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I.

PHILLIPS BROOKS AS A THEOLOGIAN.

EVERY great preacher is of necessity a theologian. The con-

verse of this proposition is of course not true; for exclusive

devotion to the formal systematization of truth may hinder freedom

and power of speech, so that the power of the pulpit may have no

direct proportion to the thoroughness of the preacher’s conceptions

of truth. A few great ideas ardently believed may be uttered by

some master of assemblies with such burning earnestness and illu-

mined with imagery so splendid, that they become at once motive

powers to all who have ears to hear
;
while a far more perfect mas-

tery of divine truth may fail of the expression worthy of its greater

* depth and scope. Nevertheless, it is what a man believes concern-

ing God and the things of God that chiefly gives him power to

preach : and still further is it true that the highest attainments in

the pulpit are possible to him only who has not merely attained the

rudiments of the Gospel, but who has sounded its depths; who has

not only gathered the fragments, but can rightly divide the whole

Word of Life. The greatest preachers have ever been great theo-

logians. It is therefore with peculiar interest that we open the six

volumes of sermons of the late Bishop Phillips Brooks, his Bohlen

Lectures on The Influence of Jesus
,
Yale Lectures on Preaching

,

Two Lectures on Tolerance
,
a volume of Addresses

,
and last, Essays

and Addresses
,
1894, besides some less considerable publications,

and find the guiding axiom of his ministry clearly affirmed. In his

Lectures on Preaching (p. 129) he says: “No preaching ever had

any strong power that was not the preaching of doctrine.” And
again

(
Sermons

,
Fourth Series, p. 49) :

“ The decrying of dogma in

26
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for theology its rigid scientific character and supreme importance. Even if

it be not just to call it the scientia scientiarum, it may properly be called the

Queen of Sciences. And 3. To show that theology is not an agglomerate

of separate and unrelated studies, but a compact, well-knit, thoroughly con-

structed, entirely homogeneous organism, in which part is related to part, and

all the parts stand related to the whole ;
which starts from its own germ, and

follows its own law of organic development. In this threefold purpose, he

has, in the humble judgment of the present writer, admirably succeeded.

McCormick Theological Seminary. Abel H. Huizinga.

II.—APOLOGETICAL THEOLOGY.

The Natural History of tiie Christian Religion. Being a Study

of the Doctrine of Jesus as Developed from Judaism and Converted into

Dogma. By William Mackintosh, M.A., D.D. Glasgow: James
Macklehose & Sons; New York: Macmillan & Co., 1894. 8vo, pp. xv,

607.

Some fifteen years ago, the religious world was startled by the appearance

of a volume bearing the simple title of Scotch Sermons
,
1880. It was a col-

lection of twenty-three sermons by thirteen “ clergymen of the Church of

Scotland,” and was designed to acquaint the public with “ a style of teaching ”

which the editor thought was “ increasingly prevalent among the clergy of

the Scottish Church,” and which made it its object so to present “ the es-

sential ideas of Christianity ” as to show that they are “ in harmony with the

results of critical and scientific research.” A good object, surely. The
trouble with these sermons, however, was that they did not seek to consider

the results of recent “ critical and scientific research ” in the light of the

revealed truth of God, and to exhibit the harmony of all truth, whether de-

rived from revelation or from nature
;
but, taking their point of view from

current theorizing, pared down “ the essential ideas of Christianity ” to fit

the assumed “ results of the most recent critical and scientific research.”

The volume was appropriately estimated by Dr. A. A. Hodge in the issue of

The Presbyterian Review for January, 1881 (Vol. ii, p. 212, sq.). “ The col-

lection as a whole,” he said, “ is utterly valueless, except as 4 specimens of a
style of teaching ’ which is said to

4 increasingly prevail amongst the clergy of

the Scottish Church.’ Neither the learning nor the logic of these sermons
avails to throw light upon any other subject of human interest under the sun.

And neither the hearing nor the reading of such discourses could ever avail

to promote any other valuable practical quality than that of patience. Some
of these sermons do not contain any statements absolutely opposed to the

essential truths of Christianity, but not one sets forth any doctrine or duty
which can be in any special sense classed as Christian.”

One of the writers represented in the volume was the Rev. William Mack-
intosh, D.D., of Buchanan, who contributed two sermonson the text, 44 What-
soever a man soweth, that shall he also reap ” (Gal. vi. 7). With reference to

these sermons, but more especially the latter of them, Dr. Hodge remarks

:

“Rev. William Mackintosh, D.D., Buchanan, discourses concerning the

renovating power of Christianity. He asks

:

“What is the Gospel good for? What title has it to that designation? What service does it

render? (p. 162 ).

This he answers thus

:

“ The problem of human life—the task appointed to us—is our deliverance from the sway of
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our lower nature, our surrender to the control of our higher nature. The powers by which we
are enabled to accomplish this task are three. First. Our own higher nature itself. Secondly. The
beneficent constitution of things in general, their tendency in favor of what is good. Thirdly.

These two factors are brought iuto full operation by the revelation to our consciousness of that

which was implicitly contained in them, of the Divine good-will or paternal relation towards us,

given us by Christ (pp. 171-173).

That is, all that Christ does for us is to assure us of God’s good-will. With
this encouragement we save ourselves, by the use of natural powers acting

under natural conditions.” Dr. Mackintosh’s sermons, in a word, fairly

illustrated the hint of the editor of the volume, that the sermons included

in it belong to a class which are seeking to bring “ the essential ideas of

Christianity ” into “ harmony with the results of critical and scientific re-

search.” He himself describes his aim in them in such words as these:
“ Our endeavor has been to show what modifications of the popular construc-

tion of Christianity are needed to bring it into harmony with the laws of

mental physiology ” (p. 172). “ The light which science sheds upon human
destiny ” is the light in which he would walk. And “ science ” with him is

above all the investigation of physical nature : it is from this sphere that he
would borrow his governing idea. “ In these later times,” he tells us with

extreme naivete, “ science in its researches into the material world , has

lighted everywhere upon the traces of an all-pervading continuity ” (p. 145);

and this being true, we may now “ confidently postulate ” “ the existence in

the moral and spiritual worlds of an analogous principle.” Wherefore, that a

step may be taken towards the reconciliation of faith and science he devotes

these sermons to showing that “ the principle of continuity obtains in the

moral sphere no less than in the material and rules the succession of religious

as of other phenomena ” (p. 145; cf. p. 134).

