—~—

)

THE CHURCH GUARDIAN.

May 31, 1893.

THR TEACIHING OF OUR LORD AS TO
THE AUTHORITY OF TIIE OLD TES-
TAMENT.

By the Right Rev. C.J. Ellicott, D.D., Bishop
of Gloucester and Bristol.

Tn these days of higher criticism, feverish
utteranees, and endless controveries as to the
mystery of Jife und religion, it is refreshing to
rewl the clonr and ealm words that come from
tho pon of the HBishop of Gloucesfer aud Bristol
in the Expository Limes,

Mo learned writer, in dealing with the difli-
culties which modern criticism raises as to the
gronuineness of the Movude writings, centres his
atiention in this paper mare especially on the
two precopls of the law concerning the aw of
the Sabbath and the enactment relutive to di-
voree: and puints out that, in eonsidering care-
fully our Tiord's teaching us regards those, some
consideruble light bo thrown upon the difficult
quostions, which ““the so-called Hjgher Uriti-
¢ism has foreed upon onr consideration,” Whut-
ever theinforences muy bo that aredrawn from
our Lord's words, as given in St, John vii, 22,
as to questions conbeeted with the Sabbath,
there eun be no doubt in any ressonable mind
that He does in this pussgyre sel His seal on the
ronlity of putrinrchal history.

Passing on to consider our Lovd's answers to
Lho questions put tohim relative to divoreo, the
writar ssks vory pointedly, “ Whenee do theso
words, thus deliberately cited and roturned in
answor to a formal und momentus question,
come?’  As wo well know, from the dirst and
soeond chapters of Genesisg or, in other words,
fram a portien of that ancient bovlk which we
aro now invited fo consider as o wmythical por-
tion, & portion in which, to use the words of a
rocent writer,  we cannot distinguisl the his-
torienl germ, although wo do not at all dony
that it oxists”  Well may the Bishop add : “ 1y
i too muel lo say that to derive from a sourco
in which the historienl i3 indistingunishable tho
answor of Christ 1o such n guestion as that
which wus put to Him, is to many minds in-
conceivable?” Lo thiy conelusion, indeed, no
one ean demur; to imagine that our Lovd, who
was ¢ the Way, the Pruth, and the Life,” would
quote from writings that owed their authority
over those whom [le was speaking to the fuet
that Moses was the compiler, when such com-
pilation was mythieal or debatable, wonld be to
most minds, we venture to think, not only in-
conceivable, but nbsolntely abhiorrent,

Atter pointing out the frequont reference of
our blessed Liord to the persou and aunthority of
Moses, und demonstrating the differenco  be-
tween the Moses of the Gospels and the Moses
of the analytical schoel off thought, the vener-
able writer makes use of these signiticant
words i—

The break to which we have come in eonnec-
tion with the histery off Moses betwoon the
anudytical view and the lestimony of the Gos-
woly must be pronounced to bo complote. We
}ul\'u aeen i former addeess that the obsenra-
tion of the work of Moses as n legislivtor and an
the foundor of an organized roligion formed an
argument of some validity against the unalyd-
cal viow, Wo now sco what would be a stiil
strongoer arguuient ; the Mosos of the analyti-
enl viow cannot be harmenized with the Moses
of Christ. Al this is very wonitory. 1t places
vory elearly betore us the real spivitual pervil of
being led uway by the plansibilities and clever-
noss of modorn eriticism, and it seems to tell ns
vory plainly that if we are so led awuy wo must
be l)rupau-od to re-construet our Credouda.

Those words of warning, coming as they do
from one who is himself'n past-matster in Bibli-
onl criticism, aro sufliciently weighty to cause

the followers of the higher eritical school to
pruse before stating ns finul veritics what it
may be afterwards necessary for them to mo-
dify. Nor does this warning come a moment too
soon, The harm that is being done by those
halding positions of authority as authorized
tenchers in our own Church tearing up the
very foundations on which not merely the dac-
trines of their Church, but the very truth of
Christinnity itselfis founded, is so great and
fur-renching in its conscquences that unless
those holding the responsible position of the
writer of this paper nnder consideration speak
out with no doubtful vowce, men and women
may well ask themselves the question, “ What
then, shall we believe ?” Many lives at the
present time are being clouded, many death-
beds are being robbed of the * pence that pass-
oth understanding,”” by the ussumptions of
higher criticism. [t is time that our spiritual
leaders were up and doing; it is time that those
who who are making use of their residence un-
der the roof of the Christian Church to knock
down its walls were shown the door, and not
atlowed to enjoy the emoluments, the stutus,
and the advantages whicl their position gives
them while they are undermining the rock on
which the citadel of thal Church rests,

With something almost of an apology, Bishop
Lllicott concludes his interesting and powertul
because temperate vonsideration of a subject
that is seeond to none in importance, by notie-
ing a point on which, as he says, all adherents
of the analytical view, the moderate as well as
the oxtreme, are cordially united, Indeed, he
seems to thinl it s somewhat presumptuons to
propose to rediscuss 2 matter which, he says,
all intelligent crities claim to have conclusively
gettled, and that ik, that the book of Deuteron-
omy was nover written by Moses.

