
THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL
REVIEW.

HAS SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATION DISTURBED
THE BASIS OF RATIONAL FAITH?

HE path of the wise man is a midway between extremes.

Solomon thus described it and urged men not to turn from it

to the right or to the left. Aristotle so described it; his moral rule

was to choose the golden mean and follow it till a habit of virtue

was formed. Copernicus, the founder of modern astronomy, when

dying said: “I ask not for the mercy which Paul received, nor for

the forgiveness shown Peter, but only for the compassion granted

the dying thief—that is my desire.
’ ’ He wished these words

carved on his tomb, but his enthusiastic disciples held the epitaph

should run : Terra motor solis ccelique stator.

In him science and religion met in harmony, as in Newton,

Kepler, Bacon and the great men who ushered in modern thought

and life. But it is hard for their disciples, in a wider field of ob-

servation, when knowledge has grown from more to more, and when

proud philosophy turns every rainbow of mystery into drops of

rain and rays of light, to be equally reverent toward God and true

toward themselves.

German thinkers often speak of a threefold consciousness, which

includes self-consciousness, the consciousness of the world without,

and the consciousness of God, in whom the world subsists and in

whom we live and move and have our being. Lotze, the most com-

prehensive philosopher since Hegel, teaches that the only bond

uniting the results of science and the needs of man’s soul is found
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tine and Edwards, and embodied in the Westminster Confession,” he would

.not be able to content himself with his view of the “Atonement.”
It can scarcely be necessary to prolong this notice in order to explain in detail

what Ur. Stevens’ view of the Atonement is. He did not leave it to this point in

his treatise first to avow it : and we have not been able to follow his treatise thus

far without repeatedly suggesting it. Let it suffice to say it is simply a form

of the very prevalent “Moral Influence theory, ’
’ and like all forms of this theory

finds the atoning fact, the actual thing which brings man into right relations to

God, not in Christ or in anything which Christ was or taught or did, but in man’s

own act of repentance and return to God,—Christ’s whole function consisting in

inducing man to repent and return to God. It is only by a figure of speech there-

fore that it can be said that “Christ gives us repentance and so remission” (p.

354). For how does he “give” it? Only by “making us to feel and know our

sin, and showing us the sure way to escape from it.” There is nothing upon

which Dr. Stevens waxes more passionate than upon man’s inalienable power

to repent, “to heed and respond to the Gospel invitation” (p. 316). On this

view one may well ask, What then becomes of those who lived and died before

Christ came? Only two views are possible. Either they are hopelessly lost,

or else Christ’s work is not necessary to salvation. The former alternative Dr.

Stevens, of course, does not take
;
he even (absurdly enough) tries to fix it on the

“Satisfaction theory” (p. 379). The latter is, then, inevitable to him: and he

boldly embraces it in a theory of what he calls “Eternal Atonement” (Ch. X,

pp. 433 sq.), in which he teaches that “the word ‘atonement’ represents a process

and not a merely single event,—that it designates the operation in history of

certain laws or forces of the divine life which are perpetually operative, an action

of God in relation to sin and salvation which has been continuous throughout

human history” (p. 433). Thus our Lord’s “saving mission is a transactional

expression of eternal atonement” (p. 440): “the earthly life and suffering of

Christ are the historic form of an eternal reality, a perpetual process” (p. 442).

All of which, being interpreted, means that it is not what Christ did-on earth which

grounds salvation, but 1 ‘ the dateless passion of God on account of sin’ ’
;
and that

“God is, by His very nature, a sin-bearer.” Why, then, the mission of Christ?

Why His sufferings and death? There is a chapter (Ch. VIII) on this too. Its

axiom is that “ Christ came to realize in the world the ends of God’s holy love”

(p. 401). “Christ did not come to procure but to proclaim and bestow forgive-

ness’ ’ (p. 386). In any event that Hedid not come earlier, leaves it certain that

what He did in the world was not necessary for the salvation of man—that

nothing He did in the world was essential to salvation. If the world did not need

His work for so many ages, it can have stood in no need of it at all. Search

and look: it is inherent in the very nature of the Moral Influence theory to de-

preciate the importance of the mission of Christ. He becomes only one Saviour

among many (Bushnell, Sabatier). His work is really unessential to salvation.

Undeniably this is not the Biblical view. Undeniably it is not the view of the

Christian centuries. Is it a view tolerable to the Christian heart? The plain

fact is that the lowered views of the Atonement now becoming so prevalent are

uncomformable to all the presuppositions of the Christian faith, and involve a

reconstruction which will ultimately transform it into a merely natural religion.

Princeton. B. B. Warfield.

God’s Image in Man, and its Defacement, in the Light of Modern Denials.

By James Orr, D.D., Professor of Apologetics and Systematic Theology,

United Free Church College, Glasgow. London: Hodder & Stoughton.

