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of an immanent development of the Pneuma dwelling in the believer.

Over against this it is quite right to emphasize that the endowment
with the new body is according to Paul an objective act, by which
something is imparted ab extra, not something evolved from within.

But in emphasizing this Deissner does not state clearly enough that to

Paul this objective act is none the less an act which God supernaturally
performs through His Spirit, so that there is a true connection and
continuity between the immanent Spirit of the present Christian life

and the objectively-operating Spirit of the resurrection-act.

At the conclusion of his treatise the author gives a survey of the

views of the Stoic and the Epicurean philosophies on the subject of im-
mortality and shows plainly that the nature of these views was not
such as to make the assumption of any appreciable influence exerted

by them on Paul at all plausible. The Stoics believed only in a

temporary survival of the soul till the next world-conflagration, and
that not consistently, since some believed in an earlier resurrection of

the individual soul into the general pneuma. And the representatives

of the Stoa who stood nearest to Paul in point of time, like Seneca,

were at heart sceptical on the subject. In regard to Sap. Sol. and

4 Macc., where a greater formal agreement with Paul as to the

persistence of conscious life after death exists, it is urged that even

here on the point of the Pneuma-conception there are wide-reaching

differences, the Spirit being not consistently conceived as “power”

after the manner of Paul. In regard to the valuation of the body as

an integral part of man there existed even a fundamental antithesis,

since in these Hellenizing writings the body is felt to be a burden

and a detraction to the state of future blessedness, whereas Paul con-

siders the body absolutely essential to the consummate eschatological

life.

Princeton. Geeehardus Vos.

Der Begriff der Wahrheit in dem Evangelium und den Briefen des

Johannes von Lie. F. Buchsel.. (Beitrage zur Forderung christ-

licher Theologie, XV, 3) 1913. Giitersloh. Druck und Verlag

von C. Bertelsmann. Pp. 143.

This monograph enquires into the Johannine conception of “the

truth”, the prominent occurrence of which is common to both the

Gospel and the Epistles. It has long been observed that the usage of

this term has peculiar features which differentiate it from that of

the Pauline Epistles, where it likewise, especially in the Pastorals,

attains to a certain prominence. These peculiar features moreover

stand in an obvious connection with the general physiognomy of the

Johannine teaching as a whole. They have for their correlate the

emphasis laid on knowledge, and most likely bear some relation to

the antithesis between the higher and the lower sphere, God and the

world, which to so large an extent colors the Gospel. An investigation

into the idea of “truth” cannot fail, therefore, to have an important

bearing upon the understanding of the Johannine teaching as a whole.
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In the present discussion the author contents himself with ascertain-

ing the facts of the usage without opening up the larger questions

with which they are correlated. He approaches the subject from a

historico-exegetical standpoint. The main interpretations thus far ad-

vocated pass in review. That of Holtzmann and Weiss, who with

more or less consistency give to aXriOtio. the specialized sense of

“cognition of God” or “knowledge of God”, that of Zahn and

Wendt who think that, in dependence on the Old Testament idea of

“Emeth”, “veracity” should be regarded as the fundamental meaning,

especially in Jno. i. 14, 17, the anti-speculative interpretation, which

would give a practical import to the term making truth a matter of the

heart rather than of the intellect, and in which such opposite spirits as

Wellhausen and Schlatter coincide, the mystico-metaphysical view rep-

resented by Cremer and others, which places the center of the con-

ception in the idea of “eternal reality and exclusive validity”, and the

comprehensive definition of Godet which attempts to combine the

various meanings, are passed in review and successively criticized. The
criticism revolves about the three questions, whether can be

explained as meaning primarily “veracity”, whether the conception

has a speculative background, and whether its content is coextensive

with the knowledge of God. As regards the first point Biichsel contends

against Wendt and Zahn that the allusion to the Old Testament phrase

chesed we-emeth in aX^dtva in Jno.. i. 14, 17, even if it

be intended, is not decisive for determining the sense of dXijdeta.

