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o7 of Almighty God

and, in the chapter before us
those self-same words of the child who was to be
born, in another gense. The * kiss” was a well-|
known sign of fealty to a king, or worship to an
object of worship; but the Hebrew word for
« kigs” would no more mean ¢« worship” by itself
than our English word. It could be shown in
prief space that Almah means ¢ unmarried
maiden’” or virgin, and that the conception
spoken of is beyond pature. Popularly it bas
peen said,  If Isaiah did not prophesy the birth
of & virgin, the LXX. did.” It would take no
great space to show that the rendering ‘“as &
lion,” 18 unmeaning, without authority, against
authority, while the rendering * they pierced,”
is borne out alike by authority and language.
But these are but insulated points, easy to be de-
fended, because attacked definitely. But when
their range of attack extends from Genesis to
Daniel, when one 8ays that credible history begins
with Abrahsm (Williams, 57;) snother, that
there *is littlo reliable history "’ before Jeroboam
(Mr. Wilson, p. 179, of course, contradicting
eaoh other as to the period between Abraham
and Jeroboam;) another denies the aecuracy of
the Old Testament altogether according to our
standards of accuracy (¥ rofessor Jowett, p. 847,)
asserfing that ¢like other records,” it was
«gubject to the conditions of 8 knowledge which
oxisted in an early stage of tho world” (£6. 411,)
that ¢ the dark mists of human passion and error
form & partial crust upon it” ('Wilson, p- 177,
that the truth of the unity of God in scripture
only gradually « digpersed the mists of human
passion, in which it was itself enveloped ”
(Jowett, p. 286.) When contradictions between
the Kings and Chroniocles are vaguely assumed
Wilson, 178, 9, Jowett, 842, 7;) when it is as-
serted that prophecies of Jereminh, Isaiah, Amos
failed (Jowett, 3433) and implied that God could
not predict the deeds of one of His creatures by !
name (/6. ;) that when Nahum prophesied, there
were human grounds to snticipate the destruction
of Nineveh, which he prophesied (Williams, p.
60;) or that Micab, in prophesying the birth at
Bethjehem, meant only 8 deliverer in his own
times (p- 68;) that « perhaps one passage in
Zechariah and one in Issiab (it is not said which)
may be capable of being made directly Messianic”
(Williams, p. 69;) and that ¢ hardly any, pro-
bably none, of the quotations from the Psalms
and Prophets in the Epistles is based on the
original sense or context” (lowett, p. 406;) when
the genuineness of the Pentateuch (Williams, p.
60,) of much of Isaiah (Zb., 68, Jowett, p. 313,)
Zechariah (Williams, p- 68,) Daniel (69, 76) is
denjed; when it is asserted that the aspects of
truth in the Book of Job or Ecolesiastes are
opposite or imperfect (Jowett, p. 847,) that
actions are attributed to God in the Old Testa-
ment gt variance with that higher revelation
which He has given of Himself in the Gospel
(26,) when Abraham’s saorifice of Isaac is at-
tributed not to God, but to * the fierce ritual of
Syria” - (Williams, p. 61,) not to speak of the
temptation in Paradise ¢(p- 177,) the miracle of
B"_‘“m’s ass, the earth’s stapding etill, *the
universality of the deluge, the cenfusion of
tongues, the corpereal taking up of Elijah ioto
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heaven, the nature of angels, the reality of de-
moniancal possession, the personality of Satan,
and the miraculous nature of many conversions”’
(Wilson, 177,) or the Book of Jonah (Williams,

