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The fundamental assertion of the Biblical doctrine of the

origin of man is that he owes his being to a creative act of

God. Subsidiary questions growing out of this fundamental

assertion, however, have been thrown from time to time into

great prominence, as the changing forms of current an-

thropological speculation have seemed to press on this or

that element in, or corollary from, the Biblical teaching. The

most important of these subsidiary questions has concerned

the method of the Divine procedure in creating man. Dis-

cussion of this question becartj acute on the publication of

Charles Darwin’s treatise on the Origin of Species in 1859,

and can never sink again into rest until it is thoroughly

understood in all quarters that “evolution” cannot act as a

substitute for creation, but at best can supply only a theory

of the method of the Divine providence. Closely connected

with this discussion of the mode of origination of man, has

been the discussion of two further questions, both older than

the Darwinian theory, to one of which it gave however a

new impulse, while it has well-nigh destroyed all interest in

the other. These are the questions of the Antiquity of Man
and the Unity of the Human Race, to both of which a large

historical interest attaches, though neither of them can be

said to be burning questions of to-day.

The question of the antiquity of man has of itself no

theological signficance. It is to theology, as such, a matter

of entire indifference how long man has existed on earth.
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demanded of people, and we cannot wonder that Neale adds: “I know,

from my own experience the dreadful pain of a First Confession”.

What we wonder at is that he should feel authorized to promise

“comfort” from it. As we read, we have a distressing feeling that the

analogies to the scene here presented to our imagination are to be

found in such others as the Hindoo priest’s urging mothers to cast

their babies into the Ganges with the plea that the pain will no doubt be

great, but the comfort will be sure.

Neale had just entered upon his forty-ninth year when he died. He
had begun life under the pall of pulmonary disease. His great desire

was for parish work. But he was able to carry on that work, in the

neglected living which was given him, for only six weeks, when the

verdict fell upon him and he went forth in bitterness of disappointment

to find whatever life could be snatched by him from the destroyer. He
snatched from the destroyer a life of rich variety, of profound learning,

of abounding activity, of world-wide influence. And he died, in the

midst of his usefulness and in the fulness of recognition, still in the

harness. We have his books; his works live after him. We would

fain know as much of such a man as we can. He is an example to

us all.

The editing of the volume is good so far as it goes,—and it goes

far enough to provide a fairly good Index. We wish it had gone far

enough to provide full annotations. Fifty, seventy-five, years are a

long stretch of time for these full days of ours, and this is the

period which has passed by since these letters were written. There

are many allusions in them to people, transactions, even places, which

will need explanation to the majority of the readers of the book.

Princeton. B. B. Warfield.

Victor Monod. Le Probleme de Dieu et la Theologie Chretienne

depuis la Reforme. I. fitude historique. Foyer Solidariste : Saint-

Blaise, pres Neuchatel (Suisse) ;
Roubaix, 123, Boulevard de Bel-

fort, 1910. 8vo pp. 169.

M. Victor Monod is profoundly disturbed by the condition of current

opinion upon the nature and activities of God. The idea of God he

thinks has perhaps never before been made the object of more intense

and wide-spread study. But the issue of the prolonged debates of recent

centuries has been little more than an immense confusion. Nearly every

thinking man has formed a different conception of the Divine Being for

himself. “In the teaching of the Churches heterogeneous philosophies

and contradictory religious aspirations are juxtaposed or superficially

amalgamated.” The question is raised whether “the Christian doctrine

of God is essentially amorphous and irrational or is only compromised
to-day by lack of critical spirit and of historical knowledge in some of

its adherents.” M. Monod’s convictions lie in the line of the latter alter-

native, and he naturally wishes to do his part to clarify the atmosphere.

The task he has undertaken is esssentially a dogmatic one. But it has

its natural if not necessary historical approach. “To draw out in order,”



THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW150

he explains, “the solutions of the problem of God which have been pro-

posed by the great theologians, to set them in the historical framework

which explains them, to indicate how they have been engendered by

successive corrections or reactions, to discriminate, in a word, the vital

necessitj- to which the succession of divers theological systems has re-

sponded; these have appeared to me the indispensable preliminaries of

a methodical study of the question.” Accordingly he gives us now this

“historical study,” while the dogmatic construction to which it is to

lead us up waits a more convenient season. He does not feel bound,

however, to pass in review in this “historical study” the whole history

of the idea of God, in detailed exposition. He is not writing a history of

the idea of God but a historical introduction to his own forthcoming

attempt to put together a competent exposition of the idea of God. He
therefore confines his sur\ey to the historical antecedents of his own
construction.

