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foupo\ against tho law? Do the Chronicles in I. Chronicles xxi, 1,
mpugn the author of Samuel in II. Samuel xxiv, 1, bocause he Puts
8atan in placo of Qod as tho tompter of David! No doubt ho does,
but he magnifies thocharactor of God, which is far moro important. So,
by reading the Scriptures havo I sought to vindicato the character of
tﬁ'o Father, Tofind tho infallible in the progrossive at ovor{‘nh‘;o of its
rogross is an impossibility. Christ is tho Iufallible, the Toacher sont
Prom God abovo all other teachors. To Moses and his successors in tho
tophetio office, tho Holy Spirit was given by measuro, but to Josus
hrist without measure.  To placo tho teachings of Moses on a par
with thosoe of Christ, is to dishonor Him who reveals tho Father.
Priucipal Cavon, who i3 always careful in_his uttorancos, once said in
wublio: ¢ No doubt the Old” Testamont had a provisional cloment in
ln {ts morality. ‘The Lord suffered the Jows to put away their wives
owing to tho nnrdness of their hearts, though {rom the beginning it
was not so.  We tuuat remember thoir inperfeot spiritual condition at
tho time. Tho world was not yot prepared for tho highor morality ot
tho New Tostement on this and on some other L)oints."--'l‘ho King's
Kindnoss, p. 30. )

Have I gono boyond thisin spiritt Christ said, as Principal Caver
allowa, that tho Jaw of divorce, which is part and parcol of Old Testa.
mont Seriptures, is not infalliblo but wrong, a thing allowed for the
hardacss of men’s hearts, & thing God winked at, an error conceded to
(alliblo human freedom, and becauso I oxpounded this you oharge mo
with heresy. Our subordinato staudardacall God the unohangeabls God,
and no doubt, however muoh Ho may himsolf limit His powor, glory and
bleasedness, His moral naturo underg‘ocs nochange. Tho God of Moses
is the Qod of Jesus; but the formor God allowed casy divorco, tholatter
does not,  God docs not chango, but man does. Prophots wors never
straitened in God, but in thomselves. It is not the divine, but the
human in rovelation that makes the ditferonce betweon Boses and
Christ, the law and the Gospel. ‘I havo yet many things to say unto
iou." said onr Lond to His disciples, '¢ but yo cannot boar thoms now.”

Iark, tho Evangelist, sn{o : # And with many such parables spake ho
the word unto thom as they wero ablo to hoar it.”  Paul tells tho Cor-
inthians, * I have fedeyou with wilk aud «not with meat, for hitherto
yo woro not ablo to bear it, neither yot now aro yo able.” The sutuor
of tho Epistlo to the Hebrows uaes similar languago, and mirrors tho
passago in Psal xviii : ** Wiin the pure thou wilt show thyself uro,
aud with the froward thou wilt show thyself froward.” Thero have
beon frowand prophots, liko Jonah, and froward apostles, like Peter;
but such a charactoristio has no place in & deductive theory ot verbal
inspirativn which refuses to recognizo human subjectivity in thedivine
process. Against such a theory [ omllahaticllly protest as un-Scriptuval
and irrational ; yot tho Scriptures still remnain, to my mind, in their
ontirety, the infalliblo sourco of religious truth,

To overy passago of Holy Writ, adduced by the prosecuting com-
mitteo and approved by the majority of the Presbytery, as if contra-
dictory to the doctrino of my address, I readily and cheorfully assent.
It is in vain to tell mo that, according to the Word of God, (1) Jesus
Christ uniforinly spoke with approval of tho Scriptures that were thon
written, aud appealed to them as authoritativo on religious questions
because I kuow this and have taught it consistently, and boliove it as
tirmly as any wnocmber of the committee. On the other hand our
blessed Saviour nowhero asserts or hints at the inerraney of the Old
Testament, but, on tho contrary, in Matthow v. distinctly ropeals ceor-
tain Mosaio enactmonts by substituting for thom tho higher and
autagonistio law of lovo. The words of the Apostles Paul, Petor and
James quoted against o are not relovant, becauso they all assort the
inapiration of tho Old Testamont which I have never called in ques-
tion, and do not even hiut at iucrrancy, which I am compolled to
deny. Moreover, tho passage 11. Timothy, iii., 16 : ¢* All Scripture is
given," ecte., is disputed and no disputed passage is valid in such an
argument, The Scriptures which are the supremo standard of the
Church, nowhore assort the inerrancy of oither the Old Testamont or
tho Now, as the work of the prosecuting committoo plainly shows, so
that by the Word of God I am not condemnod