The former of the two sermons is occupied with an attempt to demonstrate

this “ law of moral continuity.” “ The law of the spiritual harvest,” we are

told, “ is that evil is the natural,” nay, the inevitable, “ product of evil
;
that

nothing either good or evil ever perishes of itself, but must in some way in-

fluence, or enter as an element into, the future ” (p. 146). This is an article

of natural religion, and “ underlies Christianity as much as does the existence

and unity of God, or any other article of natural religion ” (p. 134). “It
cannot be shaken or removed by any subsequent revelation ;” it is rather one

of the tests of the truth of systems (p. 134). If we speak of God’s judgment

on sin, we must still think merely of this direct and infallible action of moral

continuity, “ without the intervention of any supplementary or epicyclical

contrivance ” (p. 139) : for “ the judgment of God is only another name for

the natural and inevitable consequence of our lives” (p. 143). Divine judg-

ment is therefore continuous and progressive, and all supernatural action is

out of place in it : no divine fiat can interfere with moral development here

or hereafter. “ Such interference on the day of judgment is as inadmissible,

because as inconsistent with human liberty and with an inviolable order, as

at any other crisis in the history of man ” (p. 140). hTo, it is impossible to

remove sin by a sovereign or forensic fiat :
“ the chain of moral sequence is

carried on in unbroken sequence ” (p. 144)—we are under the operation of a

universal law which acts, like all law, uniformly.

Under such circumstances we may well ask, What service, then, can the

Gospel render ? The second sermon essays to offer a reply. “ The Gospel,”

we are told, “ does not profess to exempt us from the law of moral con-

tinuity ” (p. 146), although it does show us the way from evil to good (p. 147).

Certainly it does not offer us a supernatural change. But even physiology

knows something of reversal of process
;
and there is a latent spiritual force

within us to which the Gospel may appeal. The dominance of sin indeed never

becomes absolute and undisputed
;
so that the better principle has within itself
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the potency of a reactive force. Doubtless after evil habit has become con-

firmed, the better principle may seldom or never be led so to act by the mere
sense of duty or moral obligation : it needs some new hope or new affection to

arouse it. But under the stimulus of “ the revelation to our mind of the pa-

ternal character of God and of the gracious relation in which He stands to

us,” it is capable of very energetic reaction (pp. 153, 163, 165, 168). Thus a com-
plete revolution is produced in our feelings and relations towards Him, and our

religious life is elevated to a higher level (p. 153). “ The problem of human
life ” then, “—the task appointed to us—is our deliverance from the sway of

our lower nature, our surrender to the control of our higher nature. The
powers by which we are enabled to accomplish this task are three : First.

Our own higher nature itself, which is never wholly effaced, and which reacts

against the evil, and makes us receptive of all the higher influences that may
be brought to bear upon us from without. Secondly. The complex of all

those higher influences—the beneficent constitution of things in general,

their tendency in favor of what is good, which operates upon us more or less,

even when we are unconscious of it Thirdly. These two factors for

the accomplishment of the Divine purpose are consummated, or brought into

full operation, by the revelation to our consciousness of that which was im-

plicitly contained in them, but of which we had otherwise remained uncon-
scious; by that revelation we mean of the Divine good-will, or paternal rela-

tion towards us, by which Christ has reinforced our better nature, enabling

us to be intelligent fellow-workers with God in our conflict with evil, and
giving a higher aim to our life It is through our reason, through our

conviction that God wills the triumph of our better nature, that we are ani-

mated to a triumphant forth-putting of its latent energies ” (pp. 153-156).

So viewed, it is apparent that “ the Gospel can only be regarded as a revelation

or discovery to man of a method of salvation which had always been possible

in the nature of things ” (p. 157) ;
and doubtless many have used it apart

from what we call the Gospel (pp. 156, 157, 159). The Gospel is not some new
power which comes to our salvation; it is only an instrumentality to stir us

up to save ourselves :
“ it will be distinctly apparent that the Gospel can be

a means of supplanting evil by good only by discovering and evolving powers
which had always existed The Gospel deserves its name simply

because it teaches and persuades us to cease from evil and to do well
;
to

change the seed which we sow, and thus to obtain a better harvest ” (p. 158).

We call ourselves Christians, not because we fancy Christ has saved us by
some sort of “ expiation,” but simply because we have obtained our knowl-

edge of God as Father, which calls out our latent reaction against sin, “ in

some historical connection with the impulse given by Christianity ”

(p. 156). All that Christ did for us, “ in the strict and literal sense, was
to reveal to us the infinite placability of the divine nature ” (p. 158 ; cf.

pp. 161, 162-3, 170). His teaching amounts to no more than “ that nothing

stands in the way of those who desire to break off their sins by righteousness

except the outward and inward opposition which has been arrayed by the

law of recompense against their better endeavors ” (p. 167) ; and His work
amounts only to this teaching. We may reverence his memory “ as Mediator

between God and man;” but only in the sense that “ He it was who, from
the depths of His own experience, imparted to men the knowledge of God as

our Father in heaven ; whose property it is to forgive the trespasses of His
children, and to incline their feet into the path of righteousness ” (p. 170).

“ How humanity rose at length in Christ to this thought of God’s absolute

goodness ” would be inexplicable to us, were it not that we have reason to

believe that God has impressed on creation itself evidences of “ His design to

secure the triumph of what is good and to deliver us from evil ” (p. 165).
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But humanity in Christ having obtained this knowledge of the divine pa-

ternity, it is able in its power to react against sin and sow its seed unto right-

eousness. And so the very law of moral continuity will operate to bring it

to moral perfection.

It is evident that Dr. A. A. Hodge was thoroughly justified in finding

nothing either novel or distinctively Christian in this teaching. It is just

the purest form of Socinian thought. The Unitarian layman, Mr. George
William Curtis, gives perfectly clear expression to the same conceptions in

that confession of his faith which leads his biographer to say that to him
“conscience” (not Christ) “was the divinely appointed Saviour of the world
“ I believe in God who is love ; that all men are brothers

;
and that the only

essential duty of every man is to be honest
,
by which I understand the abso-

lute following of the conscience when duly enlightened.”* Dr. Mackintosh
could not express his own doctrine better : even down to the emphasis on hon-

esty, it is quite the same. “ Only he who feels that a necessity is laid upon
him of bearing his owrn burden, and helping others to bear theirs,” says Dr.

Mackintosh, “ may hope to grow into that noblest work of God, the simply

honest man, the genuine disciple of Christ” (p. 172). To be simply honest is to

be Christ’s genuine disciple : not to depend on Him for “ escaping responsi-

bility for our vices.” Tn this case, of course, any pagan may be a “ genuine

disciple of Christ.” How entirely apart from all that is distinctively Christian

Dr. Mackintosh’s whole scheme of doctrine is, indeed, may be illustrated for

us by a remark of Mr. Edmund Gosse, in his interesting “ portrait ” of

Walter Pater. “ When I had known him first,” he says, “ he was a pagan

without any guide but that of the personal conscience
;
years brought gradu-

ally with them a greater and greater longing for the supporting solace of a

creed.”f Dr. Mackintosh is dominated on the contrary by a desire “to reduce

the dimensions of dogma,” to strip off everything from his creed but the one

article of “ moral continuity ” (p. 168). Walter Pater, in other words, was
moving upwards from his paganism to Christianity : Dr . Mackintosh had moved
down from the heights of Christian truth to a merely pagan position. This

is fairly illustrated again by an incident recorded by Dr. Denney,'in his recent

Studies in Theology.

