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debarred from considering questions relating to
tbe contents and authorehip of the books, Bat
bere especial cantion is jmperatively required

Questions of gennineners pearly always will be
found to involve questions of anthenticity ; and,
conversely, questions reluting to the suthenii-
city of a record will always materially sffect the
question of authorship, unless the anthorship
oan otherwise be shown to be a matter of historic
certuinty.

DEMANDS OF MODERN ORITIOISBM.

Beaving this well in mind, let us now ask,
What are the demande made upon our belief by

madern criticism, especially with reference to
the Old Testament? Well, firss, that the
Mosaic authorship of tho Pentatench must,
pearly unreservedly, be given vp QOa what
does the demand mainly rest? To & certain
exient, on the fuct tbat there appear tobein it
fragments of sancient documents which, it§is
boldly saserted, sre legendary and unbistorical.
and which, it is further asserted, could only
bave appeared in the procers of the editing
and re editing which it is assumed that thesc
books rileotly underwent in later periods of
pationsal history. Next, that the presise cere
morisl ordinances all belong 1o the epoch of
an established ritual, and could not have ap-
pesred at the time at which they are alieged 10
have been promulgated ; and, thirdly, that con
tradictions and incompatibilities—so it is alleg.
ed—are to be traced in ali parts of the writings
which we are now oonsidering. This is one of
the demande made by modern oriticism in ref
erence to authorship. Awmother is, tbat, with
one doubtful exception, not one of the Psalm.:
that bave been, or what has been hitherto
deemed to be satisfactory evidence, ascribed to
David can be ascribed any longer, With the
forther demunds, that there are at least two
Isaiahe, and that the Book of Daniel was never
written by Daniel, we are all fullg familiar

We are not, howaver, probably all faily fami.
liar with the further developments which, start-
ing from these and many other highly precar-
ions premises #s to anthorship, are now pressed
upon our acceptance by modern oriticism, in
reference not only to authorahip, but to the
general copstruction of the Old Testament, It
in aiwsys well 1o see whither we are ultimately
to be lead. It is salutary, and it may be moni-
tory, fairly to face what our tesching and
preaching is 10 be—at any rate with regard to
the old covenant—if we surrender carselves to
the precipitancy of what are called

“ ESTABLIRHED RESULYS."
Well, then, what are these resultz? Briefly
a8 follows :—In the first place, the Old Testa-
ment does not consist of an orderly geries of

historival documents revealing and desigoed to
reveal the knowledge of Almighty God, and of
His deslinge with mankind, but that itis an
amalgamation of various msterials, pre existing
and contemporary, traditicnal and historical,
which did not finally assume the form in which
now we have thom till about 200 years before
the birth of Christ. In the second place, that
this smalgamation has three principal con-
stituents roughly correspondirg to some ex
tent with the three codes of laws—viz, the
short code in Exodus, the fuller and expanded
code in Deuteronomy, and the ceremonial code
of Leviticus and Nambers,

Of these literary constituonts, the firat, we
are told, was completed probably in the early
days of the monarchy, under the direction of
the prophetical school which was at that time
the muin depository of thelearning and literary
ability of the nction. This primary document,
the work of many hands, is supposed to bhave
commenced with the origin of the human race
a8 related in the second chapter of Genesis, and
to have included the early history of antedilu-
vian and patriarchal times, and the succeeding
periods of the history of the nation; the whole

iale, floatirg traditions, fragmentary records
and contemporanecus annals,

Toe secord oonslitnent, commonly assigned
to the age of Manasseh and Josiah, is supposed
to have beon bssed on the foregoing primary
record, but to have incladed the disconrses of
Deuteronomy aud portione of the Book of Joshua
the luws in Deuteronomy being for the most
part old, but the rhetorical form in which they
are set forth due entirely to the modern editor.

The third constituent, we are told, comprised
the ritnal aod coremonial code of the Books of
Leviticus and Nombers, with some historieal
portions of the Pentateuch snd of the Book of
Joshna. On the date of this third document
our modern oritics do not appesr to be fully
agreed ; some portions of this ceremonial code
being, it is said, clearly of earlier date than the
vode of Denteronomy, bat other portions be-
longing to a period subsequent to the exile, the
whole thus being the ritoal acoumulations of
many successive generations. Out of these
three constituents, or portions of them. we ave
told that the Pentatench and the Book of
Joshua were constructed, the first chapier of
Geassie, it i8 said, being prefized as s suitable
preface. To the same sources we sre to asoribe
the principal historical books, and if we ap
pend to the whole of the two Bioks of the
Chronicles, the Books of Job and Proverbs, s
slowly accamulated Temple hymn.book, the
atterances of the prophets 8o far they bad been
preserved, and, Iastly the Sapiontisl books, we
bave the Old Testament of modern oriticism as
it fiaally appeared in the second century before
the birth of the Saviour of the world.

