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I. When we speak of “Christian Experience” certain

problems at once suggest themselves—problems of import-

ance for Dogmatic Theology. What is experience? Can

we speak of “experience” in regard to the objects of relig-

ious faith and knowledge? What do we mean by “Christ-

ian experience” ? How is its normal character to be deter-

mined? What is its value for Christian Apologetics?

What is its importance in Dogmatic Theology and in regard

to the knowledge of Christian truth? In the limits of this

article we cannot hope to touch upon all of these problems.

We wish, however, to indicate the nature of Christian

experience, and from the point of view thus gained to point

out its significance for religious knowledge and Dogmatic

Theology.

Since the Erlangen theology reached its culmination in

Frank, there have appeared a number of monographs on

“religious experience” and “Christian experience” or “ex-

perience of salvation” (Heilserfahrimg)

,

as the Germans

call it. In none of these monographs, however, is there any

full or adequate treatment accorded to the place of Christian

experience in Dogmatic Theology. In 1894 E. Haack^

published an Address on the Nature and Significance of

‘ E. Haack, Ueber Wesen und Bedeutung der christlichen Erfahrung,

1894.
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psychological penetration ; also, I arrange the interpretations in a certain

order of rank. My principal source is the interpretations of Origen.

But my cautious attitude toward his allegorising, in cases where I refer

to it at all, shows that I use the rich material of his interpretations not

without independent judgment. From Chrysostom I take over only

what is important for the interpretation. His favorite word for the

Gospel of Jesus <f>CKotroipla I have not accepted. Besides, I have been

diligent in other directions ; above all, I have placed emphasis on the

interpretation of names, as they are collected in the Onomastica, on

exact determination of conceptions and on good tradition for exegesis.

Here and there my own work may be somewhat uneven ; in general,

however, I have endeavored to give a smooth and well unified text.

In it all I have striven after brevity.”

The extensive use of Origen—of the grammatical and historical

elements in his work but with rejection of the allegorical—makes the

Commentary of Peter especially valuable for that part of Origen’s

ri/ioi on Matthew which has been lost (Matt, i-xiii. 36 [except the

scholion to i. I, 5, 9] and xxviii [xxii. 34-xxvii are preserved only in

Latin] ).

Dr. Heinrici dates the Commentary between the 4th and 7th centuries,

preferably nearer the former, and thinks that it was written by Peter

of Laodicea (Phrygian rather than Syrian). The text of the Com-
mentary is accompanied by text-critical notes in which the variants

in the different authorities are given and also by an historical com-
mentary in which the sources of Peter and the use of his Commentary
by later writers like Theophylact are carefully recorded. The latter

feature especially reveals the thoroughness and breadth of view with

which Dr. Heinrici has fulfilled his work as editor. It greatly enhances

the value and usefulness of the book.

Princeton. William P. Armstrong.

The Irenaeus Testimony to the Fourth Gospel. Its Extent, Mean-
ing, and Value. By Frank Grant Lewis. Chicago : The Univer-

sity of Chicago Press. 1908. Pp. 64. 54 cents, postpaid. (His-

torical and Linguistic Studies issued under the direction of the

Department of Biblical and Patristic Greek of the University of

Chicago. Second Series. Vol. I, Part vii.)

In Chapter i. Dr. Lewis presents and interprets two tables, showing

Irenaeus’ use of the Fourth Gospel, (i) from the point of view of the

Gospel and (2) from the point of view of the progress of Irenaeus’ work.

In Chapter ii, he removes all doubt that “the son of Zebedee was, for

Irenaeus, the author of the fourth gospel”. In Chapter iii he discusses

“the value of the Irenaeus testimony for us”. Here it is demonstrated

that the testimony of Irenaeus from Polycarp really affords information

from the end of the first century and establishes the Ephesian residence

of the Apostle John (Papias is interpreted as referring to only one

John). The testimony which Irenaeus derived from the “presbyters”.
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the oral character of which Dr. Lewis defends at some length, confirms

the testimony from Polycarp in showing “how near Irenaeus felt

himself to be to the apostles of the first century”.

The first result of Dr. Lewis’s investigation, therefore, is a vindica-

tion of the Irenaeus testimony. But if this testimony is so trustworthy,

does it not place beyond question the Johannine authorship of the

Fourth Gospel? This Dr. Lewis is unwilling to admit. All that we
really learn through Polycarp is that John either wrote himself, or

more probably permitted one of his disciples to write, certain short

sermons or “booklets” which were founded on the life of Jesus. These

were the “writings” with which Irenaeus says the oral discourses of

Polycarp were in agreement. About the middle of the second century,

these booklets were combined into our Fourth Gospel. Such an hypo-

thesis, Dr. Lewis thinks, “is not necessarily out of harmony with what
Irenaeus himself wrote of the authorship of the gospel”. For when
Irenaeus says that John gave out the Gospel ( i^iSwKe rd evayyiXiov )

that need not necessarily mean that he published a single completed

work.