X

He tells us of a Hindu society, which was formed for

much the same object which Dr. Mackintosh doubtless thinks he has secured

in his sermons—“ to appropriate all that is good in Christianity, without

burdening itself with the rest.” “ Among other things which it appropriated,

with the omission of only two words, was the answer given in the Westmin-

ster Shorter Catechism to the question, What is repentance unto life ? Here

is the answer. ‘ Repentance unto life is a saving grace, whereby a sinner, out

of a true sense of his sin, and apprehension of the mercy of God in Christ, doth

with grief and hatred of his sin turn from it unto God, with full purpose of,

and endeavor after, new obedience.’ The words the Hindus left out were

in Christ; instead of ‘apprehension of the mercy of God in Christ,’ they

read simply, ‘apprehension of the mercy of God.’ .... They were acute

enough to see,” continues Dr. Denney, “ that in the words they left out the

whole Christianity of the definition lay I entirely agree with their

insight. If the mercy of God is separable from Christ, independent of Christ,

accessible apart from Christ, .... there is no need and no possibility of a

Christian religion at all.” In a word, salvation by repentance and amend-

ment is not Christianity—just because Christianity is specifically salvation

by Christ. The essence as well as the glory of Christianity is that it provides

for sinful man a Saviour.

We have dwelt thus fully on Dr. Mackintosh’s contributions to the volume

* George William Curtis, by Edward Cary, pp. 7, 334, 339.

f- The Contemporary Review, December, 1894. t pp. 130, 131.
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of Scotch Sermons because the treatise at present before us stands in such

express relation to the earlier sermons that a clear apprehension of their

teaching will greatly conduce to an understanding of this treatise. It is not

merely that the present work occupies the same standpoint with the sermons

and proclaims the same meagre teaching, although now as “the religion of

Jesus ” rather than as the doctrine of Paul. It is that it is in effect a serious

attempt to supply a rational basis for the teaching of the sermons. The sermons

taught that the essence of Christianity is, Every man his own saviour. But
they left the truth of this teaching dependent on Dr. Mackintosh’s assertion.

He said. This is Christianity; this is God’s method of dealing with the

soul; this is what Paul and Jesus teach us. But it was obviously not

what Christians believed to be Christianity; what the creeds of the

Churches set forth as God’s method of dealing with the soul ;
what the

founders of Christianity proclaimed as its substance
;
what the records of

the Hew Testament represent as the teaching of either Paul or Jesus. In

what alembic and by the aid of what reagents Dr. Mackintosh had been able

to reduce Christianity to this “ essence ” remained hidden from his readers.

On further reflection, he himself perceived that he had run beyond his war-

rant (p. 149) : Paul, at least, taught a “ heterosoteric ” doctrine—to use E.

von Hartmann’s term. Otherwise, however, his original conception remained

unchanged
;
and remained hanging in the air. After fourteen years, he gives

the world at last an attempt to supply a foundation for his teaching. This is

the real function of the present volume. It sets forth the conception of the

origin and development of Christianity, which alone will harmonize with his

teaching as to the nature of Christianity. He had taught that Christianity

provided only for a natural salvation. Conformably to this he now argues

that it is merely a natural religion, and, being a natural religion, can have

had no other than a natural origin. The task which the author has set

before himself in this volume is, thus, none other than to account for the

rise of Christianity as a purely natural religion. There is no lack of frank-

ness or of thoroughness in the manner in which this task is approached and
prosecuted. “ The attempt made in this volume,” he says, is “ to trace the

origin of Christianity to the common religious instinct working under the

influence of natural forces and amid historical conditions ” (p. v). More
specifically it attempts “ to show that Christianity took its rise in a great spir-

itual and religious movement among the Jewish people, or in a great trans-

formation of Jewish ideas effected by Jesus and spreading from Him to His
disciples; and to find in that movement and in certain favoring circum-

stances and historical conditions, without looking beyond to any supernatural

or transcendental causes, an explanation of the whole relative phenomena ”

(p. 4). Dr. Mackintosh means by the phrase, “ the whole relative phenom-
ena,” all that it is capable of expressing. At no point and through no chan-

nel does he allow that anything above nature has entered into the formation

of Christianity. Not in the person of Jesus Himself, and not in aught that

preceded or followed Him. Jesus was no doubt the founder of Christianity
;

but His rising to whatever height of thought He attained, is entirely explica-

ble from “ the reaction of His mind upon the inherited and environing con-

ditions, social and spiritual, present in Judea in His day ” (p. vii). All that

had gone before was merely a natural spiritual and religious development,

providing these inherited and environing conditions. All that came after

was merely the progressive mythical and dogmatic corruption of the

teaching of Jesus, through the working upon it of the imaginative and ratio-

cinative faculties of His followers.

Now of course Dr. Mackintosh does not suppose that the records of Chris-

tianity represent it as the merely natural religiou which he conceives it to be.
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He freely admits that the account of the origin and nature of Christianity

given in these records, if treated as trustworthy, would entirely justify the

common conception of Christianity as supernatural both in origin and
method. He even declares that if Christianity be the merely natural religion

which he supposes, “ its genesis must have differed widely, nay, enormously,

from that which can possibly be gathered from a literal or textual exegesis

and an unskeptical study of the Hew Testament” (p. 586). He declares it

therefore to be evident that “ something more than a sound exegesis and
hermeneutic will be needed to extract from ” “ the primitive records,” “the
proximate facts regarding the origin and development of the Christian sys-

tem,” if that origin and development are to be conceived as purely natural.

“We have only to make the attempt,” he adds, “ to find that we cannot

effect the removal of the supernatural element, as if it were a mere appen-

dage or external fixture, so as to leave the residuum standing as it was. That
element is, so to speak, chemically combined with the history, and can be

discharged only by a process which involves a change or dissolution of the

entire fabric, or, if this be thought to be an exaggerated representation, let

us say rather that it is an element woven like a strand into the texture of

the history, so as to be removable only by a general disturbance and disloca-

tion of the evangelical record ” (p. 45).

But if the case be such, surely it is incumbent on us to inquire, on the one

hand, whence arises the justification for the attempt to remove so pervading

and determining an element out of the primitive records, and, on the other,

after the fabric has been dissolved, whence can be derived the clue for the

recombination of the elements, into a new and now purely natural history of

the origin and development of Christianity. Our author seeks his justification

in the postulate of the impossibility of the supernatural. On the assumption

of the impossibility of the supernatural, the supernaturalistic account of the

origin of Christianity given in its primitive records cannot be true, and neces-

sity is laid upon us to attempt to conceive its origin as a natural development.

The clue for the reconstruction of the history on the other hand, is sought at

the hands of modern criticism :
“ the history, be it observed, being such as is

arrived at by submitting the canonical records to the ordeal and sifting of

modern criticism ” (p. vi). By the aid of these two assumptions—the assump-

tion of the impossibility of the supernatural and the assumption of the validity

of all the conclusions of the extremest type of modern criticism—Dr. Mackin-

tosh supposes that he can reconstruct the history of the origin of Christianity

so as to exhibit it as a purely natural religion. It would be too gross a circle

to suppose that thus Christianity is directly proved to be a natural religion.

