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to Timothy, ** All Seripturo is given by the inspiration of God, and is
wrofitable for doctrine. for reproof, for correction, for fnstruction in
rightcousness.” But when Paul penned these wonls to Timothy what
Scripture was he speaking of t  Why, tho Old Testament, to bo sure,
and if you arv going to rest your doctrino upon such senteinces 8s that,
it will never apply to the wspiration of the latest New Testament
Seriptures whic{: tho Apostle had not seen.  Where, then, can we base
tho inspiration of tho Now Testament 1 There can be nothing more
dangerous than the mantenance of the Chiristian doctanes on a fow
isolated texta. I think it was Richard Baxter who sawd w speaking
of this that it was the dovil's last attempt to refute the authority of
the Bible by overwhelmmgt. Agan, suppose we say that our intor-
pretation, as it standsin our Engheh version is correct, it has not
touched the Professar's position. Ho will accopt as truly as you do
that soutenco of the Apostle, Daes the Apostle say anything about
the measuro of inspiration ¢ I find by my Coucordance that tho word
inspiration only occurs twice in the whote Bible—~once in Job and this
one in Timothy, Ido nothnd any writer who clauns any other -
spiration. I find Paul says: ** In thus [ have the mind of Chnist.”
Ho is not quite sure of s own 1wmspiration. I heheve 1n the wspua.
tion of overy book of the Bible, but I am not gomg to be tied down
to any theory of ment I want to know how faritis wspned, and [
can only got at that by searching the Seriptures themselves. [ read
with great dehght part of the prolessor's explanation. IHe preaches
and belioves all the great doctrines ot Christianity, alt tho great
dogmas of truth upen which we baso onr Christian rehigion, what
does ho say 1 He bolioves 1n the wspiration of the Scriptures and in
their infallibility, Will any oune say that msqmmon guarantees no
wmistake in names, no mistake in dates. Am I to be told thatifa
man is a horetic, he must ccase to teach in.tho Chwcht  You say
yourself that thero aro passages of Scripture that are contradicting.
1 do not think that is forbidden by the Chureh, and I hope not. Is
all tho integrity of the book ot Isaiab or the Psalms io be mamtaineds
It 13 no part of Christ’s teaching, [ do not believe 1t1s partof in.
spiration to teach lustorical talos or to teach Instorical facts, [ am
suro that in speaking of Clirist and in enticising the logic of the pecul-
iar saying of ** tho sun rising and talling,” I am not attacking tho 1n-
spiration of the Bible. There aro grounds mtimtely higher than mnore
isolated texts. 18 thero any ono of our Presbyterian Churches in the
old conntry that to-day will forbid a man hke Prof. Campbell from
teaching under their authority and in thewr namot  No, but there
are wwany men in the Old Country who go far beyond Prof. Campboll
in tho broadness of their views. 1 have in my mind's eye the Freo
Church of Scotland, and it will 1ll become the Presbytorian Church
of Canada to come in and say that thoy will not atlow Urof Camp.
bell to teach. I have asked myself the (}upsuon with prayerful carn.
estness whother Prof. Campbell shonld be forbidden to teach
His name, and there has come back to my emphatic enquiry the
answer " No, I will not take upon myself to forbid him to teach.
T am not prepared to go beyond my Master.” Prof. Campbell finds
himself in a large and distinguished compan{. Tho views ho has
held Have been taught over and over again. You will find one after
anothor of the early Fatheiy, Origen, Jerome, Butlerand Alford,
ﬁ:ing a good deal farther than Prof. Campbell in their views on ver-
1 inspiration, and these were men who lived and revered the
Scriptures and certainly did notimpugn them. 1do not think those
men who have denied the vorbal inspiration of the Bible ave the
greatest enemies of the Church. 1 conceive them to be those who,
by strainiog the authority of the Bible, try to claim for 1t an author.
ity it has not claimed for itself. I do not think Dean Aiford was
a man who dishonoured the Bible, and he did no? hold to the theory
of verbsl inspiration. ‘*Ihad hoped,” he concluded, * that thero
might have been a unanimous judginent in this case, but it secms to
be otherwise, and in duty to my conscience, I cannot refrain from
moving in amendment :

*¢ That the Presbytery, while deeply rcgrettinF many expressions
into which over zeal for certain aspects of truth led Prof Campbell,
yet does not find the first count of the hibel proven.”