In point of fact, M. Monod confines his survey of the historj' of the

idea of God to two epochs, the sixteenth and the nineteenth centuries

;

and in these two epochs to two great outstanding movements of thought,

the Reformation, or better, the Reformed theology, and the Kantian

criticism. The conceptions of God characteristic of these two great

movements of thought he sets over against one another in sharp anti-

thesis, discriminating them under the contrasting designations of “God

as sovereign" and “God as a moral person.” The antithesis obviously is a

false one ;the two designations are not mutually exclusive. It is also

historically unjust : the Reformed theolog>' throws an emphasis upon the

moral personality of God which cannot be exceeded, and the moral per-

sonality of God is not the most outstanding feature of the conception of

God developed b}- the Kantian movement. M. Monod himself cites

Calvin as declaring that God is good by a necessity as stringent as that

by which He is God, and that it would be easier to sever the light of the

sun from its heat than to separate God’s power from His righteousness;

while the ver3' stress which the Reformed theolog3’ places on the will of

God is a stress on His personality, since he who saj-s will saj's person.

And M. Monod himself points out how the moral character of God evap-

orates in, for example, the thought of M. Ch. Secretan in the face of

the demand of “absolute freedom” for Him. The real distinction

between the Reformed and the Kantian movements in their relation to

the idea of God lies quite apart from the question of His moral person-

ality', althoug'n, of course, it concerns very distinctly the question of His

sovereignty. The difficulty with Kantian speculation has been indeed to

find any place for God at all in its scheme of things. Beginning with

calling in God only as a postulate of the moral imperative, it ends by

limiting His action in the interest of human freedom. The w'hole

tendency of the Kantian thought is spoken cut when M. Secretan re-

marks : “There seems no place in the world for both man and God ;” and

M. Monod’s dilemma is from the Kantian standpoint a very real one

;

Render with Calvin all glory to God and man is reduced to nonen-

ity; vindicate with Kant all man’s liberty and all man’s dignity and
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you have (with Schleiermacher) no use for God save, perhaps, for the

Judgment Day. The issue that is drawn between the Reformed thought

of the sixteenth and the Kantian thought of the nineteenth century is

not between a sovereign and an ethical God; it is between God and

man. And the movement from the one to the other is a veritable

revolution by which God is dethroned and man elevated to His

place as the center of the universe. M. Monod puts it not unjustly

in a passage which we gladly quote entire (p. 108) : “Just as for Co-

pernicus the earth so far from being a pivot about which the stars re-

volve, describes an ellipse around a fixed sun, so for Kant the objects

which constitute the external world so far from determining knowledge

are subject to laws impressed by the mind. This figure can be adapted

to indicate the way in which the Kantian theology sets itself in opposi-

tion to the theology of the sixteenth century. God is no longer the central

star of the religious domain
;
He is only a satellite, a postulate of the

mind. The point of departure is the thinking subject, his rights and

his needs; the nature and the attributes of God can be determined only

as functions of the exigences of the human being. And the whole

eflfort of Kant bears on a point which theologians of the sixteenth

century had not thought to investigate : In what is God necessary to

man? Is the existence of God legitimated by the needs of reason?” In

a word the sixteenth century conceived man as the creation of God, exist-

ing for God and serving His ends; men now are prone to think of God
as, if not exactly the creation of man, yet as existing for man and serv-

ing man’s ends. The center of the universe has shifted
; and God has

become as has been, perhaps wittily, perhaps bitterly, said, very much
a domestic animal which man keeps, as he does his horse or his cow,

to meet certain specific needs of his being.

About half of M. Monod’s volume is given to an exposition of each

of these two types of thought concerning God. The latter half, dealing

broadly speaking with the Kantian notions, under the rubric of “God as

a moral person”, appears to us the more penetrating and satisfactory

piece of exposition, chiefly because it seems to us the more sympathetic-

ally worked out. The master-thought of this movement is shown to be

the conception of the greatness of man : “the idea that man so far as he

is man and because he is man has right to the free efflorescence of his

personality and can recognize as legitimate no authority which is not

judicially constituted.” This master-thought is traced in its enunciation

to Kant, to whom God exists only as a moral postulate and only so far

as His existence may be made consistent with what Kant deemed the

necessities of the moral responsibility of man. So determining has the

conception of “freedom” thus conceived become in modern thought that

M. Monod incidentally drops the remark, as if it were a matter of

course, that since Kant “liberty and morality have become so indissolu-

bly bound together that Luther’s and Calvin’s doctrine of the sub-

ject-will has become merely an incomprehensible curiosity to the con-

temporary consciousness.” After Kant, no doubt, there comes Schlei-

ermacher, in whose system there is no place for any other liberty than
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‘‘that of Spinozistic spontaneity, autonomous vitality”, the capacity of

