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I.

TERTULLIAN AND THE BEGINNINGS OF THE
DOCTKINE OF THE TKINITY.

Second Article.

I
N the last number of this Review* it was pointed out that any

approach which Tertullian may have made toward formulating

a doctrine of a really immanent Trinity will be revealed by attending

to the responses he makes to five questions. These questions are

:

O) Whether he intends a real distinction of persons, in the philo-

sophical sense of the term, by the distinction he makes between the

ilivine “persons"; (2) Whether he supposes this distinction of

persons to belong to the essential mode of the divine existence, or to

have been constituted by those prolations of the Logos and Spirit

which, according to his teaching, took place in order to the creation

and government of the world; (3)Whether he preserves successfully

the imity of God in the distinction of persons which he teaches; (4)

Whether he conceives deity in Christ to be all that it is in the

Father; and (5) Whether he accords to the Holy Spirit also both

absolute deity and eternal distinctness of personality. We shall

endeavor now to obtain Tertullian’s responses to these questions.

(1) The interest with which we seek Tertullian’s answer to the

* The Princeton Theologic.^.l Preview, October, 1905, pp. 529-557.
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partial, He would cease to be God (p. 209). It must be remembered that par-

tiality may be charged only when those passed by have a claim on the benefactor.

A debtor is partial if he does not pay his creditors pro rata; for they all have a

claim on him. Other things being equal, a father is partial if he leaves property

to one child and not to the others
;
for they all have a claim on him. The govern-

ment, however, would not be partial if it pardoned one criminal and not all
;
for

no criminal has any claim on the government for pardon, but only for the just

punishment of his crime. In a word, grace cannot be partial. If it could be, it

would cease to be grace. Now the supernatural revelation of the Gospel is purely

gracious. No one can claim it; for the light of nature ought to be sufficient, as our

author admits
;
and the only reason why it is not sufficient is the blinding effect

of our own sin.

Be this as it may, however, Dr. Savage himself takes our position. The most

significant admission in his whole discussion is that on pp. 61 and 62, after refer-

ring to the differences between men in respect of “qualities of character, goodness

and badness, capacity for happiness, the ordinary means and conditions for enjoy-

ment,” he says: “Ultimately,—we might as well face the matter frankly,—ulti-

mately, the Author of this universe is responsible for all these human differences.”

Could there be a more unqualified abandonment of his whole contention? Could

he allow more unreservedly that God does not distribute to all alike, but to every

man severally, according as, in his love and wnsdom. He wills? Perhaps the most

instructive lesson of this entire volume is that the absolute sovereignty of God is

not a truth of revelation only. It is a necessary consequence of theism as well.

One cannot be a theist, as Dr. Savage is, and not admit, as he does, that in the last

analysis the reason for all differences is to be found in God. If He is God, He must

do “according to His will in the army of heaven and among the inhabitants of

the earth.”

Princeton. William Brenton Greene, Jr.

II.—EXEGETICAL THEOLOGY.

The Bross Lectures, 1904. The Bible, Its Origin and Nature. Seven Lec-

tures delivered before Lake Forest College on the Foundation of the late

William Bross. By the Reverend Marcus Dods, D.D., Professor of Exe-

getical Theology in the New College, Edinburgh. New York; Charles

Scribner’s Sons, 1905. 12mo; pp. xi, 245.

By the munificence of the late William Bross, a considerable sum of money has

been placed in the hands of the “Trustees of Lake Forest Lmiversity,” the pro-

ceeds of which they are charged to use to create a literature of exposition and
defense of the Christian religion. It is specified, among other particular objects

that should be sought under this general commission, that an effort is to be made
“to demonstrate the divine origin and authority of the Christian Scriptures.”

It was quite natural, therefore, that among the earlier works called out under

the stimulation of this bequest, there should be one on the origin and nature of

the Bible. It may be doubted, howev'er, whether Dr. Dods’ lectures are calcu-

lated to meet perfectly the expectation aroused by language which speaks of a

demonstration of the divine origin and authority of the Christian Scriptures.

Dr. Dods, of course, believes that the Scriptures are a product of a movement
of life and thought which originated in a divine impulse, and that there is much
that is divine, and therefore authoritative, in them—that their main burden

and central message, in fact, is divine. But around this central core, he believes

that much that is human in origin and far from authoritative in effect has been
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woven like a widely extended web, or shall we say like the coma of a comet that

surrounds, partly transmitting, partly obscuring, the light of the nucleus.

