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Are not many men to-day acceptiog

the new view traditionally, accepting it

and prociaiming it not because examined

B aod tound true, but because 1t is supposed
B8 hat great Hebraists competent to judge
¥ pave decided the matter beyond dispute?

As Aondrew Lang has finely said ** There ate

many who disbehieve ia authority, but do
@ velieve in aathorities.”

ror myself I almags watch suspiclously

g . speaalist with a theory.

But here the mighty hand of the special

ist 1s raised and waves us ordinary ministers
[ oil the ground altogether.

We are told that
soae can eater here bui the specialist, the

B Hebraist, the critic, They would have us
8 believe that these men by education and

training have developed a kind of superna

B (ural sense for disceinlag decumeants acd
f traciog fragments of lierature and that

without this our jadgments are vain.
1 want to stand here with the rest of my
brethren and refuse to be so majestically

i dismussed. We cannot, it is true, all be

@ specialists in hingwistics ot ia * stylistics.”

'f of Old Testament literature.
8 with their vast learning the work they have

§ them tn all their minuticze,

We have not time for this ; but we may with
moderate diligence learn enough to be able

to appreciate the argument of the specialist.

We may not be able to do what a Kuenen,

® o Wellhausen, or a Robertson Smith has .

dooe in linguistic and critical examination
To these meo

goue through has been most laborious, and
the pracess of investigation tedious and pain-
ful. We may a0t be able even to follow
But now that

% the results of their great labours are bafore

us, with moderate learning and good sense I

§ clalm we can estimate the vatue of these

§ results ; but further, and what is of more

8 importance, with all the facts before us I
think we can come to some conclusion as to

they are right ln this.
§ be one for speclalists only to interpret, and

R the validity of their underlying hypothesis.

And further still, not only we Christian
munisters, but the intelligent members of our
charches mustcome to a conclusion on this
theory, for, is it not evident, that whatever
view prevails it must be one that will com-

8 mend itself to the good judgment ofall re-

Aectlog Ohristiap people ? The critics dis-

W claim the judgment of the peopleon ther

work. Ibave indicated a sense in which
Bat, If their Bible

ot to be put into the hands of the common
people, they take a leaf out of the Romaolst’s
book in holdipg that the laity cannot read
and Interpret the Bible for themselves.

Now I would like to put my finger on
the spot where I think a real danger lurks
in Higher Criticism.

Truth should not be, and isvot, in dasger

8 from the Higher Criticism that takes the

literature of the Old Testament as it stands
and submits it to & thorough-going literary

analysis, This should and must serve the

interests of truth, and we must never forget
that the truth whatever it is will yizid a bet-
ter moral result than any lie or any error

B however sacred.

But there isdanger to the truth when at-
tempts are made to use this analysis as
a basis for a purely naturalistic development
of Bible history, with an apparent determina-
tion to stretch the facts of the Bible on the
Procrustean bed cf such a theory. 1t is
wonderfu) how even the fairest of the men
who hold this theory will say tous “Itis

®  perfectly clear  concerning some conclusion
 Deedful for their theory, when the clearness

15 not apparent, and will strike out a passage
of Scripture asan interpolation with bat lit-

4 tle reasonifit standsin the way of thelr

theory.
It must be fully admitted that there are

difficalties in the way of the usually accept-

¢d theory. There always have been some

apparent objections. The critics have raised

many more. These objections of tha critics
must be acknowledged and met as far as
possible ; such objections, for example, as
the following :—the minute ritual in a desert
legislation ; the absenceof any record of

[ the observance of the Mosaic law from the

eotrance into Capaan tothe times of the
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carlier kings; the late date of a central
place of worship; .the anachronisms and
contradictions which they point out in the
Old Testament narratlves , varlatlons and
peculiarities of style In books by the same
reputed author,

Bat, whilst we acknowledge these diffi-
cultles, we think that the dithiculties beset:
ting the modern theory are very much great:
cr. Some of these difficulties and iaconsist-
eocles Ishall proceed to point out and state
some reasons why the new theory should
not be substited for the old.

1st. We can press the naturalness and
simplicity of the traditional view as against
a view of the Scriptures that is complex and
dominated Ly a theory, namecly, the theory
that the records were framed for the purpose
of establishing a prlestly code aad consolida-
ting priestly authority.

20d. We want further light on the great
literary phenomenon of thelr composition
accordiag to the critical theory , —some ex
planation of how such a vast mass of re-
written history and fabricated legislation
could be crowded into the period of the
exile. The ingenuity of the modern school
of critics 1s unquestionably very great, but
1t is nothing to the Ingenuity and marvellous
inventiveness they ascribe to the school of
Ezra.

