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I.

THE AMERICAN SUNDAY-SCHOOL.

NE of our old shipmasters of the pre-steamer days tells of a

naive but perhaps not unaccountable exclamation of one of

his passengers. From the day they left Liverpool until they passed1

the banks of Newfoundland the voyage had been foggy and cloudy,,

and as on a certain other voyage of a better known traveller,

“ neither sun nor stars in many days appeared.” At last, in the

early evening, the sky cleared. The young lady in question, coming

from below, found a soft clear light silvering the ship's deck. As
one who has discovered a new planet, she rushed back to the cabin,

crying with enthusiasm, “ Oh, come right up and see the American

Now, to speak of the “ American Sunday-school ” might seem, at

first view, as indefensible as to speak of the ‘‘American moon.”
The world is now belted with Sunday-schools, and it might appear

as if the phrase meant nothing more than the Sunday-schools in

America. But much more than that is intended by if. It is the

function of America to Americanize. All our national ease of mind
is based on a firm conviction of this national tendency. Democracy
is no new thing. Greece knew it well. Rome tried it. Small

European communities have made it answer. But when it crossed

the Atlantic, that which failed under Greece and Rome got itself

Americanized. The republic took on a new form and developed

new virtues. Accordingly, it is with hopeful equanimity that we
have stood by and seen immigration dilute our citizenship. The
stalwart population, intelligent, God-fearing, sober and industrious,

which filled the earlier borders of the country, has not multiplied

moon !”
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record of revelation” (p. 455) ;
and of inspiration "guaranteeing the reliableness

of the record ” (p. 455 ). Another incomplete phrase, perhaps unwittingly

dropped, says that "when we speak of the Inspiration of the Old Testament,
what we mean is that the Old Testament has been written by man with Divine
aid ’’

(p. 423). In view of the facts, as brought out by Mr. Cave, would it not

be just as true—no truer, but just as true— to reverse the language and say it

was written by God with human aid ? Is not “ co-operation," in a word, co-oper-

ation ? We do not lay much stress on these phrases
;
we quote them merely as

somewhat rare straws possibly indicating that Mr. Cave is writing with a firm

grasp upon the fact of “ Transcriptional Inspiration,” but without a clear work-
ing hypothesis of its mode, by which he might, perhaps, be led to an even firmer

grasp upon the fact itself. Do not the facts point to a mode, not obscurely ?—

a

mode of inspiration by which the Scriptures were made not a " human record of

the Divine,” nor a book written " by man with Divine aid ” merely, but a book
produced by men under the impelling and guiding influence of God, working not

mechanically, nor by partition of part to each, but by a true confluence, concursus,

of God and man in every part. Certainly this seems not only the natural implica-

tion of the facts, but also the conception of the New Testament writers as well

(cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 37). But according to it we should look upon the inspiration

as extending to every part and to every word of Scripture— not so as to supersede

the human element, but so as to supplement it and make every part of Scripture

not only human but also Divine—truly human, indeed, but also truly Divine.

If such a conception of the " mode” of inspiration seems to be pointed to by

the facts of the inspired record, it becomes an incitement to further testing of

the facts, and on this testing it is verified. Are there any plain errors in the

record ? Principal Cave does not assert that there are, but rather reads us a

needed lesson in caution in assuming them—a caution which becomes all the

more imperative if the general course of the induction points us to an hypothesis of

the mode of inspiration which would exclude them. We do not, however, quarrel

with Mr. Cave's cautious attitude toward this whole matter. It is the fitting

close of an inquiry which climbs by human steps to the height of a Divine fact.

Mr. Cave has already deserved well of students of the Old Testament and of

Theology as a Science
;
but we should not be surprised if the healthy and bracing

treatment which he has given in this volume to one of the burning questions of

the day should prove his best work. We hope he may be enabled yet to add to

it other such distinguished services to the truth and the Church of God.

Benjamin B. Warfield.