Nor can the Old Testament phrase “to do truth” or the analogy of

rrjv hiKaLocrvvTjV iroitiv prove for Jno. iii. 21 that iroieiv rrjv aXyOeiay

must mean “to practise truthfulness”. The meaning of Rev. xxi. 27;

xxii. 15 points in the opposite direction, insofar as here in the phrase

TTOietv \l/€v8oi the word t/^cvSos cannot have the subjective meaning

of “untruthful” but has the objective meaning of “untrue”. The
main, and in our opinion decisive, consideration is that in i. 14, 17

the aX-qOeia which forms according to the context the object of the

revealing activity of Christ in the largest sense, can not be confined to

such a detailed concrete point as the veracity of God: the setting of

the word here emphatically requires a broader and more comprehen-

sive idea. It might have been added that the alleged peculiar, ethical con-

ception of “the truth” which Wendt and others find in iii. 21 can

only with difficulty be developed out of the Old Testament idea of emeth

which means “faithfulness”, “truthfulness” in particular and not the

“morally right” in general. As to the third point in question, the restric-

tion of dX-qOeui specifically to the knowledge of God, we feel that

here also the author makes a good case against Holtzmann and Weiss.

At the same time he rightly recognizes the element of truth in the

criticized view, for while dX-qOtux has at times other content than

the knowledge of God, Biichsel admits that in point of fact the cog-

nition of God stands in the center of the idea and determines its

practical importance for John. We are not so sure that we can follow

the writer in his criticism of the so-called metaphysical view, that
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of Cremer, and of the allied Platonizing, Philonic interpretation of

the term advocated by Holtzmann and others. The author duly dis-

tinguishes between dXyjOtui as connoting Wirklichkeit and Wahr-
heit and does full justice to the idiomatic sense of dXf]div6% in

connection with the former. But in his legitimate revulsion from
the attempt to foist the Platonic dualism upon the Gospel, he goes

in our opinion too far and fails to bring out the real connection be-

tween the idea of dX-qdtw. and the Johannine doctrine of the two
spheres of being. ’AAtj^ivos is not, of course, equivalent to “heavenly”,

it means nothing but “veritable”. It is, however, quite Johannine to

say that this “veritableness” belongs in a preeminent sense to the

realities of the world of heaven, the sphere of God. In vi. 31 ff.

the idea of provenience from heaven is significantly associated with

the aA,i;0ivos-character of the bread which Jesus is and gives. This

is not Platonism, but it formally resembles it in that it assigns a

supreme reality and perfection to the things of the invisible world.

Whether the resemblance goes so far as to involve the correlated idea

of the reproduction of these higher spiritual realities in the lower

physical world is a difficult question. Holtzmann has asserted this.

According to his view “the true light”, “the true bread” designate the

primordial embodiment of the idea of light and bread, of which all

that passes under these names on earth is a mere copy. Even this

would not be Platonism, nor would it necessarily prove a dependence

of the Gospel on Philo or Plato, though Holtzmann thought it did.

It may be hard to prove that, where the Gospel calls certain things

oKtjBivck this idea of their recurrence on a lower plane is necessarily

implied. But the main principle, that “veritableness” is predicated of

the things of the higher world as such, does not depend on this.

For the contrast between the substantial, abiding, perfect character of

the higher world and the unsubstantial, ephemeral, imperfect character

of the things below can be conceived without importing into it the

Platonic thought that the things of sense are copies of the ideas. If

a\r}0iv6^ actually has this connotation, it becomes a further question

whether the noun dXijOtui has not also acquired in John the cor-

responding concrete, collective sense of “those things that are veri-

table” in the sense of belonging to the higher world, and whether from

this objective point of view the designation of Christ as “the truth”

does not receive its simplest explanation. Buchsel does not seriously

consider this possibility. 'A\i]deia to him means truth in the sense

of “cognition”, “knowledge”, i.e., truth as an ideal transcript of things,

not the things themselves. Christ is “the truth” because He has and

brings a perfect, complete knowledge of God. Even in regard to

such a passage as Jno. i. 17 the contrast between the law given through

Moses and the dXrjOeca which came into being through Jesus Christ

is construed in this way that Christ took the norm of “truth” and in

his life gave reality to it. It will be observed that the writer here

reaches the idea of “actuality”, but he reaches it in an indirect way: it

is not for him expressed in the word dXrjdeia as such, but comes in
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through the consideration that it is essential to the truth that

it should be done, embodied in practice. It would seem so much
more simple to reach this result directly by saying that dXt^deia

here has not the meaning of “truth” but of “veritable things”, and

that the reality of the New Testament is contrasted with the

commandment and prediction of the Old Testament. In iv. 23

Biichsel recognizes that the dkyjOivol Trpoa-KwrjTai are not “sincere,

truthful worshippers” but “veritable worshippers”, i.e., such as realize

in themselves the idea of worship. Nevertheless he seeks to ex-

plain the phrase TrpoaKvvdv iv aXrjdiux which follows in verse 23

and verse 24 on the basis of aX^0«a as “true knowledge of God”,

and quotes and treats the phrase (pp. 46, 48, 54) as if it read iv ry

aXrjdcLa- In xiv. 6 “I am the way, the truth and the life”, the co-

ordination of “truth” and life” with each other and the connection

of these two with “the way (to heaven)” certainly suggests that

Jesus is the truth in a more substantial personal sense than that He
brings the truth, and that this truth which He is has special con-

nection with the heavenly world. In all this there is nothing too

metaphysical or speculative to be ascribed either to Jesus or to John.