What is apparently in Dr. Mackintosh’s mind, is that the success of his recon-

struction of the origin and development of Christianity under these assump-

tions will react to give him increased confidence in the assumptions themselves.

He seems to point to the consistency, the naturalness, the likelihood of his

construction of the history as an evidence of its truth, and thus as an evi-

dence that Christianity is not a supernatural religion. Why this should need

evidencing if the supernatural is really impossible, is not, however, easy to

see.

It must be admitted, to be sure, that Dr. Mackintosh does not make clear to

us why we must assume the supernatural to be impossible. We are told that

“ the critical necessity of getting rid of the supernatural element ” is so “ im-

perative,” that it justifies any conjectural reconstruction of the history which

accomplishes it (p. 262). But when we inquire what this imperative neces-

sity rests upon we never get much beyond the simple dictum that it is “ in

accordance with the demands of modern science.” In the brief passage

which is given to the formal treatment of the subject, this declaration is
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somewhat expanded (pp. 19, sq.)- We are told that “ science has brought into

view certain considerations which strongly imply the impossibility of any
infraction of the immanent laws of existence;” that it has found in every

department of existence which it has investigated, “ that all occurrences,

phenomena and sequences bear invariable witness to the control of law and
to the sway of order—that what is called divine action never operates irre-

spective of such order, or otherwise than naturally

—

i. e., through or in

accordance with such order:” and that therefore, “modern thought holds,

in the form of a scientific conviction, what was matter of surmise or divina-

tion to a few of the leading minds in ages long past, viz., that the universe is

governed by immutable laws inherent in the very nature and constitution of

things—by laws that are ‘ never reversed, never suspended and never supple-

mented in the interest of any special object whatever ’ ” (pp. 23, 24). The
stringency of the steps in this reasoning does not lie, however, on the surface.

How we can infer from any study of the ordinary course of things, however
protracted, prolonged or complete, that an extraordinary event never occurs,

and much more that it can never occur, it is not easy to see. An extraordi-

nary event is by definition outside the ordinary course: and whether it occurs

or not is not a matter of inference from the ordinary course, however com-
pletely investigated and understood, but a matter of observation

;
while,

whether it can occur or not, is certainly not a matter of inference from its

observed non-occurrence, but must rest on some principle deeper than expe-

rience can supply. The fact is that the impossibility of the supernatural can

be affirmed only on a priori grounds, and no theist is entitled to affirm it.

We may hold it to be improbable to the verge of the unprovable, but its pos-

sibility is inherent in the very conception of God as the personal author and
governor of the universal frame. And if it is possible, then its actual occur-

rence is simply a question of experience and a proper subject for testimony.

So soon, however, as it is once admitted that the actual occurrence of the super-

natural is a proper subject of testimony it will be hard to contend that such

wealth and variety of testimony as is available for the occurrence of super-

natural events in the origin of Christianity can be mistaken. This, Dr.

Mackintosh himself understands. “ When a critic like Kuenen,”he remarks,
“ professes to believe or not to dispute the possibility of miracle in the

abstract, and to be willing to leave that as an open and unsettled question,

but at the same time shows himself very exacting as to the evidence for the

miraculous element in Christianity as a whole, or for the miraculous works
recorded of Jesus in particular, and declares that the evidences for these do

not satisfy his canons of credibility, the likelihood is that unconsciously to

himself, there is an arri'ere pensee in his mind equivalent to the denial of the

possibility of miracles
;
at least, that is the impression that the rigor of his

criticism will make on the minds of others” (p. 23). An instinct for

safety, therefore, leads him to deny the possibility of miracles. “ Indeed,”

he exclaims, “ it is easy to see that to grant the possibility of miracle in the

abstract is to surrender the whole position to the orthodox theologian. To
say the very least, it is to place the supernatural character of Christianity

among the things which cannot be disproved ” (p. 22). But however incon-

venient this fact may be for those who are determined to deny the reality of

the supernatural in Christianity, it hardly supplies a philosophical basis for

asserting the impossibility of miracles. Miracles remain a matter of ob-

servation and testimony. And if anything can be proved by testimony,

the supernatural origin and nature of Christianity must be held to be

proved.

It is possible, of course, to demur that this testimony evaporates in the

caldron of modern criticism : and we must remember that our author, along
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with the impossibility of miracles, assumes the truth of the conclusions an-

nounced by this criticism. To him the Biblical accounts are not history but
philosophy—the crude philosophy of men who could not but share in the

errors and superstitions of their age. The true course of the history can be ob-

tained only by seeking the kernel of fact concealed within this philosophizing

envelope. “ The religious movement as it went on from age to age created

for itself a miraculous history, just because it knew not how otherwise to place

itself as record.” But “ underlying the miraculous records of the Old and
Xew Testaments there is the secret history of the great, non-miraculous reli-

gious movement which was of secular duration and ran through many stadia.”
“ The historical records do not so much show the phases of the religious evo-

lution, as rather the religious standing of the writers who compiled them as

a vehicle for the utterance and propagation of their own religious ideas.” It

is the task of “ what is called the ‘ higher criticism,’ ” to eliminate these crude

conceptions of the Biblical writers, and “ trace and follow out the underlying
history ” (p. 6), the result being, of course, the substitution of a non-miracu-

lous for a miraculous account of the origin of Christianity. That Dr. Mack-
intosh’s anti-supernaturalism cannot get along without this critical recon-

struction of the Biblical histories, is obvious enough, and is clearly recog-

nized by himself :
“ The volume which is here placed before the public could

not possibly have been written until the new criticism had so far done its

work, and may be regarded as an outcome of that great movement ” (p. v).

It is only on the assumption of the full conclusions of the extremest form of

this criticism that his work can claim consideration at all. To plead this

critical reconstruction, however, as a support to his anti-supernaturalism,

would involve a peculiarly gross form of the argumentum in circulo. The
very principle of this criticism in the form in which alone its results would be

available for such a purpose, is the denial of the supernatural ; and results

which depend on the rejection of the supernatural can scarcely be made a

support for its rejection. Xor is an appeal to these critical results calculated

to add strength to his case. They are themselves matters of pure assump-

tion. Dr. Mackintosh simply adopts them and nowhere seriously attempts

to justify them. Xo one else has succeeded in justifying them. Xot only

are they wholly without historical evidence
;
they possess no historical prob-

ability, they supply no natural historical sequence, and they cannot be made
to coalesce with known historical facts or to fit into the known historical

framework. A scheme which requires the assumption o^ their truth, stands

condemned as impossible by its association with a congeries of such impossi-

bilities. It is perhaps worth while to observe further, that even if these critical

conclusions were admitted in their full extent as assumed, they would still

fail to rid Dr. Mackintosh of the most stringent testimony to the supernat-

ural. This is true even of that form of the supernatural which consists in

miraculous occurrences in the origin of Christianity. The confessedly genuine

epistles of Paul, by themselves, bear a testimony which cannot be gainsaid to

the occurrence of supernatural events at the foundations of Christianity,

culminating in thdt greatest of all supernatural events, the resurrection of

Jesus. It is true equally of that form of the supernatural which consists in

the manifested glory of the divine founder of Christianity. Xo critical re-

construction of Christian literature has yet availed—none which does not

destroy not merely its texture but the very threads of which it is woven can

avail—to eliminate from it its ineradicable testimony to the supernatural

impression of that unique figure, or to the supernatural impulse that streams

from it. It is the testimony not merely of one of His disciples, but of every

line of Christian record and of every event of Christian history : “We beheld

His glory, a glory as of an only begotten of the Father, full of grace and
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truth.” Still less will the whole body of assumed critical results avail to rid

