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employed by certain of the sacred writers, it might
not be sufficient to cstablish the inspiration, of the
Bible. For in writers historically trustworthy we re.
cognize the possibility of a measure of unintentional
mistake, and perchance thesc isolated utterances
might be the result of honest mistake or slovenly
writing. But if it can be shown, as we think it can,
that the claims to inspiration, direct and indirect, put
forward by the sacred writers are so clear and numer-
ous, and the testimonies to the tnfallible truth and
divine authority of the IHoly Scriptures so emphatc
and various that we cannot regard the authors as
honest and intelligent 1nen unless in very deed they
wrote under supernatural guidance, then we think we
can construct a rational angument for the inspiration
of Scripture from writings which, up to tlus stage, have
been viewed only as historically trustworthy, Ve
readily acknowledge that the supernatural or mirac-
ulous should never be admitted as a fact until proper
evidence is adduced. Whoever asserts the existence
of any special manifestation of the supernatural muy
be reasonably asked to prove it.  But should any one
feel inclined to lay stress upon this general presump-
tion against the supernatural 1t is well to remind hin
that in the case before us it is counter-balanced by a
presumption springing from the existence of a super-
natural revelation. i God has made a supernatural
revelation of himself to man, as all with whom we
conduct this discussion adwut, there 1s surcly a strong
presumption that He would guide the sacred writers
to put it correctly on record.  The revelation was not
designed merely for the private beneft of the prophet
who oniginally recewved 1t; 1t was intended for others
who could have access.to it only in the Holy Scrip-
tures. And surely it does not look ike divine wisdom
and benevolence to give a supernatural revelaton to
man, and then pernut it to become so mixed with error
n the record of it that we shall ever be in danger of
mistaking human blunders for divine revelations, We
submut, therefore, that the presumption 15 1n favor of a
supernatural record of a supernatural revelation.

Passing from the presumptive argument to the cvi-
dence, we confess to a difficulty which we feel, but it
is not the difficulty of discovering ewvidence, but of
arranging and condensing it within reasonable com-
pass. 1t has been well remarked that * for the most
part, if not umiversally, the penmen of Scripture were
clothed with a public ard official character, suffictent-
ly known to those fer whom they wrote, and unplying
both a divine commssion and an extraordinary in-
spiration,”—(Bannerman on Inspir., p. 288.) 1t was
not, therefore, necessary that they should indulge very
frequently in direct assertions of thewr own inspiration.
We shall sce, however, that occasionally, when cir-
cumstances secmed to demand it, they dia make ex-
plicit statements. A large proportion of the most
striking evidence for the inspiration of Scripture 1s
found m indirect and incidental tesumomics which do
not admit of very compendious exlubition. Notwith-
standing this difficulty, we hope, even 1n this lecture,
to adduce sufficient evidence to show that * the pre-
vathng popular view of the authouty, the mspirauon,
and thenfallibility of the Bible ” has not * been super-
stitiously attached toit,” but on the contrary, 1s re-
quired by a fair dealing with the contents of the Holy
Scriptures.

The phenomenon of 1nspiration 1s undemable. This
1s our first position. Many who deny that the whole
Bible is characterized by infalhible truth and divine
authonty readily adnut that certan portions of 1t are
distinguished by plenary inspiration.  But apart from
such concessions, we think 1t 1s impossible for those
who recognize the credibility of the sacred writers to
maintan successfully that there have been no exam-
ples of such mspiration as we claim for the Holy
Scuiptures. It must be conceded that the words of
the Lord Jesus Christ, as spoken by hum, were disun-
guished by infallible truth and divine authorty. Ve
do not speak of the record of His discourses in the
pages of the Evangelists, but of the words as they fell
from His ips. 1f we accept the wnters of the New
Testament as the credible histonians of a supernatural
revelation, the view which they give. of the person of
Chnist, and of the manner in which He was endowed
with the fulness of the Spirit’s gifts, renders it certam
that error could not have mingled with His words.
They are an example, umique no doubt, but still an
example, of human words clothed with mfatlible truth
and dwvine authority. This, however, 1s not the only
example of the phenomenon which admuts of no rea-

