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THE DIVINE MESSIAH IN THE OLD TESTAMENT
The question whether the Old Testament has any testi-

mony to give as to the Deity of our Lord, when strictly

taken, resolves itself into the question whether the Old

Testament holds out the promise of a Divine Messiah. To
gather the intimations of a multiplicity in the Divine unity

which may be thought to be discoverable in the Old Testa-

ment
,

1 has an important indeed, but, in the first instance at

least
,

2 only an indirect bearing on this precise question. It

may render, it is true, the primary service of removing any

antecedent presumption against the witness of the Old

Testament to the Deity of the Messiah, which may be sup-

posed to arise from the strict monadism of Old Testament

monotheism. It is quite conceivable, however, that the Mes-

siah might be thought to be Divine, and yet God not be

conceived pluralistically. And certainly there is no reason

why, in the delivery of doctrine, the Deity of the Messiah

might not be taught before the multiplicity in the unity of

the Godhead had been revealed. In the history of Christian

1 As H. P. Liddon does in the former portion of the lecture in which

he deals with the “Anticipations of Christ’s Divinity in the Old Testa-

ment” ( The Divinity of our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ. Bamp-
ton Lectures for 1866. Ed. 4, 1869, pp. 441 ff.). Similarly E. W.
Hengstenberg gives by far the greater part of his essay on “The
Divinity of the Messiah in the Old Testament” ( Christology of the

Old Testament, 1829, E. T. of ed. 2, 1865, pp. 282-331),—namely from

p. 284 on—to a discussion of the Angel of Jehovah.
3 For such questions remain as, for example, whether the Angel of

Jehovah be not identified in the Old Testament itself with the Messiah

(Daniel, Malachi). So G. F. Oehler (art. “Messias” in Herzog’s

Realencyc., p. 41; Theol. des A. T., ii, pp. 144, 265; The Theology of

the Old Testament, E. T. American ed., pp. 446, 528), A. Hilgenfeld,

Die jiidische Apokolyptik, pp. 47 ff. Cf. E. Riehm, Messianic Pro-

phecy, E. T. pp. 195, 282, who cites these references in order to oppose

them.
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the public waiting till then, in the present series the individual writers

are offered free scope for submitting their favorite personal views and
conclusions. The processes by which these have been reached are to be

entirely kept from the reader. Only results will be presented, and these

in the most untechnical form without the introduction of Greek words
or theological terminology. Whether the entire absence of the last-

named element will contribute to the popularity of the series may seem
doubtful, for the Dutch are still on the whole a theologically-inclined

people and hardly ever study the Scriptures without reflection upon
doctrinal issues.

The plan of the separate volumes is uniform, each consisting of an

introduction, the translation, based on Nestle’s Greek text, and a brief

running commentary. From the nature of the case the last occupies

most of the space. A possible more scientific impulse on the part of

some readers is met by a select bibliography at the close of the in-

troductory section.

The attitude of the authors both in isagogical and in theological ques-

tions is a moderately conservative one. That the Evangelists made mis-

takes is conceded. Mark in his one quotation Chap, i, 2 made one, and

another in connection with Abiathar, ii. 26. The tradition about

Mark as the author is accepted and the date is placed about 70. Mat-
thew also is from the Apostle whose name it bears, in preference to the

view that the name Matthew was attached originally to the Logia

and only passed over from that source to the First Gospel. Our Greek

text of Matthew is the translation of an Aramaic original. The two-

document hypothesis, specifically the dependence of Matthew on Mark
or on an Ur-Markus, is not favored. Dr. van Leeuwen regards Mat-

thew as older (in its Aramaic form) than Mark and assumes that

Mark made use if it in writing his Gospel. As a tentative date for

the Aramaeic Matthew the period from 50-60 is named.