Dr. Mackintosh of that form of the supernatural which is equally an offense

to him—a supernatural salvation, wrought out by Jesus and offered by Him
through His followers to the world. When the most violent forms of critical

reconstruction have done their worst-

,
the results still embalm for us a Jesus

who is and who claims to be a Redeemer and a Saviour, who does not pro-

claim an “ autosoteric ” but a “ heterosoteric ” salvation. Dr. Mackintosh,
indeed, is constrained to admit as much. The critical residuum brought to

his hands, requires still further criticism that he may obtain from it an un-

miraculous Jesus who requires men to save themselves and does not under-

take to save them. The Jesus and the Christianity which Dr. Mackintosh
offers us, therefore, is not the product of even the most radical criticism,

but simply the creation of his own mind. What he believes to be sober,

Jesus may be allowed to teach : but beyond the line of his own judgment as

to sobriety of doctrine, no record can convince him that Jesus taught. “ So
long as we credit Jesus with sobriety of judgment, our guiding principle of

criticism, viz., the rejection of the supernatural element, forbids us to regard

these sayings as genuinely His ” (p. 64). Here is Dr. Mackintosh’s principle

of criticism. It may not seem unlikely that if we are to make our Jesus on
the pattern of our own souls, we may have to content ourselves with an un-

miraculous Jesus. But if we are to have the Jesus of historical testimony,

in any degree, we cannot escape acknowledging a supernatural Jesus—who
Himself came from heaven and brings a message from heaven of redemption

in His blood.

May not, then, the results of Dr. Mackintosh’s reconstruction of the origin

and development of Christianity serve as their own sufficient testimony ? It

is on this possibility that Dr. Mackintosh apparently places his dependence.

He seems to say, Look at this picture of how Christianity was prepared for,

how it was originated, how it was developed, how it was corrupted ; and see if

its naturalness, coherency, consistency do not justify the presuppositions on
which the picture is founded. The plausibility of the suggestion arises from
the happy use which is made of hypothesis in all forms of scientific investiga-

tion : the positing of a supposition, the deducing of the results which would
follow on the assumption of its truth, the comparison of these results with ob-

served fact, the establishment of the truth of the original suppositiori by the

conformity of the results with known fact and the discovery through their

suggestion of further facts not hitherto observed. The fallaciousness of such

an appeal to this method as is at present proposed, however, is too glaring to

require to be shown. Here the proposed assumptions are not suggested by the

observed phenomena, but are dragged in from without and lack all inherent

probability
;
the results they yield by deduction confessedly differ enormously

from the facts as witnessed by testimony
;
their assumption does not put us

in the road to the discovery of independent evidence of their truth, but

sets us in opposition to the whole body of evidence. The sole appeal is made
to the inner consistency of the results ; and this obviously, so far as it exists,

is an artificial product and the inevitable effect of the process by which they

are obtained. Such an appeal, indeed, involves the grossest confusion between
the verisimilitude of fiction and the verity of fact. If valid in a case like

the present, it would be valid to demonstrate the objective reality of the

whole mise en scene and action of every successful fiction : the “ wizard of

the north ” would become a “ creator ” in the strictest sense, and his pro-

duct would no longer be romances but actualities ; and the objective reality

of the world of Flat-Land would require to be affirmed. Self-consistency and
“ naturalness ” may be carried to the point of that “ inevitableness ” which
is the mark of the action of the best fiction, and they argue only the genius
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of the author : actuality is not reached on this road. After all, history is not
an a priori but an a posteriori science, and the test of reality in its sphere is

nothing else than conformity to fact as experienced and witnessed. Even
then, did Dr. Mackintosh’s reconstruction of the history of the origin and
development of Christianity possess the qualities of self-consistency, natural-

ness, “ inevitableness ” to the highest conceivable degree, it would remain a
mere idle sketch of what might have been on certain contingencies; it might
fairly be contemplated by him with sadness as what he could well wish might
have occurred—the poet tells us that “ the saddest words of tongue or pen ”

are these, “It might have been;” but it could gain thence no claim what-
ever to be considered as what was.

"What, then, are we to say of the claims of his reconstruction to be the

actual history of the rise and development of Christianity, when we are

obliged to deny to it, as we are, even this inner consistency and naturalness ?

It is only when stated generally and in the vague that it has the least veri-

similitude. It sounds quite attractive to speak of Christianity as taking its

rise “ in a great spiritual and religious movement among the Jewish people,”

so that “ Judaism and Christianity denote the successive stages of one long

evolution of religious thought and sentiment:” to represent the phase of

this development which is specifically called Christianity, to have “been
founded, proximately, in the great religious experience which befell Jesus in

its purest form and to have been reflected in Ilis life and teaching ;” and to

explain “that that experience was transmitted and propagated to the minds
of His disciples, not, however, in its pure and original form, but through the

medium of the impression made by the personality of Jesus on their emo-
tional nature; and that that impression, acting on their imaginative and
ratiocinative faculties, was what gave to Christianity the mythical and dog-

matic construction which is presented to us in the New Testament and in

the creeds of the Churches ” (p. 4). But so soon as an attempt is made to fill

in these vague outlines with a detailed history of the progress of this great

religious movement—as it passed from heathenism into Judaism ;
through the

various stages of the religion of Israel into Christianity
;
from the religion of

Jesus to the doctrine of Paul and the mythology of John : all appearance of

verisimilitude passes away and we are asked to leap all sorts of historical

chasms and to assume repeatedly the most impossible sequences, in order

that not a natural but a contra-natural evolution may be substituted for a

supernatural history. The author enters, of course, into the labors of his

predecessors and founds his attempted reconstruction of the history of this

secular development on the assumed results of the critical schools of Wellhau-

sen and lteuss, of Weizsiicker and Pfleiderer. All the historical impossibilities

for which these schools are responsible in their efforts to eliminate the super-

natural from the history of the Christian religion lie then, from the beginning,

at his door. But these are not enough. From their results he merely takes

his starting point, and proceeds to cleanse the history of the last remnants

of the evil leaven of supernaturalism and with it of the last traces of veri-

similitude. Everything now hangs in the air : the most stupendous events,

turning the whole course of the world’s history, spring causelessly into ex-

istence ; historical Christianity itself becomes a mighty beneficent force re-

leased out of a fermentation of delusion, error and fraud.

"We are dealing here with a mass of details which it is impossible to trans-

fer to our pages in justification of our remarks, much more to examine with

any fullness. We are reduced to the adduction of an illustration or two.

