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Robert Campbell answered on bebalf of the
Montreal Presbytery,

Ho protosted profound sdmiration for tho
appollant’s oharacter and sttainments, but
e&mul that great misapprehousion existod as
to the puris of tho locturo that wero actually
libelled. Ho wsa not libelled for inquiring
into tho literaturo sad construction of tho
Biblo; it was his duty so to do. The Pres-
byterydid not condomnn him for any sympath
Lo might bo supposed to have with Prof,
Briggs and other of the higher oritics. Ho
was nct libellod bocause ho called into ques.
tion tho truth of certain parts of the Scn[‘)‘-
tires, nor was ho called into account for h
bollef in the personality of Satan. But it was
whoro he bo‘icvcc thst ho found tracos of
Satan's work in plucos whero they wore taught
otherwiso that the Prosbytory took issue with
him. They did not accuse him of casting off
Seriptural suthority altolseuxer, nor of cast-
ing dovbt upon tho Word of God. Ho had
not been disciplined for any mere divergunco
from tho tenots of the Presbyterian Church.
Fault was not found with all of Prof. Camp-
bell's lecture, but with the views he had
givon uttorance to with regard to tho author-
ity of parts of the Seripture. Speaking on
the first count of the libel, hio quoted in au{»
port tho Westminstor Canfession of Faith,
and parts of tho Scriptures to sustain tho
views of tbo Prosbytery. He claimed that
theso Scriptures, vouchod for by Jesus Christ
and His apostles, wero thosections questioned
by Prof. Campbell.  His wholo point of view
was thoological, not historical. In tho
speaker's judgment, Prof. Campbell had
wholly lailed to comprehond what was meant
by saying **God is Jove.” Ho mistook love
for tendorness and forgivenoss, forgotting that
tho term also impliod justico, Nono of tho
professed opponents of tho Bible had over
said anything, to his mind, half so shocking
83 was aaid by Prof, Campbell. Thonotorious
athoists had been ocontent to claim that tho
so-callod inconsistencies and discrepancics
wero due to the homan imperfections and
waskuesses of the writere. Prof. Campbell
went further. He claimed that theso thin
were duo to the activo interference of the
dovil, who influcuced tha writers to givo a
falso idea of God. If it wero admitted that
tho devil had been an activo factor in the
writing of the Old Testamont, why not tho
New Testament, and what wonld then beoomo
of their conception of Christ ¢

As the hour for adjournment had been
roached, 1t was moved that the Synod sit for
two hours longer.  The motion was carri- 1on

division.

Dr. Campboll thon resumed his st cemont,
tho remainder of which consisted of arguments
tu defenco of the points of acconntability to
God in the horeaftar and tho autbority of the
Holy Scnptures.  With “egand to Prof. Camp
bell's courso in the matter, ho thought that
the professor had taken tho right course in
inviting the sequiescence or repudiation of
tho Church.

Prof. Serimger, of Montresl, was tho next
speakor. Ho severely commented upon the
uewspapor yoforences to the matter on former
occagions. Mo regrettod tho porsonal refer.
onoes inade by Prof. Camphell s they showed
something of au anir.us agaiust cortain mem.
bers of tho Presbytery. He, personally, had
nd knowledgo whatever of who the writer was
who had attacked Prof. Campbell in Tua
PorapTTREIAN REVizw, aud ropudiated any
connoclion with tho metter. Prof. Scrimger
confined himself almost ontirely to the first
count of tho libel. **Tho Biblo is thesupreme
and icfallible Wond of God,” was tho text of
his defenco of the Preabytery'~ action. Prof,
Campbell had sat Seriptnral statoment aguinst
statetaent, contrasting them, and calling one
falio and tho other true, instosd of roadiog
ono with auother, and trying to reconcile
them. On the aubjoct of the ahsracter of
God, the proforsor naid the Old Testament
reforonces were ntolerable Llasphemy, and
Ravo them tho chaico of the perloct Father or
perfoct book. Tho apcaker clsimed that this
Vg 1mpu(§uing th Scri;{tum as the intallible
Wont of Ged, aud clear y proved correct the
view of the Presbytery. “Aaaprofessor in ono
of their collages, ho considered that Prof,
Camphell hiad virtually abandoned their posi.
tion and surronderod it to tho enemy. Tho

