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Mnmon. Method and Quotation.

1 Dactor Saunders” “Same Criticisms” only three para:

graphys cemain for us 1o consider

In the fitst of these the Dr. wri'es

By catefully reading the yvavied and qualified definitions
gven by Weother Waning of the linpiation ol the Hible, it

will e s wihitever His tatention may have been 1o
grvng his 1 i respect to Bible  mspreation, it
would now sea { ool them o atl of thing taken

togetbier express lis views an this hasal subject
Wihatevier the Doctor sj amtepton” m wobiag the above

t belief and

et e weite that my it bebet m
with the susive Watention i Cany varied aod guali-
fied " delinctions, for thi iy { wirich it was given ex»
pressessny present belel § o thew " however was
ewer pvtendod us tiore - thie e good working detinition
Nie i passing that it e Dhowitor 'whooweites of inspira
G Diasal
i the iext poarag i
vow that ol bioth ed the Gttention of - his
chandi and the din vin 1o this sub
Joct; b Bl it sttt e thist
of Jee b gt o e now owes
Mg huaiwedt tos the v tell the denom
aation just what a pers il ficws on Cinspiration,
Vil fosr debedio Pt i kb, denves iy behel on
b oastanian gooun Fhie ab one % eda potonly pot to be
£y pacticad value, bat fon geaeral use ans tthog and
confusiag. My Drthes s now face 10 jace with'a duaty
Frcin which | aan sure e witl gt shanketo give ‘the des
scilisip ation Bis views o Ui sitgeot of revcaled trpth
Foras take the twa imidible seatesves fivste - “On Unitar
vl geosiad’ rgestvely pidel ate F'liis suggests iny
somewhat andelingt e il b term Sausdersian has
apphed 1 Baroathr st Potter 1o the MESSENGER AND
Visirow of A ah Lt o some, it saggests what
woldd be wfu v Jto duw Borane say that | had no thought

of suggesting that my rotuer] nnwell was _using the

Saundersian imethod, but rather shat the miscepresentation
ofcae (i b lettorgy ing Doctor Saunders,) was evi-
dently the result of that nethod.  With not only *‘the first

defimtion”’ but wlso “the final one” the Doctor himself
wiight meet even Ualtarians on ‘common “ground,” if he
wolld, e order 1o tield thon to the gh ground of merr.
anvy - b b L As misrepresented by the Dactor the

general use ol this “tual ooe” might be “unsettling and
wlusing bt wisely used it may be of considerable practi-

It is i helpful substitute

value for troer Dhible study
it the Dactor's hatupering issa nption of meérrancy.

In the fiest sentence of this paragraph is the characteris
tically curtailed trath of the fist parigraph of the Doctor's

SO COtisms My emphasis was rathér upon the Bible

as Merature, and it was moconsideang’ this tha | gave

a “working dehoition” or two of inspication. (I am how-
ever free 1o sy that my “personal’”’ view of i spiration is,
speaking i a general way, that it is 1o be fe!t rather than
criially discussed save to the extent it s pecessary to
ovnrect the hamperipg inflirence of a view of [t that prevents

truer appreciation of the Bible The Doctor's emphasis on

the othier hasd has most manfestly’ been upon what he
catly the “basal spbpect” ol inspiration  Hlis criticism of
my summary s dicecod almost entirely aguinst two defin.
“ Hapiration, on <ol whith he had to go out of my
surmary ( d 1s the last paiagraph that we shall
quote lrom & Mt sns he wdms to ioply that “a.
syt ol evangs tath s to be “founded” upon a
debinition - of fos tio et despite all this. the Doctor
has ‘Dot et give hos Own delimition. ” Would it be
woreasonabile therefon: forme of should say “that it does
seem 1o me thiet o the Doct wonow fuce to-face with a
duty from  whach 1 Bops e wall not shrink’, - he now

pwes ot to lsell andd 1o e nterests of truth, to'te'l the
deponnination: just what a5 the alefinition’ (of “this basal
subjeet wpon wl ¢ has “lounded
evangelical trutl