Consider, for example, then, the lame and impotent explanation which is

offered of the undeniable identity of the Christ of prophecy with the Christ

of history. “ In this fulfillment we do not see the evidence of a prophetic
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foreknowledge of events which took place five or six hundred years after the

prophets lived ; for that would manifestly be a supernatural prevision. But
yet, the correspondence between the prophetic embodiment of the ideal, and
the general features of the life of Jesus as reported by the synoptists, is so

close, that no sane person can regard it as purely accidental. We, there-

fore, explain the fulfillment to ourselves as due fundamentally to the evolu-

tion of that religious idea of which Israel and the early Church were the

organs ” (p. 329). In other words, the correspondence between the prophets

and synoptists is due to the simple fact that they shared the same ideal, and

therefore expressed their ideal alike : the actual Jesus had nothing to do with

either picture. “ ‘ The prophets impersonated their ideal, while the Church
idealized the person,’ thus between them completing the circle of thought.”

That we may escape the admission of the supernatural here, therefore, we
are asked to conceive the whole fundamental portrait of Jesus, even as given

by the synoptists, as myth.

Consider again the explanation that is offered of the conversion of Paul.
“ Our explanation, then, of the Apostle’s conversion is, that it was occasioned

by the moral and spiritual ideas introduced into his mind by contact and inter-

course, though of a hostile kind, with the little band of men whom he perse-

cuted When speaking of the doctrine of Jesus, we pointed out that it

was His discovery of the evangelic view of the religious relation which satis-

fied Him that He Himself, as the discoverer of that relation, was the promised

Messiah. And our position now is that St. Paul, conscious of having derived

this view, however mediately and indirectly, from Jesus, was satisfied that His
claim to be the Messiah was well founded. The moment of Paul’s conversion

was just the moment at which, after much inward debate and misgiving, the

evangelic view as taught by Jesus took absolute possession of his mind. As by
a flash of inward light, he recognized the immense import of that new relation

which formed the base of that teaching. The doctrine was so novel, so revo-

lutionary in the religious sphere, of such startling range and gravity, and of

such beneficent consequence to himself that he readily believed all that thedis-

ciples alleged of the resurrection of Him who had revealed it In the mo-
ment of crisis, when the new ideas gained the upper hand, it would appear to

him as if Jesus had wrestled and prevailed, and cast him to the ground. The
light, the fall and the voice were but the form into which his sense of men-
tal illumination and of subjugation by one who was stronger than he had
thrown itself. And when he afterwards reflected on that wonderful experi-

ence, it would seem to him as if the struggle which had gone on within him
had been brought to an issue by an act of self-manifestation on the part of

Jesus, by an act of condescension to him personally, if not on his account

yet to him as a chosen instrument to transmit ‘ the benefit ’ to others ” (p.

372). In this subjective experience of Paul’s, Dr. Mackintosh bids us find

the sole “ sight ” of the “ risen Jesus ” on which the deathless conviction

of His resurrection which animated the primitive disciples could be founded.

We say the “sole ‘sight’ of ‘the risen Jesus,”’ although we read in

this paragraph itself of Paul’s accepting the doctrine of the resurrection at the

hands of those who were disciples before him. For, when we turn to the ear-

lier passage where the origin of the belief in the resurrection on the part of

the earlier disciples is treated, we learn that their language as to a “ resurrec-

tion ” is represented as purely figurative, and that they are supposed to have

made no pretension of having seen even an apparition
;
but that now Paul is

thought to have erroneously imputed his own experience to them. In such a

passage as 1 Cor. v. 1, sq., then, the Apostle simply misrepresents the matter

when he attributes “ Christophanies ” essentially like his own to others. The
query, of course, inevitably arises, How, granting that Paul may have so mis-
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conceived the facts at first, is it conceivable that he should not soon have been
set right ? Dr. Mackintosh thinks it enough to reply that it is not at all likely

that Paul and Peter ever found out their difference (p. 364). “ It is by no
means likely that the conference of the two men would turn upon the nature
of their experiences. St. Paul’s mind would be prepossessed with the idea

that the experience of Peter and his companions had been the same with his

own, and he would feel no curiosity upon the subject, nor think of scrutiniz-

ing the details. On the other hand, Peter had by this time, we presume,
accepted the sensuous representation of that experience in place of the real

explanation
;
or for the sake of convenience he had adopted the figurative

mode of describing it, and would naturally suppose that St. Paul, in any allu-

sion which he might make to a vision, might only be referring to a similar

experience and employing that figurative style of expression which seemed
to come naturally to all who spoke of that crisis of the spiritual life ” (p. 365)

.

The desperation of this hypothesis of mutual misunderstanding and of no in-

tercourse between Paul and his fellow-disciples on the foundations of his faith

—especially in face of the explicit historical statements of his epistles—is evi-

dent on its face, and is illustrated by the looseness of its hold on Dr. Mackin-
tosh’s own mind. Shortly afterwards it suits his purpose, in a new turn of the

argument, to assume the exact contrary: and the existence of this previous pas-

sage, or its essential place in the central argument of the book, does not prevent

him from writing :
“ But as by the time that the Apostle wrote his great Epis-

tles, he had conversed with the earlier Apostles, and no doubt with many of the

first disciples, there is, to say the least, a huge unlikelihood that he could have
remained ignorant of the leading events of the life of Jesus. It is hardly con-

ceivable that he should not have taken care to inform himself as to the earthly

life and teaching of one whom he adored as the Lord from heaven. His omis-

sion to do so would argue a state of mind so incurious and indifferent as to

be unnatural and incomprehensible ” (p. 377). And yet, though he professes

to be informed as to Christ’s resurrection appearances, we are to believe

that he was not so informed, and never felt the need of becoming so I

AYe are at the centre of Dr. Mackintosh’s argument, we say, when we en-

visage his account of the rise of the belief in the resurrection of Jesus, and

it may repay us to consider what he expects us to believe with reference to

it. That no such resurrection ever took place is of course given at once, in

his fundamental postulate of the impossibility of the supernatural. That not

even a subjective vision occurred in the case of any but Paul, we have already

incidentally seen to be his contention. How then does he account for the rise

of that belief in the resurrection of the Master which was the dominating

force in Christianity from the very beginning ? The answer is to be found

in observing that he subtly transmutes the problem into the essentially dif-

ferent one of how the disciples regained their belief in Jesus’ Messiahship

after the deadly blow inflicted by His death. Then he operates with platitudes

like these: “the human mind is endowed with marvelous elasticity ” and
“ does not willingly surrender itself to despair,” so that a reaction is sure

to supervene shortly after any deep depression. This inherent tendency of

the mind was reinforced by the impression made on His disciples by Jesus,

“ which was too deep to be effaced by a single blow.” And this was further

reinforced by the great impression made by the nobility of His death, so that

it is truer to say that the cross glorified Christ than that He glorified the cross.