The expository comments are on the whole in keeping with the pur-

pose of the work to give instruction of a popular kind. Here and

there the resolve to exclude all reference to scientific processes and

debates has interfered with the intelligibleness of the statements. It

is exceedingly doubtful whether from the casual references to Wrede’s

“Messianic secrecy” the average reader will be able to form any clear

view of Wrede’s hypothesis, and yet without such a view, the introduc-

tion of this critic’s name is wholly useless. Apt to mislead is the

statement on p. 28 of the introduction to Mark that “even Wrede brings

out the metaphysical and divine aspect of Jesus in Mark.” That

Wrede brings this out is not out of keeping but wholly in line with

his theory.

Geerhardus Vos.

Princeton, N. J.

Israel en de Baals Afval of Ontwikkeling. Rede gehouden by de over-

dracht van het Rectoraat der Theologische School van deGereform-
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eerde Kerken in Nederland, den 7 en December 1915 door Dr. J.
Ridderbos. Nyverdal 1915, E. J. Bosch Jbzn. pp. 95.

In this rectoral address the author subjects the well-known views
of the Graf-Wellhausen school concerning the influence of the Ca-
naanitish Baal-cult upon the religion of Israel to a thorough-going
critique. The Old Testament does not deny this influence but regards
it as apostasy

; the evolutionary critics look upon it as a necessary and
on the whole beneficial transition stage in the development which led

from the pre-Mosaic and the Mosaic religion to the higher faith of the
prophets.

The primitive religion of Israel was of the nomadic type, monotonous,
austere, the religion of the steppe; it was only through contact with the
agricultural religion of the Canaanites, that it could lay aside these

unprogressive features and acquire the potentialities of a “Kultur”
religion.

Thus not merely accidentals or externals in the line of cult-observance

are supposed to have come to Israel from this pagan source, but to a

considerable extent the inner propelling force in the marvellous flight

of Israel’s religious genius was due to the same influence. Of late

Baudissin has even attempted to derive the conception of Jehovah as

“the living God” and its correlate, the idea of the resurrection, from

the religion of the Canaanites.

In criticizing this hypothesis Dr. Ridderbos makes skillful use of

the new light which modern discoveries and explorations have shed

on the ancient cultural and religious conditions of the Orient. We are

often being told that the results of this new research are unfavorable

or even fatal to the Wellhausenian views. Unfortunately no adequate

effort seems to have been made to point this out in the concrete. The
great value of Dr. Ridderbos’ work consists in its clear showing of

how the historically ascertained facts run athwart the hypothetical

construction in such a way that the latter becomes implausible or even

impossible not merely in certain details, but in its large fundamental

fabric. The ease with which Israel after its settlement in Canaan is

assumed to have assimilated itself to the Baal-religion, either by way

of syncretism or through modification of the Jahve-religion, and that

without any disturbing consciousness of infidelity to its ancestral tradi-

tions, is by the critics largely explained from the fact that the Canaanit-

ish religion at the time existed still largely in the stage of polydemonism,

its conception of the deity being that of the lower, undefined kind

which lacks the pronounced personal element. The Baals were numina

associated with various places, the Baal as a single God is a product of

later mythological abstraction. Only because such a character at-

tached to the Canaanitish Baalim could the Israelites imagine that

their recognition was not inconsistent with the claim of Jahve upon

the service of his people, the more so since the Israelites themselves

had far from outgrown the polydemonistic beliefs of their own past.

Dr. Ridderbos carefully shows how unwarranted this polydemonistic
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interpretion of the Baal-religion appears in the light of the newly-
ascertained facts. Of course there was polydemonistic superstition

among the Canaanites as there was among Israel, but it merely coex-

isted with the other more personal type of religion, and cannot be

proven to have been the source out of which the latter was developed,

as even Baudissin acknowledges. The stage of culture reached by the

Canaanites was far too high to permit of identifying their religion

with polydemonism. Baal was not exclusively associated with the soil.

The association with heaven was quite ancient, since even in Elijah’s

time the priests of the Tyrian Baal expect their God to send fire from
heaven. And if the location of Baal in heaven is ancient, then the uni-

fied conception also cannot be entirely a later product. The author is

inclined to take the opposite view, viz. to consider the plural localized.