In this Dr. Dods is but a representative of a general tendency which is at the

moment ven,’' active in Christendom. Men everj^where, deeply affected by the

assault which has been made in our day, perhaps with unexampled vigor and
subtlety, upon the Christian system as a di\ine revelation, and especially upon
the Christian Scriptures as the vehicle of that revelation, have sought to ease

the situation by casting away what they have deemed the husk in the hope of

sa^ing what appears to them the kernel. They have commended to us,

therefore, a new and reduced Christianity, documented in a new and reduced body
of Scriptures. Dr. Dods is by no means an extreme representative of this ten-

dency. But gradus non mutant speciem. In this book also he appears before us

as the “concessive” apologist, the “mediating” theologian, and begs to put in

our hands a Bible, whicli, in his view, is much more rationally conceived in its

origin and nature than the old Bible was, and therefore, in his opinion, may be

much more successfully defended. We certainly shall not deny that a certain

measure of ease may be purchased for the defender by simply declining to defend;

although it is not always certain that, so long as what we consider the citadel is to

be defended, its defense is made really easier b}' the surrender of what we may
deem outposts but wliich may prove to be approaches. We gladly recognize

that Dr. Dods would fain defend what both he and we look upon as the citadel.

But we find it impossible to admit that what he would yield as indefensible out-

posts are either indefensible or can be jdelded safely or loyally. We rejoice

that we have a fuller and richer Christianity than Dr. Dods feels bound to proclaim,

and Scriptures far more divine in their origin and nature than he is inclined

to admit. We believe that the defense of this richer Christianity and these

more completely di^ine Scriptures is not only possible but imperative, if we would

preserve Christianity in the world. And we believe their defense to be logically

easier than that of the lowered views which Dr. Dods would commend to us.

We do not believe that half-truths are more easih' defended than whole ones;

and we look upon the “concessive apologetics” which Dr. Dods represents as

inimical to Christianity, and all the more to be firmly resisted because its assault

is more insidious and therefore more dangerous than open attack.

Ask Dr. Dods what the Scriptures are and he will tell you, A body of books

which we set apart from aU others and assign a place of supremacy because they

“are all in direct connection with God’s historical revelation which culminated

in Christ.” Like all Dr. Dods’ definitions (it is inherent in the position he occu-

pies) this is—inadequate. If we should sa}- the Bible is the documentation of

God’s self-revelation for the purpose of human salvation, that would be a more

adequate description of the internal characteristic of the Scriptures,—expressing,

indeed, their unifying principle. But the plain fact is, to put it in briefest terms,

that the Scriptures are the carpets juris of Christians imposed on them as such bj'

competent authority. This competent authority is proximately the Apostles,

acting as Christ’s authoritative agents in founding His Church. Thus aposto-

licity (in the sense of apostolic imposition, not authorship) is and always has been

the principle of caiionicity. There is no gain in blinking this plain fact, and .seeking

to transmute it into some more immanent principle. The Christian Church is

a manufactured article; it was founded; and its character was impressed on it

and its law imposed on it by its founders. Of course we may ask why the Apostles

imposed just this particular body of books on the Churches which they established

as Christ’s authorized agents/ in founding His Church. And doubtless, in pur-

suing this inquiry/', we shall ultimately reach the principle that these books stand

together as constituting the “canon” which the Apostles gave the Church, be-

cause thev constitute as a whole the documentation of God’s revelation of Him-

self for salvation. But nothing could be more confusing than to confound thi^
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internal principle of unity with the external principle of canonicity, though

good men, as, for example, Luther, have in every age been guilty of the confusion,