Take a siogie point. According to the
critics pethaps a score of writers, or more,
were engaged In bring the Pentateuch and
the historles Into their present shape. How
comes it then that writers, writing of times
say 8oo years in the past, make no mistakes
in their descrip:lons of topography or of the
babits and customs of the times of which
they write 2 It is a literary miracle.

3rd. Agaln, as against their supposition
of the non-literary character of the Mosaic
age we go to Tell-el-Amaroa and behold the
bricks are there unto thls day that tell us of
the wonderful literary activity in Egypt be-
fore the Exodus. Iodeed archaology isar-
raying a logic of factsthat will apparently
tumble down very much o. the fabric erected
on critical intuition.

Not only was Egypt, the land from which
the Israelites went out, a literary land, but
there Is abundant evidence to show that this
was true of the land to which they weat;
that reading and writing were well known to
the Canaanites; that Kirjath-Sepher, or
Book Town, was no anachronism. It was
therefore quite possible for Moses to have
written, in the main, what was ascrlbed to
him, and quite probable that be did have
much more to do with the composition of
the Pentateuch than even moderate critics
contend for, and quite probable that the
historic records date much farther back than
critics at present allow.

It does not seem to me to be common
sense to reduce the legislation of Moses toa
few primal principles anda few covenang
obligatlons. DMoses is altogether too large
afigure to be crushed into such a small

space. .
Bat we should have it clearly understood

that we coutend for the Mosaic legisiation
rather than for the Mosaic authorship.
That authorship, however, in a form better
defined will likely stand. These records
have on them an honest face, and we want
good proof if they are charged with fraud,
The real point, however, to be determin-
ed is this : Is the history true ?

4th. Again, we can bring the two

theories together on common ground. We
can test them as explanations of admitted
facts, and ask which is the better ? which is
the more rational ?

Now the critics admit Hosea and Amos
to be gennine writings of their time—750 be-
fore Christ. At that time, too, they ac-
knowledged the existence of the Covenant
Code ; the stories of Elijah and Elisha ; the
stories of the patriarchs ; Judges and Sam-
usl (less additions).

Now these writings as titerature have to
be accounted for. The critics, according to

their thory, have to explain—and they have
not done it—how_ a non-literary peeple be-
came in an incredibly short time a literary
people.

The writings of these prophets are re
markable productions of literature. The
Book of Amos s, according to the verdict of
the best critics, in choice Hebrew and Inex
quisite literary style. What explanation
can be given—and at the same time glve
the writers falcplay - -of the teliglous con-
sclousness and of the literary attz'aments of
these writers ©  Surely there must have been
long aate.edent literary <~lture and loog te
liglous development, else how could Amos
so write? and for what readers?

There Is nothing, moreover, in these
earller prophets to hlat that th:y are the
sriginators of a aew religlous ideal or uf new
religlous customs,

Look at this little Book of Amos. In it
you do oot find any suggestion as of a oew
religion springing out of old traditions.
His appeal is for the old religion against
modern sins and new errors ; an appea! to
religious and moral ideas presumed to bs al
ready grounded in the minds of his readers
(eg., Is it not so, O house of Israel? il. 11);
an appeal to the fact of a line of prophets
who bad taught and protested in the past.
Surely Amos knew where he got, and where
Israel got, thelr religious ideas, knew better
than any critics in the oineteenth century
caa tell him,

sth. I would like further light on a few
things. I would like more light op the assum-
ed fact that the religion of Israel for centuries
continued to be as one of the other religions
of the earth in a low, animistic v sthical
form, and then so rapldly developed .ato the
pure ethical moootheism of the prophets. I
would so like a little explanation of this
subtle process by which semi-heathenish
Israel absorbed heathenish material from
the nations round about, and transmuted it
lnto a higher spiritual religion.

I would like to know, further, how it
comes that both Deuteronomy and the Le-
vitical Cade contain the laws that bave ref-
erence to the desert life. If these laws ex-
isted, where were they kept during this long
period? Tt they did not exist, how came
they into codes written so long after?

I should like to know how it happens
that the Deuteronomic Code which was, ac-
cording to the critics, introduced to central-
ize worship at the temple,is so compaya-
tively barren in ritual, the thing most need-
ed in the temple service, whilst the Leviti-
cal Code drawn up during the exile when
the temple lay in ruins is fuil to repletion
with ritualistic details. .

I should like much more light than they
give us as to the source of the ceremonial
and the ritual. I should hike some explana
tlon more clear and consistent than * the
codification of a praxis,” and ' the pro-
gramme of the priests.”