Now, without taking any extreme attitudes,
without denying that there may besome Lhreads
of truth in this tissne of spesulation and asgump.
tion, we may Bstill seriously ssk ourselves
whether such & heterogeneous compilation as
here has been presented to us can poseibly bo
spoken of as—to ure the langusge of our
Prayer Book—the most Holy Word of God?
Can a literary aonglomerate, in which it is dis-
tinotly maintained that “ the more spiritaal or
moral conceptions of later times are mixed up
with some of the earlier narratives, snd that
whole codcs of teaching have been bodily trans-
ferred to anterior epoches, to which they do
not historically belong”’—can such a medloy bo
regarded as writing for our learning, and as de-
signed by Almigbty God to revesl ihat progres-
give teacbing of Himself and His moral govern-
ment of the wor!d which we are now recogniz-
ing with increasing clearness in the Soriptures
of the Old Testament? What are we to say ?
Can it be other than this? That to teach and
to preach such views is, to say the very least,
utterly irreccnoilable with the whole tenor of
the teaching of the Prayer Book, and that to
attempt it would be to imperil the salvation of
thousarde of souls. The very advocates of this
&0 called higher criticism geem to feel the jeo-
pardy of such a course, and themselves advo
cate reserve until these results huve become
absorbed in the genersl estimate of the nature
of revelation,

Oar duty then is plain, We must neither
trach such things nor preack such things.
Those of us who are qual fied to do so may
take knowledge of these results, only that we
may the more clearly realiza the silont modifi.
oations and chapges which these theories will
a8 ceriainly undergo ass that these words are
now being spoken. There are some of us old
enough to remember the imaginary primitive
docnments out of which the Gospels were gaid
to have been constructed, and the somewhst
pitiful ingenuity with whioh each of the first
three evangelists was duly credited with his
precise amount of appropriation from hypothe-
tical records and documents that never existed.
They did their fractional good in making me
study more exactly the structore snd charaoter-
istics of the Holy Gospels, They quickened
observations, and helped to call out healthful

having been compiled from very varied mater-

and reverent criticism, Bat they are now dis-

sipated and forgotten. And as it was with
them. s0, to a large ex'ant, will it be with the
bypotheses and imsaginary receusions which
modera ariticism has dignified with the pro-
visional title of ‘*established results.” Eatab.
lished they are not, and never will be. They
are jast the exaggerated dedactions and over.
drawn conclusions into which earnest inquirers
are copstantly led when entering into a new
domain of oritical investigation. When mors
matured and reverent thought exeroises its
just srupremacy they wiil apeedily, as in the
cage of the imaginary constrnctions of the New
Teatament, be rednced to their proper dimens-
iona. Meanwhilo they will not be withoat some
measure of urefuloess. They will atimulate ua
more om efully to study these sncient &nd in-
spired records. Thoy will awaken a fresh in-
terost in the structure and interdependence nf
the Soriptares of the Old Testament, They
will necassitate tho sequisition of a eaempotant
knowledge of the language in which they are
written; for without it the question of the prob-
able date of the component parts of the Old
Testament can naver adequately be disounssed.
~—The Church Worker.

CODEX “ B

The famous libraryin tho Vatican, dates from
the fifteenth centnry, and from the Pontificate
of Nicholas V. Unl ko his immediate prede-
oessors, this pope was & maunificent pstron of
litorature, and for his virtues, 1 ¢ less than on
account of his learning, merits the praises and
thanks of succeeding.geuerations, Gibbon a
fair witness here, remarks of him, ¢ the infla-
ence of the Holy Seo pervaded Christendom,
and he exerted that infleence in the search  not
of benefices but of books. From the ruins of
the Byzantine librairies, from the darlest mon
asteries of Germany and Britain, ho oolleoted
the dusly manascripts of the writers of anti-
quity ; and whenever the original could not be
removed, a faithfal copy was transoribed and

trapsmitted for his nse.” That Nicholas should
have exerted himself so successfully as to store
upon bis shelves over five thourand volumes
hefore his short tenure of the Sce came ta an
end hsas always been suhject for copgratolation
among scholars. For in tho storm of reform,
which was even then gathering kead, to break
in unreasoning iconoclastic rage against
the whole monastio syrtem, there was danger
of the permanent Inss of the treasares upon

the shelves of muny a monaatery library, It
was perhaps & collaborator of this Pope who
secured we know not how or proocisely when,
the gem of the whole colleotion, the p-iceless
namber 1209, known ar Codex B; or Vaticanaus,
Thia is ot the oldest or most perfect of the
codices, for while the majori'y of those quali-

fied to jndge, ascribe it to the last half of the
fourth century, some rospectable critics believe
it to be the work of the fifth, Tischendorf’s
olaim for the firat half of the fourth century,
for the Codex Sinaiticns is not now eriously
contraverted. But the Vatican manuscript
easily takes second place us an suthority, for
the originsl text of the New Testament, It
oontsias the Septuagint revivw of the Old Tes-
tament, bat has lost the first forty-seven ohap-
ters of Genesie, snd does not contain some of
the P«alms, In the New Teatament it lacks
from Hebrews ix, 14 to the end of book—the
four pastoral epistles and Revelations, Many
of theso defects some later hand has attempted
to aupply.

It would be interesting at least, to narrate
here the atories of some of the pilgrimages
made 10 R)me by Now Testament students,
and of their unauccessfol endesvours to thor-
oughly exswmine this manuscript, As Mr,
Sorivener says, (Iutrod. &o.) * Tischendorf says
truly enough that something like a history