—with the most unfortunate results. Throughout its whole history authenti-

cation as God’s law for His Church has been the proximate ground of the

reception of the canon, although, of course, throughout the whole history

of its formation organic participation in the revelatory process has been the

principle of the constitution of the canon. And it is on the same ground that

the canon must continue to be received if received at all. It is a grave error to

represent this rational procedure as a desertion of the principle which governed

the fathers of the Reformed Churches. They, as little as we, sought to

determine the “canon”—which is a matter of history—on the basis of the

testimonium Spiritus sancti—which is a matter of experience: on that basis

is determined not the “canon” but “the Word of God.” From his stand-

point Dr. Dods very naturally finds the method of the Reformed doctors a little

confusing: but the confusion is his not theirs. They treated the Scrip-

tures as a unit because the Scriptures are a unitary apostolic book; and they then

asked if this book "found them.” Discovering that it did, they recognized it as

the “Word of God.” Of course, Dr. Dods may say that apostolicity cannot

justly be claimed for all these books. That is a matter of opinion, concerning

which we differ with him and concerning which the fathers of the Reformed
Churches differed with him. That the body of the Apostles imposed a Bible

on the Church is not disputable; that this Bible contained all the books, and no

others, which our present Bible contains we consider historically substantiated:

that this collection as a whole is “the Word of God” is experimentally verifiable.

This strikes us as a much more reasonable method of dealing with the matter

than Dr. Dods’ fluctuating way, which involves a confusion between the historical

question of what constitutes the canon and the vital one of what is the Word of

God to me,—analogous to the common confusion of the Scriptures as the prin-

cipium cognoscendi and the Scriptures as the means of grace.

Let us, however, revert to the primary definition which Dr. Dods gives of the

Bible as constituted of books which we set apart from all others and give a place

of supremacy because “they are aU in direct connection with God’s historical

revelation which culminated in Christ.” What is to be observed here is that all

that Dr. Dods can say of Scripture is that it is “in direct connection with” reve-

lation: and that the adjective “historical” which he attached to “revelation”

is not to be read as distinctive, but as descriptive. That is to say. Dr. Dods
believes in no other than an “historical” revelation; what he teaches is that God
reveals Himself only in the sequence of historical events, while Scripture is only

one product of this revelation, working through human minds. The theory, as

will at once be perceived, is that which was given great vogue in the middle of the

past century by the attractive presentation of it by Richard Rothe, and which
has been more recently commended, with some caution but much earnestness, to

English readers by the late Prof. A. B. Bruce. As commonly presented, its

essence is that it confines Revelation to the series of Divine acts in history, while
it treats Inspiration as the correlate of Revelation, or, as Dr. Dods prefers to

phrase it, its “complement” (p. 97),—the action of the Divine Spirit on the hu-
man spirit by virtue of which the latter "perceives, appreciates, accepts and in

certain cases records the Revelation of God.” In this \dew the Bible is no part of

the Revelation (though why the production of the Scriptures may not be con-
ceived as an element in the series of the Redemptive acts of God it is hard to per-

ceive), but is simply its record; and its record, so far as appears, in purely human
strength—apart, that is, from the effects of that so-called Inspiration by which
in Dr. Dods’ view men are enabled sjunpathetically to receive and possibly to
record Revelation. “The essential elements in revelation,” explains Dr. Dods,
“have been understood and'interpreted by men.” “In the Bible we have that
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selected revelation which inspired men have accepted and seen fit to record.”

“God has revealed Himself, and the leading facts of this revelation are recorded
for ns in the Bible, and from these facts we can gather what God wishes us to

know about Him and how He wishes us to think of Him” (pp. 96, 97). In other

words, all that we commonly know as “direct revelation” is denied or retired

to the background; revelation is made to consist in an immanent action of God
through man by virtue of which a series of events are produced which are then
perceived and interpreted by human spirits prepared for their task by a corre-

sponding action of God upon them enabling them to see and appreciate these

events aright. The latter Divine acti\-ity is then called Inspiration. Inspira-

tion has therefore, no direct concern -with the record; it is distinctly not graphical

but personal.

We shall not pause to point out how little support this construction has in the

letter of Scripture itself. Scripture represents revelation, normative revelation,

as through the medium of speech, or at least in a mode best represented by speech.

“Thus saith the Lord” is its typical expression. And Scripture assigns Inspira-

tion not to the person but to the written product: to it, it is “every Scripture”

—or, as it is probable we should translate it, “ the entire Scripture”—that is

given by inspiration of God. Let us pause only to call attention to the

lowered supernaturalism of the theory; and also to the inconsequence of the rea-

soning by which it is supported. “What has been the method of revelation?”

asks Dr. Dods. “Our answer to this question,” he replies, “depends upon our

idea of God.” “If we believe in God as immanent in the world and man, then

we shall nece.ssarily believe that God reveals Himself through human sensitive-

ness to the Spiritual, and inquiry after Him. If we believe in God as merely

transcendent, we shall think of Him as moving man from without” (pp. 78-9).