sonable question. There are many special oracles -

which are introduced in a manncr, or run in a style,
which places therr plenary inspiration beyond dispute,
We are forced enther to accept their inspiration or to
maintain that the writer is not trustworthy. When we
find Jeremiah describing lus Look as “The words of
Jerenuah, the son of Hilkiah * # # & # ‘T
whom the word of the Lord came,” etc., and introdue.
ing his message by the statement, * Then the word of
the Lord came unto me, saying,” v. 4, and commenc.
ing a sccond message with the words, v, 13, “And the
word of the Lord came unto the a second time, say-
Ing "—can we supposc Jeremiah to claim anything
less than that the words which he has wntten are at
least m these particular instances the words of the
Most High, 1u the 36th chapter Jeremiah 1s instruct.
cd by God “to take a roll of a bock and write therem
all the words which I have spoken against Israel,”
and when the prophet has obeyed we find the product
referred to wterchangeably as “the words of Jere-
miah,” and as “the words of the Lord,” vs, 10-11.
Can any onc who regards Jeremiah as a thoroughly
trustworthy writer fail to recognuze this as an example
of plenary inspiration?  And 1f we repose confidence
i the mtegnty of the sacred writers, how can we re-
fuse tlns character to oracles introduced with the
fanuhiar formula, * Thus saith the Lord of hosts,” or
confirmed with e deslaration, “ For the mouth of the
Lord hath spoken it.” Numerous cxamples will read-
ily occur to the readers of the Bible where at least
certain passages are so marked out that no fair deal.
mg with the language can climmate the idea of
plenary inspiration from them.  \e think that it s
unportant to emphasize the position that the phenume-
non of mspiration 1s undeniable.  For whenever it ts
made clear that in certain instances, at least, * holy
men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy
Ghost,” then a very large proportion of the objections
commonly urged aganst inspiration falls to the
ground. When inspiration 1s cstablished as a fact it
is a very bootless task reasoning agamst it, either as
inprobable, impoessible, or as inconsistent with the
individuahity of the sacred wnters, [t only remains
to ascertamn the extent to which inspiration can be
predicated of the Holy Scriptures.

Inspiration can mamfestly be predicated very exten-
sively of the Old Testament. Tlis appears from the
prophenc authorship of its books and from the claims
which its wniters put forth, 1t s certain that most of
the books of the Old Testament were written by pro.
phets; and while we cannot adduce direct evidence to
show: that all the books of the auncient canon were
written by men of this order, there is at least mani-
festly a Iugh degree of probability that they were all,
as the anctent Jews believed, written by prophets. At
present we do not lay swress on this probability, but
confine ourselves to what is capable of clear proof,
There are marks of the existence throughout the
whole penod duning which the Old Testament was
produced of an order of men honored to hold special
intercourse with God and receive supernatural revela-
tions from Him, and who were formally accredited by
the Most High as His agents, whom he authorized, in
their official character, to speak and act for Him.
The relation which Aaron s represented as sustaining
to Moses brnings out distinctly the relation in which
the prophet stood to God,and the authority due to his
words, wheiher spoken or written. When Moses was
unwilling to bear the divine message to Egypt, the
Lord, having reminded him that his brother Aaron
could speak well, said to him, * Thou shalt speak unto
hum and put words 1n his mouth.” * * % % “Ha
shall be thy spokesman uato the people, and he shall
be, even he shall be to thee instead of a mouth, and
thou shalt be to him instead of God."—Ex. iv. 13, 16.
Agan we read, * And the Lord said unto Moses, sce
1 have made thec a god unto Pharach, and Aaron thy
brother shall be thy prophet.”—Ex. vii. 1. What
Aaron said to Pharach had the authority of Moses,
and so what the prophet, in his official capacity, said
to the people had the authority of God. He spoke as
God's mouth. Geod made Himself respansible for the
prophet's uttcrances. When it was ‘known that
the prophet stocd in this relation to God, all that was
necessary to certify men that a book was given by in-
spiration of God was the assurance that it was the
official work of one of the propheticorder.  'Weassume
that God did in varicus ways give public sanction to
certain men as prophets by which their cotemporaries
could be assured of the genuineness of their prophetic
charactet, and thereby of the divine authority of their

writings.