Rev. J. Myles Crombic had much pieasure 1n seconding the
amendment, Ho did not wish to take up the time of the Presbytery,
because ho would simply go over the same ground covered by Dr.
Barclay, but he would second the amendment in .rder to bring it
before the Honse.

The Rev. James Fraser, of Chatham, Que., supported the amend-
ment contending that tho Church could not afford to lose Professor
Campbell after all the services he had rendered her as a scholar and
teacher.

Mr. Wm. Drysdale, while strougly commending the-tone of Mr.
Mowat’s specch, brietly spoke in support of the amendment.

The Rev. C. B. Ross begged to suggest that Dr. Barclay was
;Yl.:g;‘g in charging the Presbytery with undue hastein preparing the

ibel,

Rev. F. M. Dewey destred tosay a word., Heregretted that Dr.
Barclay had not givon the Presbytery soinething great upon the mat-
ter. Bot he regrotted to say that the Doctor had only trifled with
it. It was impossible for him to vote for the amendment. Reluct.
antly, thercfore, ho would have to vote for the motion of Dr. Rob.
ert Cam{)boll. .

Mr. Walter Paul rose just before the afternoon sederunt ad.
journcd. He began the evemng debate by declaring himself a sup-
porter of the main libel resolution,

Tho Rev. Professor Scrimger had stated his opinion upon the
case at aformer meeting, Hemight point out that while Prof, Camy-
bell declared his beliof 1n inspiration, at the samoe tume he attacked
that inspiration in detail. It was difficult to find anything in che
Profcssor’s statement which modities his views, as prociaimcd w the
lecture. So far from this, the statement they had listened to to-
day, rather ro-states and emphasizes the unfortunate position which
tho Professor toox at the firat. DUr. Barclay had expressed regret

atthe statements made in tho lecture ; the Rev. Mr, k‘mscr nad ox-
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pressed rogret 3 Mr. Drysdale had expressed regrot 5 and tho Rov,
Mr. Crombio had expressed regret. But the accused himself ind
not expressed one word of regret. As far as ho was able to judgo,
tho passages adduced by Profesor Camplell, in his defence, in nine
vasos out of ten, wero not capable of the exegesis which had heen
forced upon them ; and in the vemsi.'ug case there was palpable
frrelevanvy  Ho oxpressed deep vegrot et the possibilities contem
plated by tho motion, but he saw no other way open. *

The Reve Mr. Patterson, of St. Andrews, contended atrongly for
tho total incrrancy of the Gowpels. Hy, thereforo, supportc\f the
main motion

80 also did the Rev. James Fleck, who urged the unity and

harmony of the whole Book. Thoro was o contradiction between
the Gospels noy any portion of the Gospels,
«  The Rov. Prof, Ros§ wished that some others had spoken in somo
kind of defenco of Professor Campbell.  And yot ho telt that some
hind of defenco was possible, aud ought to be made. Is Professor
Campbell's position 8o clearly detined, and so clearly opposed to the
Biblo and tho subordinate ** standards,” as to warrant the extreme
courso contemplated by tho motion? Thoe aceused repudiated the
meaning attached to his statoments by the lhibel. \\"hi' should not
some notice be taken of this ropudiation?  Again, the Professor hud
stated that he did not wish to be hold to every rhetorical utteranco
in the iccture. Is there not something hero that shoutd be taken
into consideration ! Ho thought that if Dr. Barclay would modify
his amendment, making it oxpress in stronger form condemnation of
the })o:ntion taken by tho professor, somo of the members of thoe court
night vote for it who cannot vote for it in its preaent form.  Again,
ho deprocated tho idea of the Presbytery taking any action which
would seem toshut out freedomn of discusston, 1f discussion is not to
Lo free, the Church must suffer many things which she may holld to
bo foolish, Youcannot grow wheat without growing chaff. He did
Rot wish tv be held as endorsing all that Prof. C.unpgell had stated .
but mther as suggesting that there might bo a more moderate way
of dealing with tho zase than the oxtremno vnu which the motion
contemplated.  Ho asked Dr. Bavclay to amend his amendment to
tho effect . That the Presbytery, taking a conjunct view of all that
Prof. Campbell has stated, find that the first count in the indictraent
is not proven ; but hold him answerable for hasty and ill balanced
statements, Ir. MacVicar took a pointof order. Tho amendmen,
prouounced a judgment, and the court is not et in a positiou to take
such a course. !