Now, why has Dr. Dods—shall we say subintroduced?—the little word “merely”

into the last clause, by the introduction of which the exact parallelism of this

clause with the preceding one is broken? In point of fact, “merely” must stand

in both clauses if they are to be taken, as they are treated here, as true disjunc-

tives. And, in point of fact, Dr. Dods actuallj' reasons throughout the volume

on a presupposition which tends to treat God as “merely"immanent and as operat-

ing in the world sole!}’' “through human sensitiveness to the spiritual”—though

we thankfully recognize that in dealing with the miraculous element in the Gos-

pels a higher note is struck. Indeed, he at once goes on to say in our present

passage; “In the one case revelation will be internal and natural; in the other

it will be external and supernatural,”—and proceeds to point out that “belief

in the immanence of God tends to abolish the distinction between the natural and

the supernatural.” It is this tendency, showing itself everywhere, which leads

Dr. Dods to pare down the supernatural character of the Bible; it is it which lies

at the root of his denial of the infallibility of the Bible—or of its “literal infalli-

bility” as he elects to call it, in the effort to save for the Bible, even on his theory

of its origin and nature, a sort of infallibility in a single sphere.

How inadequately Dr. Dods thinks of the supernatural element in the Bible

may be observed as well as elsewhere at the point where, in an attempt to break

the force of the Bible doctrine of inspiratfon, he cries out with emphasis (in

opposition to the direct testimony of .Scripture) that it is not the Book but “the

man who is inspired” (p. 117). But where does Dr. Dods suppose that this man
that is inspired came from? He apparently imagines thatheisgivenby the world

—

or by himself—and that God comes to him, finds him as he is. and does the best

He can with so poor and inadequate an instrument. It is “with aU his natural

powers and idio.syncrasies” that “he becomes the organ of the Spirit,”—as if,

therefore, the product would necessarily be different from what the Spirit might

have made it if only He had had a better instrument! “Inspiration does not lift

the inspired person out of all his limitations, but uses him as he is, and all his
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faculties as they are, ” he asserts, with no pause to consider, that all these natural

powers and idiosyncrasies, all these faculties and capacities, thatinake the man. are

themselves, down to the last one of them, of God; that the man himself is what God
made him and whatGod made him precisely for this end, that through him He might

give this precise word to men; that God thealmighty ruler of the world does not have

to put up with the bestman He can find and agree to abide the result, but fiist foims

the man to suit His purpose, and then uses him to accomplish His purpose, and so

produces through him precisely what He wills. It is, ultimately, this defective

sense of the Divine, even in its immanent working, which lies at the root of our

modern tendency to depress the supernatural; and the evidences of it face us

everywhere. Thus, for example, we find Dr. Dods using such language as this:

“God was compelled” (p. 85), “It was useless for Christ to die, until . . . (p.

86),—-as if God were under the domination of men and needed to wait on man
and walk warily lest He should get beyond His tether. It is amazing that any-

thinking man could imagine that by- such shallow expedients as this language

embodies, the great problem may be solved of why God .\lmiglrty operates in this

world by process. The current employment of such language is the saddest indi-

cation of how far the men of our day have lost the vision of God, and of how prone

they are to operate in their thinking with the will of man as really- the prime factor

of importance in the world’s history-. It surely is no wonder, therefore, that, even

though but a little under the influence of this modern blight. Dr. Dods should

show himself throughout these lectures working under the fatal confusion of

man's thought of God u-ith God’s revelation of Himself, and that he, should

accordingly be continually treating the record as the record of how man (under

whatever Divine impulses) had come to conceive of God rather than of how God
from time to time revealed Himself to man.

We have written somew-hat desultorily^, ljut we hope we have made it clear that

the fountain of Dr. Dods’ inadequate conception of Scripture as the documenta-

tion of God’s revelation of Himself for salvation, lies in his inadequate conception

of the modes of the Divine operation in the w-orld—in a w-ord, in his chariness

with regard to the supernatural. He wishes apparently as little supernatural

a book as he can, as a Christian man, manage to get along with. The writers of

Scripture, it is undeniable held the diametrically opposite view'. There was no

antecedent opposition to the supernatural in their minds. They lived in a super-

naturalistic atmosphere. They' saw- God in everything and above and over

everything. And they give us a frankly supernatural book. Dr. Dods say's that

it is not the book but the man that is inspired: Paul says that every, or all.