Baals developed out of the one Baal. With the falling away of this

misconception of the character of the religion of Canaan, the favorite

view that Israel could have naively, innocently, almost unconsciously

drifted into the worship of Baal is much weakened. Still more it is

weakened by considering what the actual character of the Baal-religion

was. It had few ethical elements, its two outstanding practices were

that of human sacrifice and of sexual impurity, both confirmed anew
by the modern excavations. It is quite incredible that Israel should

without qualms of conscience have abandoned itself to a cult of this

character.

If thus the Canaanitish factor irf the construction appears with the

new knowledge we have of it to be far different from the picture given

of it by the critics, the same must be said of the religion which Israel

carried into Canaan. The pre-Mosaic religion was not polydemonism.

Nor was it purely nomadic. After a critique of the well-known asser-

tions to that effect, the author presents some positive counter-considera-

tions. In this he relies largely upon the testimony of the prophets, who
condemn as apostasy what the critics regard as ancient legitimate in-

heritance. Of course Dr. Ridderbos is well aware that the prophets

afford a common debating ground between us and the critics only so

long as their testimony is restricted to contemporary conditions. In

their interpretation of the past religious history of Israel they are not

trusted any more by the modern school than the historical writers of the

Old Testament. But some of the critics themselves seem to feel that

this wholesale discrediting of the judgment and testimony of men in

other respects so highly idealized in their own theory as the prophets

are, is far from justified. Some, like Marti, make perceptible endeavors

to gloss over or tone down the contradiction between the prophetic and

the critical renderings of the past. In regard to the future these same

prophets, whose views of former history are cast aside as perverted

and misleading, are credited with the highest degree of “genial in-

tuition.” There surely is an inconsistency in this. Pertinent also is the

consideration, that if the whole prophetic prediction of the judgment

was based on a misapprehension of the culpable character of the past
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and present, then the divine government which has brought on the

judgment in harmony with the word of the prophets would seem to be

involved in this stupendous misreading of the actual development taken

by the history of Israel.

In conclusion the author points out the true causes which will ex-

plain Israel’s proclivity towards the religion of Canaan. These lie in

the ancient paganistic taint of which the people had not fully rid

themselves, in the intermingling with the Canaanites through commer-
cium and connubium which, in spite of the divine warning, the Israel-

ites allowed themselves, in the seductive sensual character of the

Baal-cult, in the inferiority of the Israelites, as compared with Canaan,

in the matter of culture, in the culpable conduct of the priests. But

all these factors, even so far as they are not distinctively moral, can-

not alter the fact that Israel’s yielding to them was a sinful process,

which contributed to the development of the true religion of the Old

Testament not in any positive way, but merely negatively by creating

room for the display of the divine procedure of redemption. That

“the settlement in the holy land had its positive contribution to make to-

wards the working out of God’s plan of revelation is not denied. Only

:SO far as this was the case it was not the Baal-religion, but the Canaan-

mitish environment, as a milieu of common grace which should receive

the credit.

If we were to make any criticism on the' author’s argument it would

be in regard to two points. In the first place it should have been

brought out with greater precision at the outset, that the critical theory

itself, at least in some of its forms, leaves room for a measure of

apostasy in Israel’s assimilation to the Baal-religion. Some of the

critics treat this as a real decline from the austere, nomadic religion

of the earlier period. Only this primitive religion from which the

Israelites fell away was by no means identical with the prophetic re-

ligion, with falling away from which they were afterwards according

to the critics unjustly charged by the prophets. The point at issue,

therefore, sharply defined, is not whether there was apostasy, but

whether the apostasy was from a revealed norm identical with the pro-

phetic preaching. Our second point is that the distinction between the

subjective and the objective aspect of the apostasy involved might have

been more clearly drawn. Over against the critical assertion of the

wholly naive character of the popular state of mind the former is

important; over against the asserted benefit accruing to the Old

Testament religion from its marriage to the Baal-cult the latter is of

equal weight. A somewhat more formal and pointed distinction between

those two sides of the question would perhaps have been helpful to the

mind of the average reader.

Geerhardus Vos.

Princeton, N. J.