Why should

to alhom  the

Dpcton shoank 2 1 he were not willing

vecrancy of the oegnal writings he might
well sheigk from atte wmpting anything more than: "a good
workang definition A definition howeycr, is quite easily

made for the ineancy view to which the Doctor committed

himsedf s6 the cla ard  which seems to be more than
merely suggested (though we can see not “necessarily” so)
i soine’ passages ! thie Doctor's articleson inspiration.
For instance 1 Sacred Scuptuces, as God's word,
wnply the saspiiation of the writers aad the inspiration of
the wiites s tmphies the infathbality of theu writings. God’s
wand s the sufalldb’e word of the anfallible. God who
eades 1o otk w canot lie Though “word

P o spetlod with -u mll "W yet, if, to the great

Mot those whose heliel the  Dactorwrote to “con

B, tias did not “aaply © what the Doctor aflirmed in the

ek, one might be pardoned for saving in the language of
{4 I E guag

another it was the pretticst smitatich on't that ever 1
heard
Diaes thie Doctor stiil bo'd to o De el 11 inspivation  that

implies the inetrancy of the onginal weitings 7 1fso why ?
We d 1 ot ask reasouns for wspiration o general but for
that view of inspiration that assumes inertancy. 1o his ten
articles the Dactor gave soriie strong argusents for inspir
To these we all gladly asseat.* He has
by 8o mesns however, proven the inspiration that means

insreancy, and that as far as the question of inspiration goas
is the question at issus between us. Tha view the Doeter

his “system of -

MESSENGER AND VISITOR.

presented in our class certainly interferred with my method
of Bible study. It may be the Doctor's view has changed.
However that may be,in view of his emphasis on inspira(i()n
and its definitions, it does seem that Doctor Saunders ought
to clearly state whether or not, and why, his present views
implies the inerrancy of all the eriginal writings; for this
and not the mere wording of a definition, is the important
question bearing upon the right method of Bible study.
[his in the presence of the God of Truth and of the Mes-
SENGER AND ViSiTor witnesses, it seems, in all honesty, the

Daoctor ought to *now declare” or forever after hold his
peace when tempted to writs that some one else has no
fundamental definition for this “basal” subject of inspirat-
o8

Ini the third and last paragraph the Doctor writes: “The
dennnunation | assume viares but little about methods and
processes of investigating the Scriptures; but the results of
such investigation are of vast importance and should be
clearly stited. Upon any Jefinition so far given, it isscarce
ly necessary 1o state that a system of evangelical truth can
not be founded,

Let e agmn say : The demomination, | assume, sares more
than a dictly (amd well st may) about methods and processes of
inoestigating the Boviptuves; and just because the vesults of
such tnpestigation ave of vast importance and should be clearly
stated.  ‘The difference between the Doctors sentence and
mine is the key to the whole Biblical difticulty between us
I'he Doctor has emphasized inspiration and practically ig-
nored what 1 have emphasized, i. e., method —a right method
of inding out what place the Bible hasin religious hiterature
and m order that we may get a more correct method of
1 have sought by the method «f comparison to
answer our first question: “What is the Bible?”
the purpose of getting a more correct method in answer to
our secord question: “How should it be studied?” Asl
hope sometime later, to return to this subject of method let
me, for the present, call your attention again to my two
articles in the MussknGgr Anp Visitor . “What is the Bible
and How should it be studied ’' (March 23rd ) and “Why
we should study the Bible. (March 3oth )

In contrast with the Doctor’s tactics of attacking only a
few lines of my summary, in order that 1 might do him no
injustice, | reviewed his whole article. 1f there was to be
found in 1t little to commend and much that reflected
against its author it should be remembered that it was the
author himself and not the reviewer who was responsible.

s udy g it

and for

In view of the Doctor's use of Unitarian quotations | cannot
do bewter perbaps than to fill what space remains  with
quotations from eminent scholars, thinkers, writers and
speakers who are not Unitarians. “l want in the last “place
to show the strniking resemblance between™ their “views and
the definitions and other views I presented in my class and
summary. lLet me ask again: Were such quotations ignoc-
antly or purposefully omitted by Doctor. Saunders ?