Scripture is God-breathed. Dr. Dods say-s that much of Scripture is of little or no
spiritual value

;
Paul say-s it all is profitable to make the man of God perfect. Dr.

Dods says that w-hole stretches of it are untrustworthy for historical or other not
directly spiritual purposes, and no part of it is untouched by human fallibility'; the

writers of the New Testament sav as the end of all strife, “It is w'ritten!” and
Jesus Himself say's, that when we adduce Scripture we adduce w-hat cannot “-be

broken.” It is possible that in a matter of fact like the infallibility of Scripture

however. Scripture will not, on Dr. Dods’ view, be implicitly trusted. We must
at least ask, however, how he will practically' get along w-ith his fallible Scriptures?
He gives his strength to proving that, fallible as they- are, they y'et preserve a
true picture of Christ, and that Christ, once given us, becomes the criterion of

Scripture. Now-, of course, this is the main thing. The Scriptures exist to give
us Christ; and when they' have brought us to Christ they have performed their

fundamental function. No human being who knows the Scriptures and has by
them come to Christ w-ill deny' that. But what Christ is this that we shall get
from our fallible Scriptures? We know the Christ w'hich the infallible Scriptures
give us: and every' lineament of that Divine-human form is precious to us. Shall
webeable to retain this form in all its lineaments on the basisofa fallible Scripture‘s

8
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How much of it goes, with theinfallibilitj’of Scripture? Nothing essential, says Dr.

Dods: and we might conceivably be wilhng to content ourselves with the Christ he

preserves for us. But what about the Christ that Wernle gives us? or Wrede? or

Oscar Holtzmann? or Auguste Sabatier? or R4ville? or Brandt? or Harnack?
Which Christ of the fallible Scriptures shall we be ultimately forced to put up with?
Will He become to us at length only a vague figure who lived in Galilee nineteen cen-

turies ago and made a religious impression on His followers of such depth that

it has propagated itself down to our day? And when we have got our Christ .

from Scripture, what Scripture will that Christ in turn give us? The Christ the

Scriptures as they stand give us, is the Christ that said of Scripture “It cannot

be broken.” Everywhere throughout the whole extent of the Scriptural repre-

sentation, it is this attitude that He holds to Scripture. It seems quite clear that

this is not the Christ that Dr. Dods would have us receive from Scripture; or at

least, if we receive Him, it is clear that he would not have us accept His Scriptures

at His estimate. It appears that we are to estimate Scripture not b}' His teach-

ing, then, but by His “standard.” That He was conscious of no incongruity of

Scripture with His standard,—even that is not to weigh decisively with us. We
are to do our own judging: we are easily to reject all that does not approve itself

to our estimate as measuring up to Him. It may seem to some of us, indeed, that

we thus come into grave danger of discrediting the ver}”^ Christ we have received.

But as we have receiv d Him only from a fallible Scripture, perhaps we may be

justified in adjusting Him when received to our own ideals. Manj' pursue this

method. But in that case what warrant, other than our own subjective concep-

tion, have we for the Christ we finally adopt and make the criterion of Scripture?

And if we are to make the Scriptures that give us the Christ and then make the

Christ which gives us back the Scriptures—-it will be hard if we do not ultimatel}’

find ourselves arrived at the goal for which we set out.

Subjecti\'ism is. in truth, the gulf into which all our modern theorizers ine^^t-

ably fall. Dr. Dods no more escapes it than the others. What he really gives

us is therefore an id al sketch—a “program,” is it not, that they call it?—of what

he would like to be the principle of the canon, the nature of revelation, the func-

tion of inspiration, the extent of infallibility, and the like; of what he would find

it commodious, in accordance with his preconceived opinions as to God and the

world, to hold and teach and defend on these matters. For what is really the

principle of the canon, the nature and method of revelation, the effect of inspira-

tion, the infallibility of Scripture,—for the facts, hard or comforting as we may
esteem them—we must go elsewhere. That what Dr. Dods could wish were the facts

