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IN view of the wvide diversities of opinion as to ahiuost ai questions con-

iiected with the literary origin of the books of the Bible, it is inevitalile
that any article professing to indicate the bouindary betwecii certaintý and

uncertainty should partake largcly of the nature of a staternent of the writer's
own individual conclusions. It miay be as well therefore to say at the otitsct

that rny gencral attitude on ail such questions is cosiservative 1 arn cotetc
in the main to abide by the opinions that have been inost generally heid in

the (Chtirch as to the date and authorship of these books ; not of couirse sin-
ply because they have been hceld by the Church, but because after examina-
tion i 1believe theni iii the main to lie truc, being suplxortcd by the mlost

satisfactory evidence at our disposai. In several cases 1 accept of these with
soniie modifications, or as being perhaps only partial statemients of the farts,
b>ut ycî as truc or as having a clear basis of truth as far as tliey go.

1 arn conscious that it requires sonie little couiragce to linld this attitude
in presence of the scholars of to-day, inany of whoni arc ready to express
pity and contemipt for thosc they regard as hcld fast by a hide-bo)und, tradi-

tionalisîn. But one is comforted for this on observing the trend of the more
receni criticism. It seems not unlikely to prove the winning side afer Ill*
After more than a century of free investigation and a generation of pretty
thorough radicalisni, it is noticeable that scholarship is steadily coming back
to old positions which it was thought hiad been left behind forever. Like a
traveller it bas gone far al)road to seek its fortune, and has hiad niansy.Ian
adventture, but now it shows a disposition to retuiri to the quieter rcsting-
places froin whichi it had soniewhat wantonly departed It is significant that

almost cvery important question of New 'lestai en t criticismn has been settded
iii favour of the traditional view, and it is largely because they have been -,o
thoroughly routed in that p)ortion of the field thai radical and destructive

criticismn have cenccntratcd their forces un the more exposed. out-posis of the