1905. Crown 8vo; pp. xv, 325.

Dr. Orr’s “Stone Lectures” were listened to in Princeton with great pleasure.
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Their publication in this handsome volume will carry to a wider audience their

fine exposition of the fundamentals of Christian anthropology and their vigorous

protest against a tendency, apparently growing among us, “to wholesale sur-

render of vital aspects of Christian doctrine at the shrine of what is regarded as

the modern view of the world.’’ What renders this protest most valuable is

that it is particularly directed against weak evasions of the issue raised by the

conflict between the Christian view of the world and that “congeries of conflicting

and often mutually irreconcilable views’’ which is commonly spoken of as

the “modern view.” Dr. Orr has the courage to recognize and assert the

i rreconcilableness of the two views and the impossibilty of a compromise between
them; and to undertake the task of showing that the Christian new in the forum
of science itself is the only tenable one. This task he accomplishes with dis-

tinguished success: and this is the significance of the volume.

The material is divided into six lectures. In the first of these the issue is stated,

and the actual irreconcilability of the two views demonstrated. The Biblical

doctrine of God, man and sin is set sharply over against the “evolutionary” new
of them, the exaggerations sometimes found on both sides are cleared away, and
the residuary conflict made plain. The second lecture, proceeding to details, sets

the Bible and the newT views of the nature of man over against one another, and
shows that no scientific facts really endanger the Bible doctrine that man differs

in kind and not merely in degree from the lowTer creatures. In the third lecture it

is shown that the extreme evolutionary theories have broken down before the

advance of knowledge, and that, on the data of science itself, man stands forth

as the product not of nature but of a Higher Cause intruded into nature. The
fourth lecture extends this argument with especial reference to the mental nature

of man. In the fifth lecture the great question of sin is grappled with, and the

Biblical view of sin as a racial fact rooted in voluntary action on the part of the

creature is powerfully commended. Finally, in the sixth lecture, the Biblical

account of death as non-natural to man and the result of sin is defended: and

the bearing of the whole discussion on the entirety of the Christian system ex-

plained. At the end a body of valuable material is collected in a series of Ap-
pendixes which support, and in some instances advance, the positions taken in

the text of the lectures.

What impresses the reader of these admirable lectures most is their fine balance.

In the statement neither of the Biblical doctrine nor of the “modern view,” nor

in their comparison, is there any exaggeration. The two are just calmly set over

against one another and investigated in their bases and relations. Perhaps the

most striking feature of the exposition of the Biblical doctrine is the just insistence

upon the unity of man as “a being composed of body and soul in a unity not in-

tended to be dissolved.” A firm grasp upon this element of the Biblical doctrine

notably clears the air. It not only puts in their right aspects death and the resur-

rection—the former as the product of sin and the latter as the necessary fruit of

redemption from sin: but it throws the whole question of the origin of man into a

new light. It perhaps may not be too much to say that the hinge of the Biblical

anthropology lies here: and that the argument of Dr. Orr turns upon his clear

appreciation of it. Next to this, we are struck perhaps by the searching analysis

and account of sin given in the fifth lecture. The question arises, as wre read,

why sin cannot be characterized, in contradistinction to that “love” in which

the fulfillment of the law" consists, as just “lovelessness” or, in its positive mani-

festation, “hate.” This would be only another way—whether a better way or

not may be open to question—of reducing sin to the principle of selfishness.

Some striking minor points in Dr. Orr’s arguments should also be mentioned.

Among these is his suggestion (p. 152) of the impossibility of disparate develop-

ment of mind and body, with the inference he draws from it that, therefore, it can
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scarcely be credited that the body of man was formed by the accumulation of

insensible variations from a brutish original, and the soul made all at once by a

divine fiat for the completed man. Body and mind must go together: and a great

brain with a little mind is just as unthinkable as a little brain with a great mind.

The argument does not seem to be available, however, as against a theory of

evolution per saltum. If under the directing hand of God a human body is formed
at a leap by propagation from brutish parents, it would be quite consonant with

the fitness of things that it should be provided by His creative energy with a

truly human soul . And this leads us to say that the precise point in the question

of evolution is, after all, not whether the new forms proceed from older ones,

whether by or without the directing hand of God; but whether the forces con-

cerned in the production of the new forms are all intrinsic in the evolving stuff.

Man may “breed” many varieties of pigeons, fowls, sheep; and the varieties he

“breeds” may often come per saltum. But they all find their account in the

forces operating in the materials dealt with: his directing hand cannot be traced

in the chain of efficient causes, all of which are discoverable in the evolving stuff.

Accordingly, under man’s hand we can have nothing but an “evolution,” an
un-rolling—a drawing out into new forms of what was potentially present in the

evolving material from the beginning. If this were all that God does, there

would be no “creation” in the case whatever. We do not quite understand,

therefore, Dr. Orr’s remark on p. 87 (explanatory note 1), to the effect that “evolu-

tion” and “ special creation” are not mutually exclusive, whether as terms or as'

things. Surely “evolution” means just “modification”; and “creation” just

“origination”: and surely “modification” and “origination” are ultimate con-

ceptions and mutually exclude one the other. You cannot ‘

‘ originate’ ’ by ‘ ‘mod-
ifying”; you cannot “modify” by “originating.” Whatever comes by “evolu-

tion” that certainly cannot arise by “creation”; and whatever is “created”

certainly is not “evolved.” The old definition of “creation” as the making
of something “ parlim ex nihilv, partim ex materia naturahter inhabili—ex

materia inhabili supra matures vires aliquid producere,—is certainly the sound one.

