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The Book of Daniel.—The Book of Daniel “appeared” in a
time of distress, “the Maccabean period.” Its “visions and won-
ders” were “secretly aimed at national and international affairs,
either already past or contemporary.” This means of course
that they were pseudo-prophecy. It was also pseudonymous, the
name of Daniel like those of other “illustrious men” being used
to make “impressive” its special meaning, and also to save the
real author or authors from persecution at the hands of the
“rulers.”

The Apocalypse.—The key to The Apocalypse lies in the
study of “the Jewish apocalyptic literature.” “Illustrious men”
of past generations misinterpreted The Apocalypse because they
failed to realize this. “Some modern theologians” have discov-
ered it. The Apocalypse has borrowed its symbolism largely from
these apocalyptic books, e.g., “the phrase ‘millennium’,” the con-
ception of “the origin of evil,” and in part, the conception of the
Messiah. Its “fierce tone” comes from this literature and “causes
it to lose the New Testament’s original spirit of benevolent love,”
—which, Dr. Stuart says, is “no wonder” | Apparently the dis-
tinctively apocalyptic features are to be regarded as in the main
decidedly detrimental to the value of the book and we may be
thankful for the “differentials,” which give to it its permanent
value. Nineteen and a half of the chapters are history in apoca-
lyptic dress. The writer of The Apocalypse believed in the
triumph of the Church “because the principles of Jesus will pro-
mote the evolution (or progress) of the world.”

It is difficult to reach a perfectly clear understanding of Dr.
Stuart’s position regarding prophecy and apocalypse, because
his statements are by no means consistent and harmonious.
Thus, the statement, “The prophets of the Old Testament times
had a foretelling insight so high and clear, a spiritual vision so
vast and great that we can know them without being told,” might
seem to those ignorant of “modernist” phraseology to amount to
a recognition that the prophets as inspired men could predict
the distant future. But the meaning of such words as these ought
to be plain to everyone, when the author goes on immediately
to assert that the prophets had “shortcomings” and were pro-
vincial, shortsighted and mistaken; and when he restricts the
“visions and wonders” of Daniel to events “already past or con-
temporaneous,” despite the fact that the language is distinctly
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that of prophecy and that in the New Testament Daniel is ex-
pressly called “Daniel the prophet.” It is plain that occasional
statements to the contrary notwithstanding the language which
Dr. Stuart speaks most readily is that of the theological liberal.

In an article entitled “Modernism in China” which appeared
in this REviEw (October 1921), Dr. W. H. Griffith Thomas,
after commenting on certain statements made by Dr. Stuart in
lectures delivered at the Y.W.C.A. Secretarial Conference in
Sungkiang in 1919 and published in the Annual Report of the
Conference, made the following summary statement (ibid. p.
6355) : “Reviewing this teaching, I do not hesitate to say that it
is not safe teaching to give to the Y. W.C.A. secretaries, or, in-
deed, to anyone else, in China or in America.” The Third Intro-
ductory Discourse of the Commentary on the Apocalypse shows
that, as Dr. Thomas contended, Dr. Stuart’s attitude in matters
of first importance in the sphere of Christian truth is in direct
conflict with the plain teachings of the Scriptures.

Princeton. Oswarp T. ArLis.
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