P. 78)—how oan such an undigested heap of

errors receive a systematic answer in brief space,
e? Orwhyshountd

or in any one treatisd or volum:

these be more answered than all the other attacks
on. the same subjeet With which the unbelievivg
press has been for some. time teeming?! People

by those bound to maintain it, to th jeot
themselves, ag if the faith was jeopngdiss:?e::
cause it has been betrayed. With the excepti
of the still imperfect gcience of (‘;‘:aologyp t;n
Essays and Reviews contsin nothing with w;ﬂigg
those acquainted with the writings of unbeliavars
in Germany have not been familiar these thirty
years. The genuineness of the books impugned
the prophecies, whose accomplishments in them-
selves, or in our Lord, is so summarily denied
have been solidly vindicated, notin essays, bat in
volumes. Ap observation om the comparative
freedom and reasonsbleness of ¢ the Conserva-
t,lem. of Henggmnberg” and Jobn (Williams, p.
67) is, I believe, the only indication, given iathe
volume, that much which the writers assume as
proved, has been —solidly disproved.  Some
volumes have, I believe, been already translated.
But this circuitous process cannot be necessary
to faith. God did not reveal Himself to us for
disputers. These answers may have their place;
bqt there must be some briefer, directer road t(;
faith. Qne of the essay writers owned that their
eyatem could never be the religion of the poor.
Then it cannot be the true gospel, which wae fer
the poor. Those Who believe our Lord’s words
need no further proof as to the Old Testament.
He has referred to it as of authority, asd. .;
speaking of HimseYf. He has sealed to us the
yvhole of the Old Testament, as, in ail its divis-
ions, speaking of Himself (Lnke xxiv. 44 and 27).
It bas been observed that he has #uthenticated
to us just that elass of facts in the Old Testament
which, to human reason, would seem wmost to
need confirmation—Jonah in the fish’s belly
(Matt. xii. 40), the conversion of Nineveh (75. 41
the flood (Matt. xxiv. 37-9, Luke xvii. 28, 27}’
the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrha (Matt.'
x. 15, xi. 23, 24, Luke xvii. 2, 8, 9), Lot’s wife
(Ib. 82), God’s appearance in the burning but
unconsumed bush (Matt. xii. 26), the brazen
serpent (John iii. 14), the manna (£b. ¥i. 83}, the
Rfrsonahty of Satan (Matt. iv. 10, xii. 26, Mark
iii. 23-26, Luke iv. 8, xiii. 16, xxii. 81). Again,
of that early history, which two of these writers
throw & star on, our Lord sets his seal on one
birth ?f a single pair, according to the account in
Genesis (Matt. xix. 4, 5), the death of Abel (/.
xxiil. 86), the flood, (as I said), the history of
mmumcimgn (Luke vii, 22, 8). Then, again,
as to pl'oll’ ©cy, it is our Lord Himself who quotes
Daniel (Matt. xxiv. 15, Mark viii. 14); the denied
chapters of Isaiah, as scripture (Matt. xi. 18,
Luke i¥- 17, 18, xviii, 81-8, John vi. 46),
z“h'armh (Mark xiv. 27). He slleges the pro-
pheoies of the Old Testament in the way which
this school condemns (Matt. xiii. 14, 15, xxi. 42,
Mark "‘1-, )s and one of those which have been
oalled “imprecatory psalms,” (John xxvii. 12).
The principle of this argument not confined to
the OU "{estm'nent. It includes equally.the
reality of lp ions (Mark v. 8, vii.
29, ix. 30 29, xyi. 17) and eternal punishnrent
“irho Westminater Review oalls it n <« dangerous
agsumption that the Old Testament is a part of
- ohristisnity.” Not in the eyes of tho reviewer
who unhappily believes neither. Our Lord has
bound them together for his disciples, and, how-
gver it may be charitable or right to meet in ‘an;
other W8y the perplexities which people make f o
themselves or others, there must be some m ro
9om1)t°;?‘:::5fway for the mass of mankind I:i;:
is no 1 for proving revelation g
pat for belief, love, worship, duty. to one's-self

I have written at this len
seems rtso b; a feverish auxietygit!l: ,so‘l;f: Eli?d: ]ll'&;:
aAT;"veers ;aoulq be written to these essays.
Aoewers ;e, in fact, been written to very man
acks by Tholuck, Heéngetenbufg,

seem to. have transferved the natural panio av
finding that suoh sttaoks on belief could be made

my
Havernich, and othe: gatenburg, Vell,
i ,and others. Answers will doub
be written in this country. Sofne of th'éo'b Jeot-