The Presbyterian Review:.

caso presénted b'y Dr. Scrimger occupied nearly
ono hour in dolivery,

NFARING A CLOSE,

Whon tho Campbeoll caso camo up on Fri-
day morning, Prolozsor Camphell waived his
right to reply to Rov. Messrs, . Campbell
and Scrimger, })rolcrrlng to wait until all
tho ropresentatives of the Prosbytory had
finished, and Rev. Dr. Patorson continued
tho caso for tho Presbytery on tho sncond
count of tho libel:  “ A view of God which
sots Him forth as ono who docs not smite
oither in tho way of punishmont of disci.
pline, and who has nothing to do with the
judging or punishing of tho wicked.” He
congratulated Prof. Campbelland tho Synoed
upon thelr superior conduct of the caso, as
compared with the recont heresy trial in tho
United States. Ho dofended tho action of
tho Rresbytery in rofusing to add the word
* immedinately " to tho libol after the words
** God docs not smite,” on tho ground that
the change would not aflect the professor's
position, as he had said that God was not
respousiblo at all for pain and suffering. By
saying that God does not smito or inflict
pain, and that thoso who said Ho did had
misropresented His character, Profossor
Campbell denied tho practical inspiration of
many parts of the Sorigtures. To eay that
phynical suffering and tho conncction be-
tween moral ard physical evil had no part
iu the Divine plan was to speak unwisely
and un.Scripturally. The professor thought
that tho ascription to God of giving pain
was a calumny upon His character, and that
ovil was punished by the dovil and not by
God. Accor ding to him sin was cither not
fit to bo punished or was neglocted by God,
Hut God is King, tho Supreme Rulur, and
tho dovil would certainly not punish evil to
maguify God in the oyes of His people.
When God and the dovil aro spoken oP a3
panishing sin in the different ges, tho
;rro!cssor asked which wero they to take?

{is answer was that they were to accopt
both as true, for what the dovil does ts done
as God's agoat or oxecutioner. The dovil
hastho power cf death only becauso God gave
it, as is proved when Christ said to Pilato,
“ Ye havo no power against Mo unless given
{rom above.” If the devil did these thin
himself, and not by God’s will, the world
wouid bo indebted to the devil for the pun.
ishment of sin and regencration by disci-

fiuo. That was tho reductio nd absurdum,
which the professor must come if ho re-
fused to admit that Satan was God's exceu.
tioner.  Again, Prof. Campbell claimed that
sin was punished naturally, as a burn fol-
lows f're, or d-ath poison, and that power
makes for righteousness. But God had no
hand in it, according to the professor. Is
tho infliction of punishment on transgressors,
tho old Divino Iaw that ho who sinpeth shall
dic, to boignored? When discase and pun-
ishrent smite the sinner, Prof. Campbell
might call it nature, but others would sco
the power behind, Dr. Paterson quoted
numcrous passages from Scripture to prove
that God inflicted punishment with His own
hands. He had punished the Egyptisus;
Ho had Jxmvcnwd the destroyer smiting

Tsrael, and turned him against Egypt. Ho
had threatencd to visit tho Egyptians with
plagues. Tto prefcesor zaid thoro wus no
smiting or cursing about God, but Malachi,
tho last of tho prophets, said thore was;
and, said the doctor, cmphatically, * wo
bolievo in tho assertions of the Olf Lesta-
ment, notwithatanding the great loatning of
Prof. Campbell.” (Applauso). In the Now
Testemont, ‘aking the professor on his »wn
groand, Joha the Baptist speaks in the same
way when ho says that tho trce bringing
not forth {rait shall bo cast dowa. %.'ha
same awiul warning of Divine judgment
aguinst impenitent sinners was re
over and over; oven from Christ’s loving
lips camo the terriblo denunciation against
ths Scribes and Pharisces:  ** Yo serpents,
¥yo offsprings of vipers, how shall yo escapo
the jrdgment of hell 1" The last book of
tho Neripture was full of the judging and
E:nishin§ of tho wicked by God. Prof.

