that in the teaching and

conversations of our Lord, as reported by the Synoptists, he is unable

to find any “direct assertion that is well established claiming the Holy
Spirit as the Inspirer of His message and work”. But the testimony of

the words spoken by Jesus in the synagogue at Nazareth is ruled out

on the sole ground that “there is evidence of a purposeful artistic

transposition of the episode” and “that such a claim at that time is not

in accord with the silence otherwise observed by our Lord in the early

months of his ministry”. A less suspicious criticism might have con-

tented itself with regarding the episode anticipated by Luke, without

on that account questioning its authenticity. Similarly, the statement

of Matt. xii. 28 is doubted because the parallel passage in Luke has
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“by the finger of God” instead of “by the Spirit of God”. In Luke

xi. 13 the reference to the Spirit is explained as “due to the interpreta-

tion from Christian life” on the basis of a comparison with Matt,

vii. 4 (“good things” instead of “the Holy Spirit”), and in the same

way Matt. x. 20 = Mk. xiii. ii, which promise the help of the Spirit

in the defense of the disciples as witnesses to Christ, are held to reflect

the story of early persecution. Why the passage in which Jesus speaks

about blasphemy against the Holy Spirit in connection with his casting

out of demons (Matt. xii. 31 = Mk. iii. 29 = Lk. xii. 10) should not

be taken at its face value, simply because “the claim to the Spirit upon

Him is indirectly made”, we are unable to see. But not merely in

regard to the sayings attributed to Jesus, also as regards the narrative

of the Evangelists where it speaks of the Spirit in connection with

Jesus, the author seems to be sceptical. He breaks the force of the

account of Jesus’ baptism by calling attention to the variations in the

several narratives and to what he calls “the throwing back of the

anointing of Jesus in the written records as time went on”. By this

is meant that the “anointing” was first placed at the transfiguration,

then at the baptism, and finally as the last step in the apprehension

of the Person of Jesus at the conception. For the negative conclusion

reached the writer seeks to account, somewhat hesitatingly, in the

following manner : “May it not be that the immediacy of His com-

munion with the Father was such that He did not need to speak of

His endowment with the Messianic Spirit, and that in his training of

the Twelve He led them to treasure a direct access to the Father in

prayer during the days of His flesh?” That Jesus should have re-

garded the influence of the Spirit as introducing into his own or the

disciples’ communion with God any degree of indirectness, we find it

hard to believe. The whole tenor of the conception of the Spirit and

his functions seems to be against this. The Spirit is the very factor

which not only renders communion with God possible, but also renders

it most direct and intimate.

In the discussion of the references in Acts the same distinction

between the viewpoint of the author and that of the acting and speak-

ing persons of the history obtrudes itself with the same effect of pre-

venting the arrival at a clear-cut definition of the early apostolic doc-

trine. The distinction is, of course, quite legitimate in itself, the point

of view from which Luke regards the Spirit and his operation need

not be in all respects the same as that from which Peter in his speeches

approaches the subject. But when the suspicion is given place that

Luke’s point of view has been worked into the Petrine addresses, the

data on which the student relies for tracing the development become

worthless. Mr. Winstanley thinks that Luke writes of the Spirit as he

does because of the living experience and the vivid realization he had

of his work in the Christian life around him, and that in congrega-

tions which were to a large extent Pauline. Hence the dominance

of the conception of the Spirit in his thought-world both in the

first and the second treatise. And yet the author is compelled to

admit a fact, which alone we believe is sufficient to discredit this
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hypothesis : “The truly Pauline level of teaching is unattained, the

doctrine of the Spirit as the moulder and fashioner of the Christian’s

inner life is unassimilated.” How Luke, supposing that he actually

carried back the idea of the Spirit current at his time of writing into

the earliest history of the Church, could have possibly refrained from

attributing to the Spirit’s influence the phenomena of high moral and

religious life of these early days, it is difficult to understand. The fact

is Peter’s references to the Spirit in their sub-Pauline character ad-

mirably fit into the time to which the historian assigns them and

constitute one of the most striking marks of the authenticity of these

speeches and of the trustworthiness of Luke as a reporter.

The great problem in connection with the New Testament doctrine

of the Spirit lies in the Pauline teaching, in the remarkable widening out

of the sphere of operation, its extension to the fundamental processes

of the Christian life and its transition in consequence from the abrupt

to the organic, equable and constant. The author makes no serious

attempt to solve this problem, nor could this have been satisfactorily

attempted within the limits of so brief and elementary a discussion.