“reaction upon finite beings which exert a certain determination on man,

and of determining them in turn”
;
and who led in the interest of the

religious feeling a reaction towards a kind of spurious Calvinism which

would preserve a divine sovereignty without emphasis upon the Divine

personality. “God, for Schleiermacher,” we read (p. 130), “is therefore

a mysterious master of whom we know only one thing,—that He com-

mands and that we ought to obey. He is an active Being and not a dead

Law, but He is not less an abstract Being, with no name and no

countenance, known only by the hand which He presses against us. The
Sovereign God of Calvin, the Monarch of good-pleasure and indi-

vidual feeling is gone
;
but on the celestial throne there still remains in

austere idealization the Scepter, the Baton of command.” But Schleier-

macher does not mark the end of the series. After Schleiermacher

comes Secretan,—Secretan to whom “freedom” is at once the first

and the last word of philosophy, a “freedom” for man which admits of

no limitations and a corresponding “freedom” for God which enables

him to keep out of the way of this “free” man,—by virtue of which

He is infinite only if He wishes it, and can be finite as well if He wishes

it, knows what He wishes to know and is ignorant of what He wishes to

be ignorant of. “If God is God”, says Secretan, “it is only because He
wills it.” Thus Secretan finds his way out of the great difficulty of his

school of thought by pressing to its extreme its primal postulate.

It has been common to say that if “freedom” be defined as this school de-

fines freedom, then we have to choose between a “free” humanity and

a “free” Deity; both cannot be “free” in this sense, which knows no

difference between freedom and ability. Secretan replies that the diffi-

culty disappears if only you make God free enough, if only you ascribe

to Him “absolute liberty”, a liberty which is capable of everything; for,

then. He would be free not to be God, or even to abnegate His freedom

itself. “Secretan, we see,” remarks M. Monod (p. 148), “commences

by attributing to the absolute Being a fathomless freedom and sovereign-

ty, but he adds that the day on which pure freedom resolves itself

into an act, the day on which creation takes place, the reign of Law,

of Relation, of Determinism commences.” For M. Monod’s present

purpose, Secretan has spoken the last word which has yet been spoken

in the way of solving “the problem of God,”—that is to say, in the

effort so to conceive God that man may be left “free”, in the exagger-

ated sense of freedom assumd by this school. But this last word has

not, he thinks, solved the problem
;
and the way is open for another at-

tempt to reach a true conception of God,—a conception which shall

do better justice to both sides of the problem, the side rooted in man’s

sense of dependence as well as that rooted in his sense of freedom. For

the terms in which this solution may be worked out, however, we shall

have to wait for the dogmatic discussion which, M. Monod promises us,

shall follow this historical sketch. We may, indeed, already perceive

that what M. Monod proposes to do is to set over against “God as sov-

ereign” and “God as moral person” alike the conception of “God as



RECEXT LITERATURE 153

Father.” This is, of course, to introduce another false antithesis, and

to substitute tropical for scientific treatment. But despite these draw-

backs with respect to method it is quite possible that M. Monod may give

us in his dogmatic treatment a very happy solution of the problem of

the conception of God. We are content to wait to see.

Meanwhile we note that M. Monod already recognizes that there is an-

other side to the problem besides that of human “freedom” and “responsi-

bility” so insisted on by the Kantian thinkers. This other side of the

problem is that which forms the burden of the Reformed theology; and

M. Monod has begun his book with a survey of it as given expression

in that theology. We have already intimated, however, that we do not

think this survey as iluminating, because not as sympathetic, as that

given of the Kantian theories. It would seem that with all his desire

to do justice to that sense of dependence on God which is the psycho-

logical reflection of the Divine Sovereignty, M. Monod is to some ex-

tent preoccupied with the current overestimate of man in his present

condition in the world, which has its ultimate roots in a defective sense

of sin. He himself very fairly describes this current point of view

when, speaking of the surprise with which the modern man hears

Calvin describe the doctrine of predestination as “sweet and savoury”,

he offers this account of it; “The reason is that the condition of man
does not appears to us as tragically horrible as it does to the Calvinists

;

we are surprised at the rejection of the lost, the Reformed of the six-

teenth century were astonished rather at the salvation of the elect.”