The author, who frankly recognizes that the teaching of the Fourth

Gospel bears a pronounced theological character, and does not share

the modern dread of the term “speculation” as applicable to this

teaching, could scarcely from his own standpoint object to the idea

as necessarily un-Johannine. 'AXr/Oivo^ in this technical sense cer-

tainly occurs in Heb. viii. 2; ix. 24 and there is a trace of it even in

Lk. xvi. II.

Of course, side by side with this special usage, if it be recognized,

there remains room for the other according to which truth is the

knowledge of God. And the prominence of the latter constitutes

just as much a distinctive feature of the Johannine discourses as the

occurrence of the former. It is interesting to observe how the author

explains the emphasis placed on truth and knowledge from the pecu-

liar fundamental character of the piety portrayed in the Johannine

writings. The idea that to be put in possession of the truth about

God, to know God, is in itself productive and constitutive of religion,

rests on the absolutely God-centered and self-forgetting character of

the religious consciousness in John. The mind is to such an extent

focussed in God and absorbed by God as to cease altogether reflecting

on itself and its own need. The majesty of God and of Christ over-

powers it. There is an approach to the mystical type of religion in

this. The idea that “knowing, through its pregnant Semitic sense

becomes equivalent in John to “loving”, the author rejects. It will be

observed that the above explanation relegates the soteriological ele-

ment to a secondary place, for which reason we would hesitate to ac-

cept it as a central and complete solution of the problem. In general,

where the writer leaves the path of simple exegesis and becomes more
constructive and interpretative, his method of approaching and pre-

senting things becomes somewhat involved and unnatural, reminding



672 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

Strongly in places of the peculiarities of Schlatter. It should be ad-

ded, however, that it also shares with the latter the merit of intense

suggestiveness, even for one who is unable to understand it fully

or adopt all its conclusions.

Princeton. Geerhardus Vos.

The New Testament Documents. Their Origin and Early History. By
George Milligan, D.D., Professor of Divinity and Biblical Criti-

cism in the University of Glasgow. With twelve facsimiles. Mac-
millan and Co., Limited, St. Martin’s Street, London. 1913. Pp.

xvii, 322.

In the Croall Lectures for 1911, which are printed in the volume
now under review. Professor Milligan discusses in a popular way a

number of subjects concerning which he is peculiarly well qualified to

speak. His instructive and entertaining discussions of the language

of the New Testament and of the literary character and early circula-

tion of the New Testament books have been prepared for by years of

painstaking investigation not only of the New Testament books them-

selves but particularly of the new materials for study which are being

afforded by the non-literary papyri. But by Professor Milligan the

new materials are employed with a moderation which is signally lack-

ing in the works of such a scholar as Deissmann. In his enthusiasm

for the papyri Deissmann is far too much inclined to lose sight of the

Semitic element in the language of the New Testament, and to place

the New Testament writings one-sidedly in the category of non-

literary documents and private letters. In both particulars Professor

Milligan registers a wholesome protest. The Semitic element receives

due emphasis. And the Pauline epistles, according to Professor Milli-

gan, are not to be compared one-sidedly with the careless letters of

every-day life. “The letters of St. Paul may not be epistles, if by

that we are to understand literary compositions written without any

thought of a particular body of readers. At the same time, in view of

the tone of authority adopted by their author, and the general princi-

ples with which they deal, they are equally far removed from the

unstudied expression of personal feeling, which we associate with the

idea of a true letter. And if we are to describe them as letters at

all, it is well to define the term still further by the addition of some

such distinguishing epithet as ‘missionary’ or ‘pastoral’. It is not

merely St. Paul the man, but St. Paul the spiritual teacher and guide

who speaks in them throughout’’ (p. 95). Such a judicious use of the

new materials serves only to render all the more evident their real

value for the study of the New Testament.

With regard to authorship and date of the New Testament books

Professor Milligan expresses himself in a number of instances only

with caution. The Second Epistle of Peter he believes to be a

pseudonymous work. Argument with regard to such questions and

criticism of the author’s views with regard to the New Testament

canon would exceed the limits of the present review. The fourteen