‘ampbell had contended that it was con.
trary to God's nature to smite. He could
not do it, bocause Ged is love; but He is
also light, truth and justioc, as woll as love,
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and all thoso must harmonizo, Might they
rot arguo that love required the punishment
of tho wicked ! Tho professor sald that
Uod judﬁos through His Son, Docs it not
follow, iftho Son is kind and merciful, and
dostroys tho works of tho dovil, that God
does so alsc 1 It was not only by God's por-
migsion, but Ly His commiesion, that the
Son porforms ﬁxstieo. ovon to tho extromo
ponalty. When a petition for the repriovo of
a criminal is mado it is not taken to tho oxe.
cutioner, nor oven to tho judge, but to tho
foot of the throne ; and who represonted tho
throne in this caso if not God ! God's dolib-
orativo justico is bonnd up-with His wholo
history in conunection with man, as wasshown
in Edon, at thoe flood, and olsewhere. Thore
conld bo no remission of sins without the
shedding of blood, bocauso God’s punitive
justio~ was necossarily involved in tho atone-
mont : and tho death of Christ must bo ac.
counted for on somo other bas.s than that of
a sacrifico to savo man. Thess views woro
part of the flaccid thonlogy that prevailed in
somo quarters, sapping tho foundations of
true roligion and not declaring the wholo
Council of God, but only part. It was no
comfort to Christiana to think thei were

iven over to the cnemy for. punishment.
§ntan is merely an instrument of God's
anthority. Dr. Paterson concluded with an
affecting ploa to Prof. Campbell to retract,

DR. MACVICAR'S ADDRESS.

Principal MecVicar said he had been ap-
pointed by a vote of 27 to 2in the Presbytory
to take his position boforo the Synod. He
thought it a very strange mission to give to
Satau, the opposing and smiting of sin, and
procecded to mako an analysis of the famous
locturo, criticizing different passages and
taking generally vory much the ssme grounds
as Dr. Paterson. Ho asked who had cast
Satan oot of Paradiso wwhen ho sinned? Was
vhere anothor devil to do it, if God had not

unished him? If God did not smito what

ecamo of the judgment in the world to come?
Wasit to be loft to the church in Cansda to
teach that God broko cvery law Ho ever made
and that tho sacred writors failad to teach the
dif":renco botween God eud thodevil? Woro
they to teach and beiieve this new theology ?
An emphatic ‘‘po,” he belioved would
given to tho question by sustaining the Pres-
byery, and ho was confidont in les ingit in
the hands of the Synod.

PROF. CAMPDELL'S REPLY

Prof. Campbell was thon called to the plat-
form to mako his final reply. Ho appeared to
be under the influence of strong emotion, and
spoko with vohemencs and some excitoment.

¢ 8aid ho had failed to sce any tittlo of that
kicdly feeling so muchk spoken of Ho had
failed to s2e ady xttomq;.: to understand his
pesition and there had been only malignant
thrust aftor thrust at his ecclesiastical life.
He did not went the praisc he had receivod
from certain quarters, an honest man’s praisa
helovad, but that ho cast behind hi. The
picture drawn of him: by Dr. Robert Camptel),
who had fir ¢ spoken 20 fulsomely in hix Jvmsc
and aftorwards stabbed him, bad pained him
sothat he trembled to look atit. Ho belioved
as truly, if not as idolatronsly. in the Qld
Tostament as did any man in the court, He
had preachod porsonal revelation Joar: <o at
an inaugural lecturo before Sir Wiltham Daw-
son and his accusors in tho same terms a3 had
boen used in the Kingston lecture, and not a
word . 4d boer said at that time. Was not
this conduct contradictory?! (A plnusc.(g
Prof. Scrimger had spoken in torms Lo conl
not regard as candid, and tho strictures r ade
upon his lecturo wore like thoso cf pettifogging
Polico Court lax jers. Thoy soupht to send
him forth into tho world to bo pointed out upon
tho streots, to bo avoidod by children, a
marked man, Tho injory douo him had been
vory grost. Ho had been told that his
students would go further than he 5 that he
might hang on to the church, but they would
driqt away into unbelicf. Ho wished to aink
porsonalitics, butho would liko to have his
students say who was tho man more likely to
drive them into infidelity, Prof. Scrimger or
himself. (Applause.) Ho claimed the right
allowod others to uso rhetorical figures of
cxaggoration withont being called to book as
ho had been over his lecture. He quoted
sevoral arguments advanced in his original
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