This is but to say that a Pelagianizing estimate of man in his powers,

achievements and present condition can not accord with an Augustinian

soteriology; the current estimate of man is distinctly Pelagianizing

and therein lies the whole account of its ineradicable opposition to the

Reformed theology. Borne along to some extent, doubtless, by

this current of modern thought, M. Monod finds himself out of

tune with the Reformed soteriology, and most of all with its em-

phasis on predestination
; and finding himself out of tune with it, he is

not quite able to comprehend it, much less to do full justice to it. He
recognizes, indeed, the religious value and the practical motive of the

Calvinistic doctrine of the Divine sovereignty; he even exaggerates this

aspect of it, by representing it as a product of religious experience in

such a sense as to give it only a subjective grounding, in this connec-

tion misconceiving the doctrine of the Testimonium Spiritus Sancti.

“We see”, he remarks, (p. 15), “that while scholasticism limited its art

of persuasion to two processes, reasoning and the citation of an in-

spired text, the Reformation made appeal to a third authority, the in-

ward witness of the Holy Spirit”. The “witness of the Holy Spirit” was
not to the Reformers, however, in any sense a “third authority” oper-

ating apart from (perhaps in opposition to) reason and the Scriptures

—

as anyone may satisfy himself by merely reading the Anti-Anabaptist

chapters in Calvin’s exposition of it at the opening of the Institutes;

but a power of God clarifying reason in its use of the Scriptures and
acting only confluently with them. M. Monod’s partial sympathy with
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the Reformed doctrine as an expression of religious experience is there-

fore itself a symptom of his real lack of complete sympathy with it;

and when he goes into its particulars his lack of complete sympathy

is manifested in not infrequent failures to enter fully into its spirit

which betray him into certain errors of judgment regarding it. There

occur even occasional lapses in apprehension of declarations of the ad-

vocates of the view he is controverting, which lead him into no doubt un-

conscious but nevertheless regrettable misrepresentations of their conten-

tions. Thus for example the De douo perseverantiac xx. is cited (p. 59)

as an avowal on the part of Augustine that “it was the Pelagian contro-

versies which caused him to defend the doctrine of election in its integ-

rity.” What Augustine really says is precisely the contrary, namely, that

before the controversy broke out he had taught the whole doctrine of

election with clearness and emphasis, and had been compelled by the

controversy only to do more laboriously and abundantly what he was

doing in any event. Immediately after quoting Zanchi’s clear statement

of his ordo decretonun (which is, on this occasion at least, expressly

Infralapsasian : “creation, fall, election, redemption”), and while in act of

inveighing a,gainst Zanchi’s scholasticism, M. Monod shows so little care

for the niceties of the subject as to attribute to Zanchi Amyraut’s ordo

decretorum. “Once, once only,” he cries “God has thought of man and as-

signed him his destiny. Thenceforward everything is evolved with the rigor

of a mathematical theorem : creation, fall, redemption, election, reproba-

tion, crimes and virtues, prayers and blasphemy, all has been willed,

foreseen, foreordained by God.” Are then the differences which separ-

ate Supralapsarian, Infralapsarian, and Postredemptionist too small to

hold a place in the mind of one who consigns them all alike to the

oblivion of an incomprehensible past?

It is naturally, however, when M. Monod undertakes professedly

to report the objections to predestination that his failure of sympathy

with the doctrine works most havoc in his reasoning. Here we have ar-

rayed all the old uncomprehending arguments
:
predestination deprives

the work of Christ of all significance, it menaces the authority of the

moral law, it dissipates the guilt of man, and the like. What underlies

everything, however, is failure to realize that predestination is

never supposed to determine ends apart from means. It would for

example be as intelligible to argue that when a king has determined to

take a city he may at once intermit all concern about armies and en-

gines of war—the determination will take the city; or that when a

physician has determined to cure a patient, he may safely neglect

to administer the remedies—the determination will cure the patient;

as that when God has determined to save His people, all significance in

the work of Christ, the only means by which the determined salvation is

to be accomplished, is taken away. How reasoners like M. Monod are

pursued by this incomprehensible uncomprehendingness is oddly illus-

trated in a footnote in which he wishes to ascribe to Luther himself, that

sound and fervent predestinarian because sound and fervent believer in

God and His grace, the objection to predestination that “it renders
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singularly vain and futile the work of Jesus Christ.” We quote this

footnote in full. “This was the objection of Luther. Towards 1542 he

wrote : T hear that the nobles and great people emit such criminal talk

about predestination as to say, If I am predestinated I shall be saved

whether I do well or ill, and if I am not I shall be damned. I shall glad-

ly combat this impious language if my uncertain health will permit me.

If this talk were sound, the incarnation of the Son of God, His passion.