The Form of the Christian Temple : being a treatise on the Constitution of

the New Testament Church. By Thomas Witherow, D.D., LL.D., Professor

of Church History in Magee College, Londonderry. Edinburgh : T. & T.

Clark
;
New York : Scribner & Welford, 1889. Pp. xii., 468. 8vo.

We welcome this valuable treatise the more heartily that we fear there is a

tendency among us to undervalue the study of Church polity. It may serve to

remind us, in the wise words of its author (p. vii.), " that Church polity is an

important portion of Christianity.” " Its main principles,” he just'y continues,
" are divinely revealed

;
its design is to conserve and to perpetuate truth, as well

as to secure decency and order in worship, in instruction, and in administration
;

while it is often on the side of Church government, and generally under cover

of indistinct and uncertain notions regarding it, that minute changes have crept

into the Church which have in the course of centuries blossomed out into serious

error.” Led by so just a conception of its importance, he has made a careful

study of the constitution of the New Testament Church, the conclusion of which
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may be expressed in these words (although they are not put forward as such) :

“ Presbyterianism has the true bishop, the true episcopal ordination, the' true

Apostolic Succession, the true commission, and the true ministry” (p. 386).

The volume is divided into two very different parts. The first half is a strin-

gently inductive examination of the New Testament passages bearing on the

organization of the Church, with the intention and effect of discovering exactly

what the form of the New Testament Church was. Here the controversial ele-

ment is relegated to the background, although a hint of it may obtrude itself in

an occasional bit of dry humor (pp. 119, 167, 168, 196) or in an occasional intru-

sion into the inductive process of minor items of a more modern flavor. How
easy it is to introduce into our speech, regarding the institutions of the first cen-

tury, traits and forms of statement drawn from our present habits or training,

Dr. Witherow illustrates by a quotation from the Tracts for the Times (p. m,
note). How hard it is wholly to avoid it, he illustrates by an occasional slip of

his own. Examples are the repeated assertion
(
e.g., p. 18) that Paul was not

appointed apostle until after the death of James of Zebedee
;
the statement that

lay prophets were allowed only “ occasionally” to address the Church (p. 34) ;

the assumption that Timothy’s work in Ephesus was “ exceptional ” (pp. 38,

40). These are, however, rare motes on the surface of a generally successful

stream of pure induction. In the second half of the book the controversial ele-

ment comes prominently forward, although everywhere kept within due bounds
by Dr. Witherow’s unfailing exegetical insight and sober historical sense. Here
we have not so much a historical study of the origin of the human additions to

the temple, as a polemic examination of the asserted divine sanction for the chief

ecclesiastical growths of later times—the priesthood, penance, prelacy, apostolical

succession, and the papacy. In the multitude of details which are here brought
forward, it is not to be expected that all the opinions expressed will meet uni-

versal acceptance— especially when they concern points of confessed difficulty.

We are most seriously at odds with the author in his denial of the genuineness
of the short Greek Ignatian Epistles, which we consider as unnecessary to his

general position as it is unreasonable in the present state of the evidence. Nor
can we accord with his criticism of Bishop Lightfoot’s view of the position of

James (who we do not believe to have been an apostle) at Jerusalem. Dr.

Witherow is especially to be congratulated on his correct perception of the Pres-

byterian drift of the more recent Prelatic arguments. He does not fall into the

trap which some others have not escaped, of seeking some extreme position

from which these arguments may still be refuted. The fact is that Dr. Light-

foot, for example, in the essay incorporated in his Commentary on Philippians,

has defended the apostolicity of Presbyterianism
; the threefold ministry, the

apostolic sanction of which he has set himself, in that famous essay, to render
probable, is distinctly the threefold ministry of the Presbyterian and as distinctly

not that of the Episcopal Churches. To refute his position would be to refute

Presbyterianism
;
and we are glad to believe it to be irrefutable.