The wiitings of Pro. W, Sanday, M. A, D.D.LL. D,
Professor of Lixegesis at Oxford are referred to by Prof. G.
P, Fisher, D. D, L1, D, as “an example to con’emporary
scholars, of thorough investigation and faultless candor.”
His long article on “Jesus Christ’' is worth the price of the
great work in which it is found. His “Bampton 1.ectures”
on inspiration at least in scholarly evangelical circles is
considered the masterpiece on inspiration. The scholarly,
candid, evangelical Dr. Sanday wnites in this masterpiece
thius

“In claiming for the Bible Inspiration we do not exclude
the possibility ot other, lower o% more partial degrees of in-
spiration in other hiteratures. The Spint of God has doubt-
less touched other hearts and other minds (I use the double
phrase because in these matters thought and emotion are in
close union) in such a way as to give wsight into truth, be-
sides those which could claim discent from Abraham. DBut
there is a difference. And perhaps our language would be
most sately guarded if we were to say that when and in so
far as we speak of the Bible as inspired in a sense in which
we do not speak of other books as inspired, we mean pre-
cisely so much as is covered by that difference. It may be
hard to sum up our definition in a single fermula, but we
mean it to include all those concrete points in which as a
matter of fact the Bible does differ from and does excel all
othef sacred bocks.”

Since this has a more “striking resemblance” to what |
gave the class than any of the Unitarian quotations the
Doctor has given why did he omitit ? It would be strange
if in spite of all the Doctor’s discussion of inspiration and
his seeming familiarity with Unitarianh writings, he had
overlooked Prof. Sanday.

The late and great Dr. A. B. Davidson of Edinburgh
wrote thus concerning inspiration :

1 think we do but wrong the Bible and wrong ourselves
when we proceed to interpiet Scripture with any a prion
conception of what th's quality must contain or preclude.
By ivgpired’ we mean that by the divine influence upon
the writers Scripture is what itis  What it is we can only
learn from itsell, from what it says and what it seems. The
only thing the term postulates is the divinity of its produc-
tion, but what that \nvolves or excludes examination only
can determine.”

In keeping with these are the words of Prof. A. F. Kirk
patrick, Professor of Hebrew in Cambridge :

“The idea of an inspired record is the natural correlative
to the iden of a divine revelation, and the inspired record
may be expected to reflect the characteristics of the revela-
tion. But as we have no right to determine for ourselves
a priori what the character and methods of a Divine revela-
tion must be —Bishop Butler long ago warned us against
that—so neither have we any right to determine a priori by
what methods that Divine revelation will be recorded and
what must be the precise character of the record.

. May t» 1904 .

Concerning the authority of the Bible the eminent Prof.
Robert Flint, D. D. LL. D, of the University of Ediohurgh
writes ;,

“Belief in the authority of the Bible is as obviously
bound to give reasons for itself as belief in the authority of
the church. ‘The-authority of the Bible cannot reasonably
be taken on trust any more than the authority of the Pope.
The Bible, too, must produce its credentials and submit
its claims to criticism

Rev. Geo. C. Lorimer, I), D, the ' great Baptist preacher
whose nams is a household word in so many Baptist homes
writes concerning the Bible thus:

“The investigations which have so completely revolution-
ized modern rehgious thought | logically necessitate the
mference that the tiustworthiness of the Scriptures, and not
merely their inspiration, constitutes the true basis of their
.‘nppml' 10 reason It is truth that proves the mspiration
not inspiration the truth I must ever regard .it as
petilous to the interests of morals to speak in  unguarded
terms of everything in the Dible as equally inspired and
equally divine authority Neither science nor higher
eriticism has unvalidated nor can invahidate its authority
and trustworthiness when it is not hampered by indefensible
views of its nature and composition Revent research
having helped us to a defimition of inspiration, and having
suggested the necessary test of its geouiness, proceeds yet
farther apd vindicates it from the assault of those who deny
it altogetber by sanctioning and sustaiming the gradualness
of revelation.”