approaches much nearer to what they are than what they are represented as being

by many others, sharers with him in the modern prepossessions against the

supernatural—though adopting them more exclusively or developing them more

consequently than he—we very gladly recognize. Dr. Dods still believes in the

general historical trustworthinesss of the Gospels; and, although unwarrantably

assailing their trustworthiness in many detaik (on, let us say it frankh-, very

frivolous grounds), yet sturdily and successfully defends the essential historical

soundness of their narrative, and especially the trustworthine.ss of the portraiture

of our Lord which they present. Dr. Dods even believes in and defends the

reality of the miraculous element in the life of Christ as it is depicted by the

Evangelists. These are great things to say of one who is so much affected by the

modern spirit which, as he himself tells us, is swayed by nothing more profoundly

than “the presupposition of the incredibility of miracles” (p. 134), and to which

the presence of a supernatural element in a narrative is enough to condemn it at

once as unhistorical. We rejoice that Dr. Dods would preserve to us at least a

supernatural Redeemer, even if he draws back before too supernatural a Bible.

We could wish, of course, that he had gone on and done as much justice to the

supernaturalism of revelation and inspiration and the resultant t?cripture8 as
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he has to tlie supernaturalism of the person ami work of our Lord. As it is, he

inevitably seems to us to have handled tliese matters far too lightly and to have

presented only, as he himself remarks of Prof. Huxley in a similar case, “another

demonstration that the ablest man may sometimes be satisfied with touching

but the surface of a subject.”

Princeton. B. B. Warfield.

The Priestly Element in the Old Testament. An Aid to Historical Study

for Use in Advanced Bible Classes. By William Rainey Harper, Professor

of Semitic Languages and Literatures in the University of Chicago. Revised

and Enlarged Edition. Constructive Bible Studies: College Series. Chi-

cago: The University of Chicago Pre.ss, 1905. Pp. viii, 292. Postpaid,

price $1.00.

Dr. Harper’s great gift of teaching comes to fine manifestation in this manual.

The book makes an impact. Its power is felt at once; the power that comes from

mastery of the material, clear analysis, logical arrangement, incisive style, steady

and easy advance step by step from the simple to the complex. The book has, too,

the ring of certainty. The author states the conclusions of the school of Biblical

criticism to which he belongs in the same concise and positive manner that one

would record a geographical discovery, and he sets forth the doctrines of his

school as though they had been ascertained by the same rigid scientific method as

are the facts of chemistry. Indeed, the earlier part of the book reads like a

school text-book of which the sole purpose is to impart knowledge.

Nevertheless, to mention but one matter, in the judgment of the present

reviewer, the esteemed author has overlooked a historical fact that is fundamental

to the whole discussion. He fails to remember that Israel did not enter upon its

national existence as savage tribes untouched by civilization, but was environed

by highly developed life. A large part, if not the whole body, of the people had

lived in Egj-pt, and during a period of Egypt’s greatest splendor. Moses, more-

over, whom Dr. Harper recognizes as an important factor in the early life of the

nation, appeared at a time when literature flourished and had already assumed

recognized forms and was serving manifold purposes. He lived in an age of

codified civil law, of ethical precepts, pomp of worship, elaborate ritual, graded

priesthood, and imposing sanctuary. His work should reflect the times; and as

outlined in the Old Testament it does reflect them. The people began their

national existence with the dominant ideas of the age as a part of their equipment,

and naturally gave evidence of their appreciation for these conceptions and

achievements in their institutions. This historical fact, left out of consideration

by the author, vitally affects the presuppositions of his argument and places

his rich material in a dift'erent light.

These “constructive Bible studies” are intended to be, and assuredly are, a

tool for the worker, a ready instrument at hand to aid him in the study of any
point connected with “the priestly element in the Old Testament,” a map of the

ground to be traversed, an index to the relevant Scripture passages and the criti-

cal literature. It is an admirable “preparation” of material for the man with a

broad outlook, who can bring to the investigation additional facts from a larger

realm of knowledge and is able to survey the subject in its ecumenical relations.

Princeton. John D. Davis.

The Theology of the Old Testament. By the late A. B. Davidson, D.D.,

LL.D., Litt.D., Professor of Hebrew and Old Testament Exegesis, New Col-

lege, Edinburgh. Edited from the Author’s Manuscripts by G. D. F. Sal-
mond, D.D., F.E.I.S., Principal of the United Free Church College, Aberdeen.
New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1904 (International Theological

Library)

.

It is with a double sense of loss and sadness that we come to the reading of this