His resurrection and all that He has done for the salvation of the world

would be abolished. What end would be served by the prophets and

all the Holy Scriptures? What by the Sacraments? Let us cast off and

trample under foot this talk’

—

Commentary on Gen. xxvi. Opera, Wite-

bergae 1580. Vol. vi. 353—How far we are here from the affirmations

of the De Servo Arbitrio!” Needless to say the words quoted from

Luther have no such implication as M. Monod puts on them. In them

Luther promises that if only the infirmities of his health permit, he will

confute those who abuse the doctrine of predestination, saying, "If I

am predestined, I shall be saved no matter whether I do well or ill;

if I am not I shall be damned.” To give a brief hint of the line his

confutation will take, Luther adds that if such talk were sound “the

incarnation of the Son of God, His person. His resurrection and all that

He has done for the salvation of the world would be abolished”,—the

prophets and the whole of the Sacred Scriptures, the sacraments would

be useless; wherefore, says he, we should reject and trample under

foot such prating. What Luther says in this none too vigorous lan-

guage is, as we all at once perceive, simply that if predestination is pre-

verted into a predestination of ends apart from all means—so that those

predestinated to life will live no matter what they do—then the signifi-

cance of all means is taken away and this is tantamount to abolishing

Christ and all His work, the Scriptures and all the Means of Grace,

since these are the means by which the predestined end is attained.

But he says this only in objection to a manifest perversion of the doc-

trine of predestination, and in vigorous defense of the doctrine of pre-

destination. And when M. Monod cries out upon it : ““How far we
are here from the affirmations of the De Servo Arbitrio”, he merely

betrays how far he himself is from understanding not Luther merely

whom he quotes (perhaps at second-hand; possibly through the de-

flecting medium of Luthardt) and the De Servo Arbitrio which he

refers to, but the whole Reformed doctrine of predestination which he is

in act of expounding and criticizing. Luther speaks here in complete and

even enthusiastic accord with the affirmations of the De Servo Arbitrio,

and can be misunderstood only by writers who, not being in agreement

with Luther, are determined to make Luther be in agreement with

them.

We have no intention, however, of indulging in a series of petty criti-

cisms of the details of M. Monod’s exposition of the Reformed doctrine.

We have merely wished to illustrate by a few instances taken at random
from his pages a vein of failure in comprehension which runs through

them and vitiates their conclusions. There is much in his exposition and
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criticism meanwhile that is worthy of remark—particularly, if we may
specify, his connection of the political and religious thinking of the

times. We can only express the conviction that if M. Monod had ap-

proached the study of the Reformed theology with the sympathy with

which he has approached the study of the Post-Kantian movement, he

would have found an acceptable doctrine of God less a problem to his

thought, because he would have found it already worked out for him

in that great body of Augustinian thinking which has been the posses-

sion of the world for nearly a millennium and a half. The scandalon of

this body of thinking has ever been, and is, that it thinks of God as

God, and will not have His glory diminished by the exaltation of man.

M. Monod himself says (p. 84) : “The error of Calvinism was, above

all, that it did not recognize the specific and unique value of the human
person.” The charge is quite untrue. Calvinism fully recognizes the high

value of human personality. But Calvinism certainly does not allow

that the human person has power to set itself by the side of the Divine.

And the retort is just that the error of Anti-Calvinism has always been,

and continues to be, that it does not recognize the specific character and

unique value of the Divine person. M. Mcnod sometimes speaks as if he

would charge Calvinism with wiping out the gulf which separates man

from the beasts that perish. It does not do that. Calvin teaches rather

that man is raised infinitely above the brutes by that seusus deitatis

which is ineradicably imprinted on his nature, and by reason of which

he aspires to immortality (e. g.. Institutes I, iii. i, 3 ; v. 4). But Calvinism

resists and will continue to resist every effort to wipe out the greater

gulf which separates the creature from his Creator. We have

said advertently “greater gulf.” For we stand with Calvin, or

rathe^ with Augustine,—for Calvin is quoting Augustine here ( 0pp.

viii. 256)—when he declares that “he is assuredly mad who does

not ascribe to God a far greater preeminence above himself than

he allows to the human race above the beasts.” And we stand

with Calvin when (still after Augustine) he adds that what is most

becoming in the sheep of God’s flock is quiet submission to His

will; and when he adjoins, now on his own behalf, that this would

assuredly be more fitting than, after the example of Pighius, to sub-

stitute man for God and demand that each man should earn his

own destiny on the ground of his own virtues. The “problem of God” is

to be solved for the twentieth century as for all that have preceded it,

not by deifying man and abasing God in his presence, but by recognizing

God to be indeed God and man to be the creation of His hands, whose

chief end it is to glorify God and to enjoy Him forever. And this is as

M. Monod truly perceives, just Calvinism.

Princeton. Benjamin B. Warfield.
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