Concerning the Vedas Doctor Lorimer writes:

“Some of the an_ient hymuos contained in-these books are
not without sffinity for several of the Davidic Psalms. It
is well to note this fact the amplest justice may be done to
lieathen religions ” It is in this spint that he writes: “One
thing already has been made perfectly evident: It can no
longer be assumed that there are no tashes of heavenly
light in the Eastern woild and that no stars glimmer in what
may be considered as its canopy of night. However im-
potent for good the venerable cults of the Last may be, they
are not altogether destitute of wisdom, lofty longings and
some sound principles of morality, To denounce them as
systems of lies and only lies 15 to betray either extreme
ignorance or intolerance.  ‘The facts dy not warrant the
accusdtion, and were it tenable there would be involved in
it a very severe crimination both of God and man. It
would imply that the largest portion of the buman family
was incapable of discovering or prizing truths and that the
Almighty had left it entirely to itself wiyle he lavished his
attention on a few nmullions in  the West. “This is very
difficult to credit.

In my first article I quoted from Prof. E. D'Burton, D.
D. If that quotation were used as a touchstone for Doctor
Saunaers' ten articles on inspiratton it would show how
upwarranted (and in the places where we look most for
proof) are some of the Doctor’s assuniptions and assertions.
As Doétor Burton takes such a high rank among us that
the Baptist President of Brown's University refers to him
as among Baptists “their formost New Testiment Scholar”
let me quote from him again in this connection :

“Interpretation of the biblical record to obtain ifs mean-
ing must be supplemented by interpretation of the facts to
find the truth . . . Facts can be terpreted only in their
relations. The material for the historical setting of the
biblical narrative 1s indeed partly 1n the Bible 1self, yet
partly in extra biblical sources . . . If we are to read the
teaching of history 1t must be history that we study, with
the smallest possible admixture of tiction or error of any
kind. A lalse reverence may demand that we ignore the
possibility of any emor in the hiblical narrative. But a
true reverence wiil set truth above theory and presupposi-
tion, etc

Of “the sources of theology” he writes:

“The history of heathen religions and their sacred books
must receive some attention, for however inferior these
books may be to our own Sacred Scriptures, however little
or great thewr intunsic moral and rehgions value, it is
scarcely conceivable that that literature in which the
nationgyof the world have attempted to frame their con-
ception of God and of human duty should afford us no
mtormation concerning God's  dealmgs with men . . .
Despite all the progress that has been made in the recog-
nition of the unity of the universe, and of the all-inclusive-
ness of the divine thought and plan, we still have occasion
now and again to remind ourselves ‘of the apostle’s indig-
nant demand: “Is God then the God of the Jews only ? 18
He not also of the Gentiles 7 yea of the Gentiles also, if so
be that Gad is one.’

Not long after my Convention sermon on: *The Bible as
Religious Literature—Inspired and Inspiring “The follpwing
was given by the Halifax Herald as the words of Dr. Saun-
ders :

“I can do better than to give youmy views of the Rev. H.
F. Waring's Convention sermon. I can give you the
opinion of another man, better qualified and better con-
ditioned to judge mpartially of it than [am. Among
others present at the convention, was the Rev, Henry C.
Vedder, 1), D, professor of Church History in Crozer Theo-
logical College, near Philadelphia. Dr. Vedder was for
years editor of the New York Examiner, and is a well-known
and highly appreciated author. In the presence of a small
company in a parclor, immediately after the deliverance o
the sermon in question, and which Dr. Vedder had heard
I put this question to him:

“What, Dr. Vedder, is your opinion of the views of the in-
s‘umlum of the Bible presented this morning by the Rev,
H. F. Waring ?

To this Dr. Vedder madg the following reply :

“After Mr. Waring has explained a few points, capable
of the explanation | have in mind, I would say that Mr.
Waring's views on inspiration are the same  as those now
taught in the theological colleges in the United States’

Because of the service [ felt the above would be to me and
because of what I felt it implied concerning Doctor Saun-
ders’ own views, | wrots thanking the Doctor for it. This
however was some time before we considered in our clase;
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