Unless the thing produced is above what the powers intrinsic in the evolving

stuff are capable of producing (under whatever Divine guidance), the product

is not a product of “creation” but of “ Providence. ” And “Providence”

can never do the work of
‘

‘ creation. ’
’ Dr. Orr fully understands this and argues

therefore that the apparition of man implies the intrusion of a new cause, that it is

a creation, strictly so called: and this is what makes the note on p. 87 inexplicable.

Let man have arisen through the Divine guidance of the evolutionary process,

there is no creative act of God, but only a providential activity of God, concerned

in his production, unless there has been intruded into the process the action of a

cause not intrinsic in the evolving stuff, causing the complex product to be some-

thing more than can find its account in the intrinsic forces, however divinely

manipulated. Evolution can never, under any circumstances, issue in a product

which is specifically new: “modification” is the utmost that it can achieve,

—

“origination” is beyond its tether.

One of the most pregnant passages in the volume is that (p. 188) in which it is

briefly demonstrated that for a moral being to exist in a non-moral condition

is really for it to exist in an immoral condition. We may in the abstract distin-

guish actions into those that are right, wrong and indifferent. But there are no

indifferent acts: in the concrete all acts are good or bad. So we may in the

abstract speak of conditions which are moral, non-moral and immoral. But for

a moral being, a state of non-morality is a state of immorality. Such a being is

either good or bad; never neither good nor bad. This simple demonstration

cuts up by the roots the whole Pelagian standpoint.

As we have already pointed out, Dr. Orr’s whole treatment of sin is very sane
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and satisfactory. Only, we demur to what seems to us the over-emphasis
of the fact of “heredity,” taken in the strict sense, in this connection. We hear

indeed of “the representative principle” (p. 277), and the “inheritance” of

death is apparently hung upon it. But the transmission of sin appears to be

hung at least mainly upon the principle of “heredity” (e.g., 235, 242). This

seems to us a mistake, and to involve us in many unnecessary difficulties, as e.g.,

the difficulty of accounting for our “inheritance” of specifically Adam’s first

sin (why not Eve’s? and why not the sins of all our ancestors?) and the difficulty

of accounting for our Lord’s failure to
‘

‘inherit” sin. We are burdened with the

guilt of Adam’s first sin and have received its penalty. Surely that is enough.

We do not need to defend the theory of the “inheritance” of acquired qualities

in order to account for it; the principle of representation is enough. And we do

not need to insist that a son tends to inherit the moral character of his parents,

which (on the broad question) certainly is not borne out by common experience:

the children of the pious are not uniformly pious nor are those of the vicious

uniformly vicious, and assuredly few would contend that the specific forms in

which piety and vice are manifested are on the average transmitted. It seems

much better, then, to follow what appears to us the simple Scriptural representa-

tion, and to say that we partake in Adam’s sin because he was our representative,

and that he was constituted our representative because he was our father and was

naturally indicated as such for that office.

We have in these remarks, we think, noted everything with respect to which we

should feel disposed to question even Dr. Orr’s modes of developing his subject.

Perhaps a query may be placed also against his remarks (pp. 153-54) on the difir

culty created for a purely evolutionary theory by the necessity of the production

of not a single instance, but of a pair of human beings. We do not feel this diffi-

culty as strongly as Dr. Orr appears to feel it. Why should there be a pair?

Nothing is more common in the experience of breeders than the origination of a

new type through an individual sport. And what is the difficulty of obtaining a

pair or more of the same fundamental type? Ex hi/pothesi the new variation is

slight; and that implies the coexistence of many individuals of almost equal

advantages. And nothing is commoner in the experience of breeding than the

production from the same parentage of a succession of individuals of the same or

nearly the same “sporting” characters. Perhaps also a query may be placed

over against the strong statement (p. 257) to the effect that “there is not a

word in Scripture to suggest that animals .... came under the law of death

for man’s sin.
’ ’ The problem of the reign of death in that ‘

‘ creation ’
’ which was

cursed for man’s sake and which is to be with man delivered from the bondage

of corruption, presses on some with a somewhat greater weight than seems here

to be recognized. But these are matters of no importance to the march of the

general argument of the book. The book is a distinct contribution to the settle-

ment of the questions with which it deals, and to their settlement in a sane and

stable manner. It will come as a boon to many who are oppressed by the

persistent pressure upon them of the modern point of view. It cannot help

producing in the mind of its readers a notable clearing of the air.

Princeton. B. B. Warfield.

A Summary of the Christian Faith. By Henry Eyster Jacobs, D.D., LL.D.,

Norton Professor of Systematic Theology, Lutheran Theological Seminary

at Philadelphia. Philadelphia: General Council Publication House. 1905.

8vo; pp. xii, 637.

About a dozen years ago there came to us from Dr. Jacobs’ hand a winningly

written statement of the Elements of Religion (Philadelphia: G. W. Frederick,

1904; 12mo, pp. 298), designed for the instruction of the people. He now gives