The Rev. Dr. MacVienr objocted to this as being out of order,
inasmuch as the sub-amondment passed judgment %oforo tho two
counts wero considered. It found him answerable tor * hasty and
ill.balanced utterances” and yet it found the count not proven.
The Modorator ruled that the sub-amendmont was in ordor. Dr.
MacVicar nsked that his objection be recorded.

Dr. Barclay thereupon rovised his original amendment to read as
follows :

The Presbytery, after having taken a conjunct view of the lecture
delivered in Kingston, and the oxplanatory statement to the
Preshytery at ita las® meeting by Prof. Campbell, also the statoment
made to-day, finds the first count of the libel not proven, reserving
to itself at a futuro stago any action which it may deem necessary.

Dr. MacKay had not intended to say anything upon the case.
But in viaw of the amendment now before tho court he felt that he
ought to say something. There can bo no doubt that the atatements
contained in the lectures wero both opposed to the word of God, and
tho Confession of Faith. The libel, as propared by the committeo,
abundaotly proved this. He could not see how any reaspnable man
could vote ‘not proven. Hao felt in his conscience and before (iod
that ho had no courso left him but to vote that thoe libel has heen

roven.

P Dr. MacVicar protested agaiust the statement of Dr. Barclay,
that thero was any undue haste in the action of the Presbytery and
tho prosecuting cummittee. Conferences had been held and every
means tried to settle the matter amicably. He also wished to as
Prof. Camnpbell Lo state definitely whether he belioved that much or
Ittle of the Olit Testament was inspired by the devil. Thoro was
much that wae good and heautiful and true in the Bible, but did that
neutralize the statement that the Book was not all from God? If it
was not all from God ho would like to know how much was fromn
Himand hew much from the devii,

Prof. Cumpbell then summed up his Jofence  The whole of the
Presbytery heio was at the judgment scat of Christ. He reiterated
his argurents of o Periect Father, meek and humble as the Son.
He could ses no way of justifying his conception of the Porfect
Father without donying much of the current Old Testament theology.
e wished to teach the high Christian ideal as seen by such men as
Tolstui. He protested that all the speeches of the afternoon had
practically ignored tho quotations of Scripture ho had made to provo
his position.  They called him a fool, or words to that effect, but he
i)lcmled industry and intelligenceaygainst that charge. In answer to

’rincipal MacVicar, he repeated that there was progress in rovelation,
Fe urged that the Church had lost sighc of the great scienco of
«demonology. Ho never dreamt of sa{m that the Old Testament
was a mass of errors. But as long as he lived he would preach the
great cardinal truth that God was good and merciful, and that only
Satan was to be feared. He had been charged with speaking
harshly and asked to retract. He did not know what to rotract.
He prayed the Presbytery not to think of him personally Ho was
of no conseguence, but the truths he bad uttered were of vital im

rtance. i{e thanked the members who had spohen well of him.

¢ bore malice to none. God forbid. Ho left himself in the haunds
of the Presbytery, hoping only that what sould be done would be
in the interest of truth and of immortal souls.

Tho Rev. Dr. Robert Campbell closed the prosccution, insisting
on the libel charge unless the Professor withdrew all tha phrases of
his lecture, objected to in the libel. He said that some of the