That there is a divinely appointed polity for the Church, Dr. Witherow has no
doubt

;
and no one can doubt it who has given his atten^on to the Scriptural

deliverances in this sphere. “ The opinion of all theologians who have not care-

fully studied the subject,” he says pointedly, ‘‘is that no system of Church
polity is contained in the New Testament

;
that if so, it cannot be determined

with precision
;
or if it can be so determined, it is not obligatory on the Church

of after times, and, of course, is practically useless. This opinion, it will be
seen, we dispute in all its parts” (p. 2). It really admits of no question that God
has instituted the ministry (1 Cor. xii. 28, Eph. iv. 11), and this carries with it

some elements of a Church polity
;
or that the apostles asserted God's right to

order His own Church so as best to secure the great purpose for which He
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established it (i Tim. iii. 15), and, acting of course on Christ’s authority, ap-

pointed deacons (Acts vi.) and elders (Acts xiv. 23) in the churches which they

founded, determined their qualifications (1 Tim. iii. 1 sq
,
Titus i. 5 sq.), and

defined their duties (1 Peter v. 1 sq.). In nothing is the soundness of Dr.

Witherow’s judgment more apparent, however, than in the accuracy with which
he draws the line between what in the organization of the Church may be as-

serted to have direct, divine sanction, and what has been left to a more or less

human development. In general we may say that the organization of the indi-

vidual Church was imposed upon it by the apostles
;
while in all that belongs to

the association of the churches, we are left to a further application of the prin-

ciples of government which underlie the directly divine institutions. To use Dr.

Witherow’s well-chosen words :
“ Association, whether of Churches or of rulers,

is a Scriptural principle. The association of elders in the government of a local

Church—that is, the congregational presbytery, is a divine institution
;
the asso-

ciation of the rulers of different congregations for managing matters in common
—that is, the district presbytery, is simply a matter of agreement and consent,

but is the outcome of a principle that has received divine sanction again and
again” (p. 187). “ When the Christian Church is organized,” he says, in another

place (p. 106), the name of presbytery ” is applied to the Christian elders of a

Church in their associated capacity. That it is not in 1 Tim. iv. 14, the associ-

ated elders of different congregations, i6 known because there is not in the New
Testament any clear example of such association in ordinary cases.” The refer-

ence of the last phrase, ” in ordinary cases,” is not obvious. Certainly when
Dr. Witherow comes to treat formally of the “ council ” of Acts xv. he has far

too clear a historical sense to see in it an extraordinary instance of such an asso-

ciation. “ There is not a line in the chapter,” he justly writes, “ leading us to

believe that any were present except the deputies from Antioch along with the

apostles, elders, and brethren of Jerusalem. ... To say that it was a represent-

ative body, in the literal sense, is to view the transaction from the standpoint of

later times” (p. 192). If we are to apply to that “ council” language derived

from our present usage, we should term it a meeting of the Church Session of

Jerusalem. This is not to belittle it. It was of epoch-making importance, both

at the time, in separating the Church from Judaism and committing the whole

Church to a universalistic policy
;
and for all time as a charter of freedom from

the Mosaic law. Dr. Witherow most admirably says in words which it would

do us good to ponder :
” When told by sceptics that we are bound by the Bible

to pay tithes, to execute the idolater and blasphemer, to put the Sabbath-breaker

and witch to death, our answer is that the apostolic decree sets us entirely free

from these and all other peculiarities of the old Jewish economy. They are not

named among the exceptions, and therefore are of no binding force upon Gentile

believers” (p. 193). Whatever we may think of the binding character of the
‘‘ decree” then issued, this use of the deliberations and conclusion is assuredly

legitimate. Nor does this view of the nature of that “ council ” destroy its

normal character as a model Church court. ” It is,” rather, in Dr. Witherow’s

words, ” the true model of all subsequent synods” (p 196). WT

e are bound to

confess, indeed, our inability to follow him in his method of validating it as the

