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TuIE BIBLE GLASS.

It is not unusual in this ae of prccocity to find a laxity and outgrowth of
intercst in the Sabbath-sehool and cspecielly the Bible-class, amnong scholars
during or soon after thcir teons. In reviewing the ",cause and cure>' it is
eustoxnary to du se froni the oee stand point of the teacher; and on the
principle that a physician is greatly aidcd ia diagnosis by the statenient of
bis patient, 1 beg leave to submnit a sclLolar's view of Ileforin.

I dcferentially subniit the propositions that Bible classes niake tlicir sehieies
of study, or their methods of study, se entirely evangelical, as to be a niere
repetition of the Sabbatlî School ; that thecirsysteru is too, formnai abd mechani-
cal, and net adapted to develope re 'ciprocal interest between tÉacher and taught ;
and that doctrinal difficulties Which arise fromn miseonception of Seripture and
the 1 ,roiuient theological questions of the day, and upon wliich many yeung
moxn seek instruction, are cither superficially exaniined or altogether ignorcd.

WCe suppose the enigin of' the Bible class was the want felt by thlose of
inature years for a bigher and different standard of study than that usuilly
offercd iii the Sabbath Sehool, where tho curriculum is neessarily adipted
te the young mind. Ia the latter we leara the flrst and paramounit principlcs
of faith and religion ; in the Bible class we more literally study the Bible.

r'l'ie Bible class differs fromn the church as more conveniently a place for
study then worship. We caunot ask questions, nor argue with the precher
ia the pulpit; he very propenly bas it ail bis own way. In the elass, however,
we question and analyze, and t.bere is more active mental reeiproeity, because
the individual study beforehand, brought together, developes in the aggregate,
clear conceptions of any difficulty.

We i'espectfully suggest an alternate seheme for the Bible class, cf topies
eînbracing diffleulties and errors in religion; by whieh may be explaitied and
disproved those doctrines opposed to, the fundamental principles of the Bible
as we understand it: a sebeme aIse embracing the bighest intelleetual study
of sucb subjeets as the Creation, an~d the history, authenticity and inspiration of
the Bible, &e. Take the prominent forais of Infidelity, and prove thein un-
tenable; IJnitarianism, and prove tbe flivinity of Christ; Universalism, anmd
prove eternal, punishnient; the entire iPentateuch and the book of Joshua,
and prove Moses right and Colenso 'rog-all from direct testimony cf the
Bible. Neither ridicule noir denounce ; calmly prove and establish truth k'i
aiialytical disctissioit. Lt would be iveli, toe, to show tbat there are subjects,
sueli as eternal dnration, infinite space, &o., beyond human comnprehension;
wby they are so, and why we should be satisfied to, let them reniain se.

The olbject of such studies should be identical with their objeets in theo-
logical colleges ;-not so, mnucl to make arguers, as te strengthen faith and
supply niaterial for scîf-defence in tinie cf need. If tbey are proper je
one place they caneot be irrelevant te the other : food for future shephierds
cannot be poison for present flo.k. AIl Atheista, for instance, are net tee
obitinate te be coavinced if you can convince tbem. Is it night te remain
ignorant of the mneans te, do this, and, as it were, nake tbem justify their
principles by our inability to prove them wrong? L t seenis inconsistent that
a knowledge cf the difficulties and errors enianating from a faIme view of
Senipture shouîd net be considered as a necessary and liberal part of religions
study in a -Bible class, as the primitive and present errors of Science are in
secular sehools, in the study of astronomy, geology, inedicine, &o. If certain
doctrines have proved stumbling-blocks to somne, why refuse others,-wbo are