In'regard to tho subordinate standards, which thoso who prepared
them rofussd to be bound by, aud which belonged to an ago of labouri
ous study and most unscientitic and scholastie research, there may he
a dilferonce of opinion as to their bearing oa the question of inerrancy.
Sections 2, 4, 5 of chaptor L. aro adduced ugainst me. Of theso the
first simply asserts inspiration, which I have naver called in question.
Tho second asserts that God is tho solo authority for tho Word’s
recoption. I agree, and find God in our Lord Jesus Christ, who por-
foctly rovealed tho Fathor. The thind, setting forth subordinate
arguments for accepting the Scriptures as the Word of God, to a state-
mnent I have vever denied, but which I have dwelt upon and illus-
trated at longth in my loctures on the evidencos of Christisnity. Aa
for the fourth, to the offect that tho Old Testament in Hebrew and
the Now Testamont in Greek, ¢ bewng immediately inspirod by God
and by His sivgular care and providence kopt pure in all ages,
are, thorofore, authentical,” I must confess that it oxhibits utter
ignorauce of Biblival criticisin and a view of mechanical inspiration
such a3 uo scholar of tho presont day will accopt. To impute the
Greok Apocalypse and tho Hebrow of Amos to t{:o Holy Ghost is to
lose sight of the sarthen vessol zltogother, aud to rogand the heavenly
treasure as Peter’s shoot lot down from heaven, yot filled with strango
inhabitants. This section of the confession has no warrant from tﬁe
Seriptures, which aro the supremo standard to which appoal may bo
made, and to which 1 havo already appealed in tho premises. Where-
fore, 1 hold that the prosccuting committeo has madoout no caso in
the first conut of the indictment.

Tho second count is that I havo presented a viow of God which
sots Him forth a9 one who does uot smite, cither in the way of pun-
wshment ot diseipling, and who has nothing to do with the judging or
punishing of tho wicked. When tho first draft of tho libel was pro-
sented 1 protosted against this statement, asking the prosecutin
committee to insert tho wond ‘'immediately ” after *smite,” an
demurring to the languago of the socond clause, ** whio hes ngthing to
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do with the jndgin?' or punishmont of the wicked,” Thereupon the
ipsissima verba of the lesture was forced upon me, ~ Now,

do uot Josire to take shelter under tho faots that I was unable
to correct tho proofs of my lecture, and that the originual manu-
script has passed out of my posscssion ; but I consider that I heve
a right to be judged by iy own fair interprotation of its uttorances.
The rhotorical figuro of ‘exaggerated contrast, common in the
Scrii)tumtl and even in tho ianguago of our Saviour, is continually
omployed in popular discourse to omphasizo a spooial truth, My
address was & popular one, written to sot forth Josus Christ as tho
truo rovelation of tho Father, not a scholnstio thesls to bo pardod
on overy point. My contention was, and is, that God the Fathor is
the antipodes of God the Soun in scholastic thooloi;)y 4 that Hols re-
gardod as arbitrary emporor and judge, and as & being totally diffor-
cnt from His rovelation, Josus Christ, in his relations with our
follen humanity. Stated moro logically, my thosis is this, thatain
aud all evil, moral and physical, are no part of God'’s nature nor
God's plan, No theologian daro affitm that God docrocs sin or any
ovil; thoy aro not of God ; God gavo freedom to falliblo angols and
men, and doubtless foresaw tho evil that would ariso from the
liberty of choico granted to a being of finito knowledgo. Yet, in so
doing, God was not and is not responsible for ovil of any kind.
While this is goucrally allowed in tho case of moral evil or sin, tho
Church has not recognized it in tho sphoro of physical evil. But as
a teacher of apologotica the problem has mot me in the. region of
natural thoology and in connection with the argument from design.
This ar%:mont scoks to prove tho existonce of God as a wise, power-s
fal and bencficent Creator from tho ovidences of bonoficent desi
in the works of nature. But nature, as tho poot tells us, is red in
tooth and claw, abounding in devices of torture and death. Whe.
woll, the famous master of Trinity, discoursing upon this subjoct in
its Philosophy of Discovery, says: In othor words, ho being &
Platomst, we beliovo that overy good thing in nature and man who
is its dawn must have its arohtype in the Divine mind, but what
shall wo say of monstrosities, beasts and birds of proy, parasites and
all natural imploments of torturo aud suffering? Yo which he
answors that these aro no part of tho Divine plan, but frustrations,
doviations and n-c-ations of it.