‘That the vast majority of the books of the Old Tes-
tament were written by prophets can be casily shown.
They were all famuliarly referred to and quoted by
Christ under the well-known Jewish divisions, Moses,
the prophets, and the Psalms, Luke xiv. 44. That
the Pentatcuch was, with very trifiing exceptions,
written by Moses nothing that modern destructive
criticism has been ableto adduce need make us doubt.
And that Moses was a prophet cannot be denied in
face of the express language of Scripture, * And by a
prophct the Lord brought Isracl out of Egypt, and by
a prophet was he preserved.”—Hos. xii, 13, And the
whole record of his legislation and hife bears ample
testimony to the sobnety of the statement with which
it is closed, “ There arose not a prophet since in
Israel like unto Moses, whom the Lord knew face to
face."—Deut. xxxiv. to. That the sccond division,
which is expressly called “the proplicts” by Jesus
Chirist, was written by prophets can scarcely be suc.
cessfully denied. What God said to Jeremiah might
have been said from any of them from Joshua down.
wards, * Lo, [ have put my words in thy mouth."—
Jer. 1.9, Shall we then iefuse to acknowledge the
prophetic character of that division named from its
first book, the Psalms? The apostle Peter expressly
testifies that Dawvid was a prophet, Acts. ii. 30, and he
affirms that the Scriptures must needs be fulfilled
which the Holy Ghost spake by the mouth of David,
Acts i. 16. Itis true that we cannot adduce direct
evidence that all parts of the Hagiographa, as this
dwasion was frequently called, were written by pro-
phets; but we find that Asaph and Daniel are both
ranked by our Lord as prophets, Matt. xiii. 35, and
Matt. xxiv. 13, while in Hebrews iii. 7, 9, an anony
mous Psalm is ascribed to the Holy Ghost. And not
only are the Proverbs of Solomon repeatedly quoted
i the New Testament with usual formula, “it is writ-
ten” (Rom. iii. 15, and Rom. xii. 19, 20), but once in
terms that show that the words are the very words of
God, James iv. 10. To this we may add the fact that
the Apostle Paul, on onec occasion, refers to the Old
Testament Scriptures generally under the title of ““ the
prophetic Scriptures.” Rom.xvi. 26. It was doubtless
very largely due to the evidence for the prophetic
authorship of the books of the Old Testament that the
Jews, in the time of our Lord, believed universally
in their inspiration. The writers of the Old Testa-
ment repeatediy use language which involves a direct
claim to inspiration. This claim is advanced in many
forms, and in termns so general that no rcason can be
assigned why it should be restricted to any particular
portion of their writings. How often do we find such
language employed by them in reference to their own
statements as this. “The mouth of the Lord hath
spoken it,” “Thus saith the Lord,” “ Hear the word
of the Lord?” Nearly all the prophets again and
again employ phrascology which indicates that the
Lord spoke by them, “The word that Isaiah, the son
of Amos, said concerning Judah and Jerusalem.”
“The word of the Lord came unto me, saying,  Jere-
miah, what seest thou?” “The word of the Lord
came expressly unto Ezckiel, the priest, the son of
Buzi,” etc.  “ The beginning of the word of the Lord
by Hosea.” “The word of the Lord that came to
Micah.” And almost the entire legislation of Moses
has the Divine authorship stamped upon its language
with equal distinctness. As we read the Pentatcuch
we encounter continually the wouds, ¢ And the Lord
spake unto Moses, saying.” Itis true that there are
books of the Old Testament in which no such direct
claims to inspiration as we have cited are put forth.
But there is a silent tone of authority pervading even
these which is compatible only with the idéa of their
inspiration. In addition to this, the fact that they
were written in the Sacred Collection, which the Is-
raclites guarded with such jealous care, is itself a
tacit cloim to the same character as distinguished the
other portions of the ancient canon. If the writers
who put forward these claims are regarded as the
credible historians of a supernatural revelation, we
cannot avoid the conclusion that a very large portion
of the Old Testament was given by inspiration of God.
Advancing now another step we remark, the testimony

_of the New Testament establishes the inspiration of

the whole of the Old Testament Scriptures. This in-
cludes the testimony of Christ Himself, which, with
all who admit His divine character and mission,
should be decisive. It includes also the testimony of
the writers of the New Testament, which has a two-
fold character and value'-~(1) It may be regarded as
presenting the doctrine of their Master at second-