“ The spiritual sense of the disciples had been so far trained and educated

by their intercourse and association with Jesus, as to discern the hidden

‘ glory ’ of the cross, i. e., of the death of Jesus upon it. No act of His life

‘ became Him,’ or exalted Him so much in their eyes, or so revealed His true

greatness as His death. It was not the Christ who in the first instance trans-
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figured the cross, but the cross which transfigured the Christ The
mode and spirit in which Jesus laid down His life was what above all else

transfigured Him in the eyes of His disciples and confirmed His claim to be
the Messiah and the Christ ” (p. 278). The reaction from their sensuous hopes

which was consequent on Christ’s death clarified their vision, and led them
on to look for a spiritual kingdom, in which Jesus, though dead, might still

reign :
“ When Jesus died, it was to the disciples inconceivable that a life of

such divine beauty should have lapsed All that had been visible of Him,
all that was mortal of Him, had been consigned to the tomb ; but this unde-

niable fact could not prevent the rising conviction that the spirit within Him
had escaped, and soared into a new life in a higher and happier sphere.

The sudden birth of this conviction in the minds of the disciples, we hold to have

been the true tlieophany, the apotheosis of Jesus ” (p. 268). The disciples,

then, did not suppose that Jesus had in any physical sense “ risen again this

was but a figurative mode of expressing their own resurrection to new hope

:

“ What, then, actually took place on a day or days immediately subsequent

to the crucifixion was not that Jesus rose again from the dead, but that the

disciples, commencing with Peter, emerged suddenly, as in a moment, from
the more than sepulchral gloom into which they had been plunged by the

death of Jesus and in which it seemed as if the light of faith had been forever

extinguished ” (p. 287). Thus the resurrection of Jesus is transmuted into

simply the rise of a new hope in the minds of the disciples, unattended by any
event in any way extraordinary. The subsequent discussion is occupied with

an attempt to show how this hope propagated itself, and how it was, through

a figurative use of language, altered into a belief in a physical resurrection

It must not be overlooked what an important part the nobility of Christ’s

death on the cross plays in this construction. It was the cross that trans-

figured Christ to His first disciples. It was the cross which glorified Him to

them. It was by the mode and spirit in which He laid down His life that His
claim to be the Messiah was confirmed to them (p. 278). It is probably a

vice inseparable from the mode of argumentation adopted in this volume
that elsewhere, when the needs of the argument require it, precisely the

contrary is asserted with reference to the effect of Christ’s crucifixion upon
His followers. “ The crucifixion,” we read (p. 376), “ was in fact a sort of

puzzle to the disciples, which, however, did not shake their faith in Him as the

Messiah, and in the truth of His doctrine, and the reality of His resurrection.”

It was “ an offense ” which they could only hope would be removed by a glori-

ous second coming. It is difficult to see how the cross could have been both

one of the chief causes of the continued faith of Christ’s first followers in His
Messiahship and a difficulty to their faith in Him as the Messiah

;
both an of-

fense and Christ’s chief glory. But it is not very difficult to see how it happens

that it is alternately represented as each in turn by our author. By the one

representation he seeks to help himself over the difficulty of explaining, as a

mere subjective fact, the rise of belief in Christ’s resurrection in the hearts

of His dejected followers, left forlorn by their Master’s death. By the other

representation, he seeks to help himself over the difficulty of explaining, as

a Pauline invention, the rise of faith in Christ as a Kedeemer, who died that

we might live. For the former purpose he enlarges on the grandeur of

Christ’s death on the cross and its potent effect in enheartening His followers.

For the latter purpose he enlarges on the offense of the cross to the first dis-

ciples, that the emphasis placed on it in Paul’s theology may be made to

appear singular. In spite, then, of the declaration on the one page that it was
the cross which “above all else” “confirmed Jesus’ claim to be the Mes-
siah” to His first followers, he does not hesitate to say on another that

they “maintained their faith in the Messiahship of Jesus in spite of His
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ignominious death,” while “ He became the Messiah for Paul in consequence
of it ” (p. 450, 451). So slight a hold on reality has Dr. Macintosh’s whole
construction.

Could anything indeed possibly be more “ unreal ” than this whole
explanation of the rise of faith in Christ’s resurrection ? The chasm
that yawns between despair and enthusiasm is to be bridged over. Our
author proposes to bridge it by postulating—nothing. Nothing occurred,
he says: the disciples simply recovered their tone. They preached the
the resurrection : their followers believed in it. They themselves did not

:

they were merely using figurative language. By this figurative language
they meant to express only their own recovery of hope. If we ask what
occurred to mediate their recovery of hope and to lead them so to express

it, he replies simply, nothing occurred. Nothing occurred ! Nothing oc-

curred at the root of the greatest revolution in the human heart and in the
history of mankind the world has ever seen. No sun arose between that

black Friday and that glorious Sunday to account for the new splendor

which illuminated the world. Nothing occurred to create the Christian

Easter and the Christian Sabbath. Nothing occurred to deflect the whole
course of human life, to ring out the old and ring in the new, to implant in

man new hopes, new ideals, new life. There is nothing in Alice in Wonder-
land

,
half so incredible, half so contrary to the “ order of nature.” As cer-

tain as it is that new life and hope came to the disciples’ hearts on that

Sunday morning, as certain as it is that through this new life and hope
Christianity sprang into existence, as certain as it is that Christianity still

persists in the world, so certain is it that something occurred in Jerusalem

on that Sunday morning, of so stupendous a nature as to bear in its bosom
the promise and potency of all these stupendous results.

Not only, however, is Dr. Mackintosh’s construction thus incapable of

being carried through on any simple and consistent view of the history;

it is incapable of being carried through without the imputation of dishonest

intention and deed to the chief actors in the development of the Christian

religion. This imputation is again already involved, of course, in Dr. Mack-
intosh’s adoption of the conclusions of the most radical forms of modern
criticism as the foundation of his structure : for those conclusions include

no little imputation of fraud to the writers of the Biblical books. But Dr.

Mackintosh is compelled to go yet further in the same pathway. Not only

is it found by him impossible to exonerate the procedure of the fourth evange-

list in the forum of the modern conscience (pp. 532, 543), but Jesus Himself

must stand convicted in the same court, guilty of one of the worst faults of

religious innovators—the employment of familiar language to hide the novelty

of a new proclamation (p. 160). The accusation is softened as far as possible

:

such conduct is represented as perhaps a virtue—certainly as but “ the follow-

ing of an instinct common to all religious reformers.” But it remains an accu-

sation of the use of a deception from which the truly honest man will shrink.

A naturalistic origin for Christianity, it seems, cannot be obtained, save at

the cost of something more important than even historical verity : it involves

also the ruin of the moral character of its founders and builders. This

surely cannot be held to be a recommendation of the construction, derived

from the character of the results obtained by it.