Of tho origin of evil I am not called upon to speak® Lut this is
clear that it did not originate with man. Thero is, thorefore, a
judgment of evil which precedes the judgment of man. Romanas v,
12, Sin camo into man's work, and death by sin, not by God. So
far from thiv crowning ovil being an act of God I. Cor. xv., 26,it ia
called the last enomy to be destroyed. Christ is said (IL. Tinothy,
1, 10) to have abolished death’, snd John, in Rev. xx. secs in a vision
that death and holl were cast into a lake of fire, Moreover, the
author of tho Hebrowsa (11, 14}, oxpressly stztes that Josus Christ
took part of human nature that through death ho might destroy him
that had tho powar of death, that is the devil. Christ is continually
represented as viotor over death, and certainly as such he was no
victor over the Fathsr's will and aot. Taking, thercfore, the ex-
tromest form of physical ovil, or, as the libel calls it, smitivg, it is
not tho act of God, but the result of departure from Him, and the
immediato act of the dovil.

That the infliction of physical ovil is the work of the devil is
mantfest from the story of tho Patriarch Job, whom Satan smote.
Jesus Christ came and said concerning himself through his beloved
disciplo (I. Jobn, iii.) ¢ For this purpose the Son of God was mani-
fested that ho might destroy thoe works of the dovil.” Whon ho
cured the impotent man at Betheaida he said to the mourning Jews
{John v. 17): ** My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,” in coun-
sonance with God’s rovelation to Moses at Marah (Exodus xv. 25),
¢ Jam tho Lord that healeth thee.” QGod is not a houso divided
aguinst itself. His Son was not manifested to destroy the Fathor's
work. ‘o read the petition, ¢ Thy will be done on carthasitis
in Hoaven,” all wrong whon wo make it an cjaculation of pious res-
ignation to divinely inflicted evils, Christ nevor told the sick, the
bereaved, the sfilicted to go home and be resigned; but he listened
to the cry of God’s afflicted ones, and cast the devil out. If-¥can
fird one word of Christ's on this point, it is worth more thaa all
n}xpamntly contrary Scripture. It is in Luke xiil. 16. The story
of a woman with the spirit of infirmity, against whom tho ruler of
the synagoguo had indignation, * The Lotd then answered him and
said, Man, hypoecrite, doth not each one of you on the Sabbath loose
his ox or hisass from the stall, and lead him away to watering?
Aud ought not this woman, being a daughter of Abrahum, whom
Satan hath bound those eighteen years, be loosened from this bond
on the Sabbath day #* _Thore is amiting in the world, but not of God
Our Saviour sums it all up in John x. 10, whore He says: ** The
thief cometh not but for to steal and to kill and to destroy ; Iam
come that they might have life, and that they might have it more
abundantly.”” Smiting is one of the dark things of this world,
1. Joha {i. 5), *‘ God is light, and in him thore i3 no darkness at all.”

It may bo said that God does smitv; but even this mediately, I
believe to be too strong ; rather, God permits men to be smitten.
Ho is the source of all power and goodness, so that all minor power
and activitics aro delegated to their owners by Him. In this sonse,
Ho may say, ‘* I form the light and create darkness. I makopeace
and croate evil.,” Tho prophet (Amosiii, 6) may also add ; ¢ Shall
there bo ovil in the city, and the Lord hath not done it?" God is
tho source of all power ; His holy nature is the source of all law ;
He makoth tho wrath of man to praiso Him. When Christ told His
disciples to fear the Master of hell, He said, *°asparrow shall not
fall to the ground without your Father."” I suppoac God allowed
tho daughter of Abraham to romain physically bound for cighteon
yoars ; but it was not Hisact, So-likewise wo read Paul’s words :
¢ Thero was %ivcn to mo a thorn in tho flesh, a messengor of Satan,
to buffet me.” Thoro was chastoning, no doubt, from God ; but in
the amiting or tho chastisement, God was not the actor.

I dare not say that God does not amite other beings than man 3