6th. I look at the great outstanding
facts in the sacred writings, the nation’s
testimony to its earlier history; the ethical
monotheism throughout ; the place of
Moses and his legislation ; the prophets in
heir work and natiopal import, and I ask,
can the critic deal honestly with the litera.
ture and do historical justice to these ?

For my part 1 think they fail sadly here.
I take then the admitted facts of history,
and I find the theory of the Biblical writers
fits into its general trend naturally; the mod-
ern theory does not.  Itake abiding effects
that must be acounted for, The Biblical
theory accounts for them ; the modern does
vot. :

I take the Jew with the Talmud and his
traditions, The Bible theory accounts for
him ; the modern does not.

I take the New Testament, Christ and
His teachings, the aposties and their teach-
Ings, the Biblical theory harmonizes with
them ; the modern does not,

Now with all these, to me, apparently in«
superable abjections, and others I have not
time to mentlon, I see no other course than
to reject the new theory until it shows farbet.
ter reasons than it has shown for displaciong
the old.

But rejecting the theory doss not pre-
clude us from assimilating much of the light
critics have thrown upon the Bible.
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We may feel that if the laws are uot
by Moses, the bistory ascribing them to
bim is a fraud; but, if the laws are by
Moses, we may allow revisions and emenda
tions, and stlll have veritable history.
Rishop Ellicott's view wlll cover the ground
and glve a line of explanation that will meet
many of the difficultles. *'‘ The historkal
books as we have tLem bear uamistakable
matks of the 'wmk of having passed shiough
the hands, not only of early compllers, but
of latet editors and revisors, numerous notes,
archeological and explanatory, some obvi
ously of an eatller and some of a later date,
belag lsuad ia all the books, but particulas-
ly 1o the more ancient.”

It will be a loog time yet before the last
word is spoken oa the details of this subject.
la the meaatume let us be sure of thus, that
critlclsm cannot destroy the abiding Word
of God. The power of God has been in and
witk Tlis Word in the past. That power s
very manifest in the present day, and wli
continue to the end. If new facts are
brought to light, let us honestly receive them
and wisely adjust our view of the Bible to
the facts.

At present there is considerable chaos
reignlog in Old Testament criticism, and
the critics, whose process is too largely sub-
jectlve, are asking us to build too much on
their intuition, an intaition which 1o the na
ture of the case is changeful. We may rest
assured that that view of the Bible wili final-
ly be adopted which iIs historically true.

This modern view is not propagated by
those who hate the Word, but by maay wbo
at least profess to revere it. Stlll the re-
ligious element has been left hitherto too
much in the background by the critics., I
fear that criticism is too scientifically cold.
We walit for some man of large erudition in
full sympathy with the great throbbing
heart of the Bible, and living in the stream
of a warm Christian life, to tell us the real
meaning and value of this great movement.

In the meantime it is affecting everything
with which the Bible is specially ideatified,
and in what remains of this lecture, I shall
proceed to Indicate how If has affacted (1)
the Doctrine of Inspiration, (2) Theology,
(3) Comparative Religion.

THE LATE DR. M'COSH VISITING
BRECILIN.

Some time after the preseut warder came
to Brechin there came to his door a gentle-
man who asked admittanceto the Abbey, “1
was once minister here,"” said the stranger,
“and wounld like to revive some of my old
memotles.,” The warder accompanied him
into the church and the stranger slowly as-
cended the pulpit stairs. He bent forward
as if scauning the faces of a congregation.
He was manifestly deep in thonght, and
there seemed to sweep across his mind much
that had passed away since last, as parish
mipister of the Church ot Scotland, he bad
stood within these walls, The friends of
other days were there. All the peculiarly
sacred assoclations of this house of God,
hoary with antiquity and venerable with
honours, seemed to well up in his heart as
once before they had done when he had, in
obedience to duty, wrenched himself from
them for ever. Sinking back into the pulpit
he burst into a flood of tears. The warder
quietly stole away, and the minister—was
alone. Tae stranger was Dr. McCosh, of
Princeton, revisiting, for the first time since
the fatal 43, his dearly loved Pre-Disraption
Church ard home,

Here is an actual Jeaf from the expesfence
of a teacher of civil government in the Bos-
ton public schools, Ia a written examina.
tion to the question, ‘“How are the Sena-
tars elected 2 ths answer was, ¢ They are
elected from bath-houses.” Oninquiry asto
what suggested such an answer, the teacher
found that in the precinct where the pupil
lived caucuses were held in a bath-house.—
Lowell Courier.