But if Dr. Mackintosh’s assumptions have nothing in themselves to recom-

mend them, and are not confirmed by the results obtained on the supposi-

tion of their truth, where shall we go to find support for his construction of

Christian history ? He himself points out that his attempt to provide

Christianity with a naturalistic account of its origin may have an alterna-

tive issue. “ Either it may discredit the supernaturalistic theory of Chris-
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tianity
;
or it may go far, in the way of a reductio ad ubsurdum

,
to demon-

strate the untenableness of the anti-supernatural theory.” The marked
ability and unwonted thoroughness with which he has prosecuted his task

—

shrinking from no extremity of conclusion legitimately involved in his

premises—offer certainly an unusual opportunity for a fair comparison be-

tween the two theories. No one possessed of any historical insight ought to

hesitate an instant in deciding between them. The naturalistic construc-

tion is renewedly exhibited here as historically incredible : things do not

happen so, cannot happen so in a world where the law of adequate causes

rules. The intrusion of supernatural causes into the affairs of men may be

difficult to believe : the multiplication of contra-natural effects in a chain of

ever-increasing complexity is impossible to believe. Dr. Mackintosh’s vol-

ume thus acts, “ in the way of a reductio ad absurdum
, to demonstrate the

untenableness of the anti-supernatural theory.” The reader must conclude

that Christianity cannot be explained as a natural religion : the “ common
religious instinct, working under the influence of natural forces,” is inade-

quate to its production. But Dr. Mackintosh not only assumes, as we have
seen, but solidly argues, that the supernatural origin and the supernatural

nature of Christianity stand or fall together. The anti-supernaturalistic

assumption must operate all through or nowhere. If it is admitted in the

matter of the origin of Christianity, it must involve, as is shown in a very lucid

Appendix, an anti-supernaturalistic construction also of the person of Jesus,

of the nature of His work, and of the method of salvation. The converse

is, of course, equally true. It would be difficult to refute the representation

which Dr. Mackintosh makes of the implication of the Divinity of Christ in

the conception of His work as expiatory (pp. 415, 416). His real starting

point, for this volume, it will be remembered, did not lie in a conviction of

the naturalistic origin of Christianity, but in a conviction of the naturalistic

character of the saving process (p. 212, 149, note). The real object of the

book is to support this conviction. That he may believe that “ salvation ”

under Christianity is “ autosoteric,” he seeks to show that Christianity is

itself a human product. The failure to show the latter will necessarily react

on the possibility of believing the former. A supernatural Christianity is

as unconformable with an “ autosoteric ” salvation, as a natural Christianity

is with a “ heterosoteric ” salvation. The attempts to seek a middle ground,

Dr. Mackintosh’s trenchant logic grinds to powder : and here is likely to be

found the chief service that his book will render. He who ponders the ar-

gument as he has wrought it out with such boldness and care, is likely to rise

from its perusal with the conviction that the whole leaven of Socinian thought

on the mode of salvation has gone to its judgment with Dr. Mackintosh’s

attempt to construct an anti-supernaturalistic Christianity. If we begin,

for example, with the soteriological conceptions of McLeod Campbell, or let

us rather say specifically of Dr. John Young—for it is from something like

these, it would seem, that Dr. Mackintosh took his starting point—we must
logically proceed to something like Dr. Mackintosh’s conceptions of the

origin and history of Christianity. Conversely, if the most elaborate attempts

to conceive Christianity as in origin a purely natural religion go up in

smoke, the fires which consume them must inevitably eat their way back to

the correlated conceptions of the method of salvation.

The failure of Dr. Mackintosh’s effort to construe Christianity as a natural

religion, however, will react on his attempt to explain Christian salvation as
“ autosoteric ” in other and more direct ways also, as well as by this logical

correlation. For it must be evident that the failure of the attempt to explain

away the supernatural in the origin of Christianity, will discredit beforehand

the use of the same methods which are relied on for that result, to explain away
34
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the expiatory nature of Christ’s saving work. The contrast which Dr. Mack-
intosh seeks to erect, in dealing with this matter, between “ the religion of

Jesus ” and “ the doctrine of Paul,” is a purely artificial one, with no ground
in fact. All of Christ’s followers understood Him to teach that He came into

the world to save the world by the outpouring of His blood : all the records of

His teaching represent Him as offering Himself as a ransom for sin: the

sacramental ordinances which He instituted for His Church embody the sac-

rificial and cleansing nature of His work in vivid object lessons. This wit-

ness cannot be eliminated. If we are to credit any historical testimony, it is

quite certain that Jesus represented Himself as rendering the Father placable

to sinful man by His own expiatory work, and not as merely discovering the

Father’s inherent “ infinite placability.” And if we are to credit Jesus in this,

Dr. Mackintosh himself being judge, He must needs be more than man, and
Christianity, as instituted by Him, is a supernatural religion, not merely

as originating in supernatural acts, but also as supported by supernatural

sanctions, and as operating in supernatural modes and with supernatural

powers. The failure to explain away the supernatural in the origin of Chris-

tianity not only, however, discredits the process of explaining away this tes-

timony, it also removes the motive to refuse credit to the testimony of Jesus

to His redemptive work in what Dr. Mackintosh calls “ the dogmatic or super-

natural sense.” It does indeed even more, as we have seen : it leaves this as

the only conception of the nature of His work which will harmonize with the

origin of Christianity, now shown to be supernatural, and therefore predis-

poses us to credit it. Supernatural pomp and display accompanying the ad-

vent of Jesus might have been unnecessary, unsuitable, incredible, if all

that He came to do was to teach anew what men by feeling after had often

before discovered without His teaching, and would often again discover with-

out His teaching. But if He came truly as a redeemer of a lost race, to

reverse the course of history and restore to men the favor of God, then it

was fitting that He should bring heaven to earth with Him. So Dr. Mackin-

tosh perceives
;
and we do not see that the argument can be resisted by w'hich

he exhibits it. He rightly therefore acts on the assumption that if salvation

is “ autosoterie,” Christianity must be a natural religion, and must have its

origin like other natural religions only in the religious instincts of men. And
if we act rightly it must be on the parallel assumption that since Christianity,

as is renewedly exhibited in this volume, cannot be construed as a merely

natural religion in origin, neither can the salvation it offers men be construed

as “ autosoterie.” Dr. Mackintosh has bravely thought himself through and

correlated the parts of his system : the result is that in the collapse of a part

the whole system is involved.

Princeton. Benjamin B. "Warfield.

An Inquiry into- the Truth of Dogmatic Christianity. Comprising a Discus-

sion with a Bishop of the Roman Catholic Church. By William Dearing

Harden. Pp. viii, 268. (New York aud London: G. P. Putnam’s Sons,

1893.) This title is a misnomer. Instead of a critical inquiry by an impar-

tial scholar, we have the special plea of a lawyer w’ho would make out a case

against Christianity. His arguments, moreover, are founded on ignorance

and developed by perversion. The crescent, not the cross, has been the agent

of civilization; and that, too, though the Arabs derived their science from

the Greeks and their introduction to Greek authors from the Christians.

“ Faith is a blind reliance on the views and assertions of others, and the utter

suppression of reason.” That “damnation is more successful than the

counter-scheme of salvation ” is the teaching of the Church. “ Faith para-

lyzes, doubt invigorates;” and that, too, though history tells of scarcely one