This booklet theory (c/. Burton, A Short Introduction to the Gos-

pels, pp. is thought to account for a number of puzzling facts.

In the first place, the first definite attestation of the Gospel occurs

about 170 A. D. That there is no earlier attestation is easily explained

if the Gospel was not in evidence before the middle of the century.

In the second place, the literary relation between Justin and the

Fourth Gospel is best explained by Justin’s use of material from

which our Gospel has been compiled, for if he had had the Gospel itself

and recognized it as Johannine, he would have made more abundant

use of it. In the third place, the immediate acceptance of the Gospel

after 150 A. D. is explained by the truly Johannine character of the

material embodied in the Gospel. But for that, a “Johannine” gospel

could not have been accepted at so late a time. In the fourth place,

the “displacements” in the Gospel receive a satisfactory explanation, if

the Gospel is a compilation.

Against such a theory, several specific objections may be made. In

the first place. Dr. Lewis has not really done justice to the meaning of

Irenaeus. There can be no doubt that Irenaeus regarded the Fourth

Gospel as written by John himself and completed at the end of the

first century. Therefore, his testimony, which is so convincingly

defended by Dr. Lewis, casts its weight against Dr. Lewis’s booklet

theory. Again, if the booklets were widely enough known and highly

enough valued to insure the immediate acceptance of the Gospel when
it finally appeared, why should their scanty use in Justin and in the

extant writings of the early part of the second century be any easier

to explain than the scanty use of the Gospel, supposing the latter to

have been already in existence? Finally, the theory shatters upon the

character of the Gospel itself. Despite the efforts of certain recent

scholars, the unity not only of style (that would be explicable on the
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booklet theory) but also of plan throughout the book is too plain to

be successfully denied. Hence, the literary connections existing (for

example) between Justin and the Gospel and between Polycarp and the

closely related First Epistle indicate the early existence of the Gospel

itself and not merely of material from which it was later compiled.

Dr. Lewis’s late dating of the completed Gospel becomes, therefore,

impossible.

The usefulness of the monograph, however, is quite independent of

the incorrectness of the ultimate conclusion. For that conclusion

depends, chiefly at any rate, upon considerations extraneous to the

Irenaeus testimony. The Irenaeus testimony itself is perfectly com-

patible with the first-century origin of the completed Gospel, and Dr.

Lewis has himself made this clear. The important result of Dr. Lewis’s

study is an emphatic vindication of the Irenaeus testimony to the

Fourth Gospel, and that result has been reached by independent and

thorough investigation. A number of criticisms might be made with

regard to details, but in general the dissertation is admirable both in

conception and in method. The somewhat condescending criticisms of

Lightfoot and of Zahn are, however, quite gratuitous and out of accord

with the objectivity that is characteristic of the rest of our author’s

discussion. What Dr. Lewis says at the end about the Apocalypse

(p. 62) is, as the author himself recognizes, out of direct connection

with the preceding investigation. At any rate, it produces somewhat
the impression of a shot at a venture.

Princeton. J. Gresham Machen.

Introduction to the New Testament. By Theodor Zahn, Professor

of New Testament Exegesis, Erlangen University. Translated from

the Third German Edition by John Moore Trout, William Arnot

Mather, Louis Hodous, Edward Strong Worcester, William Hoyt
Worrell, and Rowland Backus Dodge, Fellows and Scholars of

Hartford Theological Seminary. Under the Direction and Super-

vision of Melancthon Williams Jacobus, Hosmer Professor of New
Testament Criticism and Exegesis and Dean of the Faculty.

Assisted by Charles Snow Thayer, Director of the Case Memorial

Library. In three volumes. Imported by Charles Scribner’s Sons.

New York, 1909: Vol. I, pp. xviii, 564; Vol. II, pp.viii, 617; Vol. HI,

pp. viii, 539. Price $12.00.

The first edition of Zahn’s Einleitung was reviewed in the Presby-

terian AND Reformed Review, Vol. xi, 1900, pp. 344-350. The transla-

tion of the third edition, undertaken by a number of Fellows and Schol-

ars of Hartford Theological Seminary with the aid of Charles Snow
Thayer, Director of the Case Memorial Library, and under the direction

and supervision of Melancthon W. Jacobus, Hosmer Professor of New
Testament Criticism and Exegesis and Dean of the Faculty, has now
appeared in three volumes. Zahn’s Introduction is a great book, em-