model of associated Presbyteries and Synods—viz., by speaking of it as an “ as-

sembly of Church rulers outside the local Church" (p. 198), as “ an external

tribunal of Church rulers, publicly deliberating in Jerusalem upon a question

affecting, in the first instance, the Church of Antioch” (p. 197). This is artifi-

cial. It amounts to little more than setting up an undistributed middle—“ ex-

ternal tribunal ”—as the tertium comparationis between this “ council ” and

our Presbyteries —and an undistributed middle, let us add, which is not a fair

designation of either the one or the other. Let us confess that the New Testa-
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ment gives us no example of other than congregational presbyteries
;
and rest

our higher courts on the legitimate application in their formation of the same
principle of association which was divinely enacted in the congregational gov-

ernment.

Among the various puzzling questions that concern the organization of the

local churches, Dr. Witherow threads his safe way with his usual judiciousness

and sound exegetical tact. The nature of the eldership as an undifferentiated

ruling-teaching office, the nature of the diaconate as essentially an office of ser-

vice rather than of “ ministry” in its higher sense, the nature of the local pres-

bytery and its functions, the ground and mode of association of the Churches
(one of the best chapters), are all judiciously investigated. The only criticism

of any moment which we could bring against the findings of this whole half of

the volume, would be that the nature of the work of the apostles and the relation

to them of their travelling companions do not seem to be exactly realized. Paul

was not only a divinely appointed and divinely inspired missionary, he was a

travelling missionary-society ,
and his companions were his helpers in this work.

He sent them forth clothed with his powers and as agents to do his work ;

wherever they went they stood in loco apostoli and acted as his extended hand.

Their commission inhered not in any local organization, not even in the Church
at large, but in the apostle

;
and their centre of authority was wherever he was.

So he left Timothy in Ephesus to act for him there
;
and withdrew him from

Ephesus when he had other need for him, replacing him with Tychicus (2 Tim.
iv. 12). In like manner he left Titus in Crete and replaced him when he thought
well with Artemas (Titus iii. 12). In this connection, 2 Tim. iv. 9 sq. is a very
instructive passage. Paul desires Timothy to come to him. Not because the

Church of Ephesus had no further need for him
;
he carefully provides for a suc-

cessor to him there (v . 12). Not because he is himself lonely
;
he is surrounded

by Roman friends (v

.

21). But because, as he states, the most of his helpers

are away—some by desertion, some on commission, and Luke alone of them all is

with him (v . 10 sq.). He needs more help in the work than Luke can render,

and so he calls Timothy, and with him Mark
;
and he adds the reason, “ For he

is profitable to me for ministering." This gives us a great outlook upon Paul's

labors as the care of all the churches rested upon him. Even while he was in

prison, Luke was inadequate for the labors of his office
;
he required at least

two secretaries. Benjamin B. Warfield.

We notice also the following recent works :

The Christian Doctrine of God. By James S. Candlish, D. D., Professor of

Systematic Theology in the Free Church College, Glasgow. (Edinburgh : T. &
T. Clark

;
New York : Scribner & Welford [1889].) Pp. 142, i6mo. This

latest issue of the “Hand-Books for Bible Classes” is written with Dr.
Candlish’s well-known lucidity and skill. We do not know whether the very
artificial and unsatisfactory distribution of the matter with relation to the idea

of the Kingdom of God is borrowed from Ritschl, or is an independent coinci-

dence with his method of determining even the Divine attributes in reference to

that conception. There are also more detailed points of contact with the Ger-
man leader (eg., pp. 59, 98, 100). One of the best features of the book is the

excellent use made of comparative religion in it. Among the most striking

passages may be named the admirable treatment of the fatherhood of God (p.

61), the good statement of the holiness of God (p. 58), and the careful remarks
on the word “person” as applied to the Trinity (p. 117). The author’s ac-

count of the condition of successful prayer (p. 44) is scarcely satisfactory
;

and his “libertarian” theory of the will leads him into unnecessary diffi-