To some, indeed, it muy come as a surprise
that there should be 2 eonsensus of opinion that
# book which has been held by the tradition of
tho Jewish and of the Christinn Church to be
the work of the grest law-giver shonld be a
production of the time of Manasseh or Josiah
and by a writer whose name is lost in oblivion,
It is, therofore, somewhnt of a relief to find
that, whatever the unanimity of the moderate
and extreme critieal school may be in denying
that Moses wrote the book of Deutercnomy,
Bishop Ellicott by no moeans shares it.  On the
contrary, he brings forward soveral strong ar-
gwmentsin fhvor of the traditional view, and
poiuts out that our Lord on threo soparate oc-
easions so referved to the book of Deuteronomy
a8 to make it morally improbable that the book
could have been so referred to if it had been
wrilton, not by Moses, but by ono who imper-
sonated him and wrote in his nume.

Mosl sincoroly do we echo the wriler's con-
clusion that © the last word has certainly not
yet been spoken on a subject which modern
criticism somowhat precipitately claims to have
now settled boyond the possibilities of contro-
versy,” If, indeed, the system of cutting out
and patching in which seems part of the work
of (he analytieal school is earried much farther,
we may casily imagine some aspirant for aca-
demical honours in the near future replying to
tho question, “Why aro certain portions of the
Seripture called the Mosaiec writings ? " with
the answer, “ Beeause they are composed of
several minute and ditferent fragments, and
therefore resemblo mosaic work.”

The thonght arises in our mind, Arc we to
allow ourselves to be carried away by the pride
of intellect, and allow ourselves to wmake ship-
wreck of the faith that has been handed down
io us through so many generations of faithful
hearls, or shall we continue to hold fast the
Faith once . delivered to the saints? for, even
oxpressed ns tendorly and as carefuily us tho
writer of this paper expresses it, tho issue
secwms to be narrowed down {o this: Are we to
aceept the teaching of the so-called Higher
School of Criticism, or are we to accept the

traditional view which certainly and admittedly
may equitably claim the imprimatur of our
Lord’s support 7 In face of the gravity of the
situation, we may conciude 1his notice of Bishop
Ellicott's admirable paper by quoting his own
solemn words :

Avo not all these things full of suggestion and
full also of monitory significance? [f the fes-
timony of Christ is what it has appeared to be,
then the likelihood of effence being given by a
criticism that has to maintain itself by attenn-
ating the veal knowledge of Christ has become
periously great, and His own words come so-
lemnly homo to us: “It must needs be that
offences come, but woe to that man by whom
the offenco cometh.—Rcligious Review of Re-
vieiws for April,

OUR SUNDAY SCHOOLS,

The following extract from the Bishop of
Algoma’s charge at the 3rd Triennial Council
of his dioceses has much wider application than
tohisown jurisdiction. Ilis words may well be
carefully weighed by clergy and laity of cvery
diocese in Canada; and other diocesans have
we fear like cause for anxiety as the Bishop of
Algoma, in regard to 8. 5, work. Dr, Sullivan
BUYS ¢

“ Qur Dioeesan Sunday School worlk eansed
me grave anxiety, not so mueh for the present
as for the future of the Church through all this
vast territory, Bstimated by the issues depend-
ing upon it, its importancecanuot be exagger-
ated. If thechild be fatherto the man,so surely
is the Sunday School of theday tho mother and
nursery of the Chureh for all ecoming genera-
tions. If the Churchmanship of the future is
to be intelligent, seriptural, eounscrvative, amd
instructed on sound Prayer Book lnes, then it
is in ‘the Sunday Sehool its toundations are to be
laid.  Lam fully aware of the difficalties to be
encountered—the absence of the elerqyman, oc-
cupied, ns he is, with multiplied and widely-
scattered services; scanty ey co-operation, and,
even where it does exist, too often teachers
needing that one teaeh them again which bo
the fiest principles of the oracles of God ; the
wide dispersion of the children over large areas;
the lack of proper applicances often, such as
libraries and lossson papers; the strong and, to
parents sometimes no less than to ehildren,
wrresistible attraction of denominational Sunday
Scheols—nall these things are ¥ against us’*; but
just so much more is it impressed on my mind
that 1f the numerical and moral strength of the
Church i3 to be maintained; nay, it her very
existence is to be perpetuated in our midst,
then must the eclergy make the instruction of
the children an educational specialty, not indeed
by the abolition of the present system of in-
struction, defuctive though it be, but rather by
supplementing it through the good old-fashion-
el Prayer Book cutechetical method which
makes tho ease of the young an integral factor
in the Churel's public ministrations. This,
brethren is one of your bownden duties) as the
authorized represutatives and mouthpicces of
the “ feslesia docens:” and its fuithtul) sys-
tematic discharge will bear manifold freit. The
children of the Chureh will receive bona jide
religious instruction, such as they now fail to
receive cither in the comnwon sehool, or, alas,
in tho mujority of instances, in theirownhomes ;
hor adulty, as they listen, fresh confirmation in
their faith; her scrvice, new interest and at-
tractiveness; and her ministers, wdded and
most practical ovidence of their claims s sne-
cossors to these on whom the [lead of the
Church imposed that solemn parting injunction,
“Feed my lambs.”

I regret that I have to add that I cannot re-
gard our Sunday School statisties as satisfuctory
or creditable, even taking into account the