But the peculiarities of the Pauline teaching might at least have been

brought out with greater distinctness, especially the all-important point

that to Paul the Spirit is not merely a Spirit whom Christ bestows,

but a spirit first of all subjectively Christ’s own, indwelling in the

glorified humanity of the Saviour, since the resurrection, so that it is

not quite the same when Peter says : Christ has sent forth the Spirit,

as when Paul affirms the same fact in various ways. Plence for Paul

different results follow not as yet connected with the fact in the

Petrine teaching, chief and most central of all the life-union between

Christ and the believer, while also the soteriological identification

between Christ and the Spirit in the light of this acquires a new
significance.

In the treatment of the Johannine writings the same dubiousness crops

out. Is it really necessary to assume two strands of teaching, one

Pauline, the other characteristically Johannine, simply because the new
birth is sometimes defined as a birth from God, at other times as a

birth of the Spirit? Does not the Spirit stand precisely for that which

originates from God supernaturally? Nor do we think that the differ-

ences of representation in the closing discourses of the Gospel are suffi-

ciently real even to invite the suspicion that here “another hand of the

same school” is traceable, “to whom, in view of Church traditions, the

Spirit’s work was insufficiently prominent”. The variation that the

Spirit is represented on the one hand as sent “by the Father”, on the

other hand as “by Jesus from the Father” is certainly an insufficient

basis for such an inference, to which, we are glad to say, the author

does not in the end commit himself positively.

A brief paragraph is devoted to the Apostolic Fathers, and the con-

cluding remarks on the “Present Significance” of the doctrine speak

reverently and soberly of the mystery of the triune Being of God, to

which the doctrine of the Spirit is one of the Scripture avenues of
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approach, the author’s particular concern being to warn against a use

of the word “person” with tritheistic implications.

Princeton. Geerhardus Vos.

The Background of the Gospels; or, Judaism in the Period between
THE Old and New Testaments. The Twentieth Series of the

Cunningham Lectures. By William Fairweather, M.A., Minister

of the Dunnikier United Free Church, Kirkcaldy. Edinburgh:

T. & T. Clark. 1908. Imported by Charles Scribner’s Sons. 8vo.

;

pp. XXX, 456. $3.00 net.

“The Background of the Gospels” means the background of the

Gospel-history, not the background of the Gospels as literary docu-

ments, and it would, perhaps, have been better, for this reason, if the

title had used the noun in the singular. Mr. Fairweather is the author

of From the Exile to the Advent, one of the volumes of the “Bible

Class Handbook” series. In the present work the latter part of the

same period is dealt with, after a broader fashion, not for the sake

of the external history as such, but in order to exhibit the development

of Judaism as a spiritual movement. The influence of Bousset’s

Religion of Judaism is clearly traceable in Fairweather’s point of view

and manner of treatment. To him, as to Bousset, the central signific-

ance of the history of Judaism consists in this, that it means the trans-

formation of a national-religion into a church-religion, and, in connec-

tion with this, the denationalizing of the religion in the deeper sense

of a steady progress towards universalism. And he further agrees

with Bousset in the opinion that this movement towards universal and

spiritualized religion was arrested and, so far as Judaism itself is con-

cerned, proved abortive. As was pointed out in our review of

Bousset’s work some years ago, this construction rests on the accept-

ance of the current critical hypothesis regarding the post-exilic origin

of the legal-churchly organization of Israel, and Fairweather’s version

of it also presupposes this. In still another respect the author’s dis-

cussion leads him into the field of Old Testament criticism. By placing

Daniel, most of the wisdom-writings, and parts of the prophetic liter-

ature and of the Psalms within the period dealt with, these become

included among the sources and the phenomena of the history. Nor is

this merely a question of chronology. Being classed with the other

products of the Judaistic movement, these Old Testament pieces neces-

sarily share in the judgment the writer passes upon this movement in

its various phases and aspects. Thus we are told that in the ethical

literature of the period “there was no sense of spiritual proportion

tending to frame life into a moral unity” and that it “mechanically

groups together numerical lists of otherwise unconnected things” (p.

18) and the reference is not merely to Sirach, but also to Proverbs.

Even the Decalogue comes in for its share of criticism, together with

Hillel, on account of the negative tenor of its rules (ibid.). From the

point of view of an intensive particularism the sharp division in the

Psalms between the poor and rich, oppressed and powerful, pious and

godless, -is censured (p. 19). Also the defect of the mystical piety in




