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are the facts?” We will look and see.

The apostary referred to by the pro-
fessor is the story of the making of
the golden calf. Moses Is in the
Mount with God, where Horeb lifts
her seamed and riven heights amongst
the clouds. There God tells Moses of
the idolatry of the people, the people,
let us remember, that God had chosen
to be a holy nation of whom He was
to make a channel of Divine revela-
tlon to the world. This was the ob-
ject of thelr selection out from

A father who thought his child's con-
duct so viclous that he first of all de-
termined to cast it off and disown it,
would barely think that in repenting
of that determination he placed him-
self under obligation to administer no
reproof or punishment of any kind for
the sin committed, Y /hatever plea
Merey might present to him on behalf
of the child, Consistency (which s the
question at issue In this Bible nai"a-
tive) would not compel him, in receiv-
ing back his child, to overlook the ser-
fou of its fault. There Is no such

other peopl Their ap y
renders them worthy only of rejection.
God says to Moses, “Let Me alone. . .
that I may consume them, and I will
make of thee a great nation” This
Is the declaration of God. He will
consume them, and supplant them by a
nation to spring from Moses.
..

Against this Moses pleads with God,
and He who calls Himself the hearer
and the answerer of prayer, responda
to the whole-souled pleadings of Moses,
and in this 14th verse, in which Pro-
fessor McFadyen, retailing the Critie-
ism of his German masters, says, “The
apostate people are forgiven by their
God" we find these words: “And the
Lord repented of the evil which He
sald He would do unto His people.”
The “evil which He sald He would do
unto them,” s that He would “con-
sume them,” and in their place He
would put another nation. The evil
spoken of then was their destruction
and thelir supplanting by another peo-
ple. This evil, this vbliteration of the
people, God ‘repents” of. But I do
not find a single word that implies that
when He has decided to still keep the
people for the purposes for which they
hai been chosen He says or hints
that they are not to receive some kind
of punishment to bring home to their
consciences thelr grave Inlquity and
sin. It Is not stated at all, but the
narrative makes clear what common-
sense would expect, that some suitable
punishment would take the place of
the complete obliteration of the na-
tion. All had sinned, therefore when
Moses goes down he makes all drink
of the bitter water. In all apostasies
there are ringleaders who are specially
deserving of punishment. In this case
these had by their apostasy threatened
the very national existence. Their
crime I8 so grave their menace to the
nation so serious, that nothing but their
execution seemed adequate. Who
they were, Moses on the ground could
tell much better than we can from this
distance and with the brief narrative
before us. There is no reason to sup-
pose that he did not use some sense
in the execution.

However, the wisdom or unwisdom,
the right or the wrong, of such execu-
tion Is not the point. Prof. McFadyen
says that in this chapter God forgave
a people, then punished them; and that
such contradictions are indicative of
different authors in the chapter. There
is not a single word to justify Prof.
McFadyen's statement.
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The difference between blotting a na-
tion out for its sin and so completely
overlooking its sin as to give it no
punishment at all, is polar in its
divergence, The repenting of the
thought of blotting a nation out does
not in the faintest degree involve any
such complete overlooking of fits sin,
Yet that is the false logic, and the
still more faulty exegesis upon which
Professor McFadyen's whole argument
{8 besed. Surely the Princeton pro-
fessor who sald, “If you are looking
for samples of bad logic amongst the
writings of the higher critics, you are
safe to put your spade in anywhere,”
had just such writings as this in view,
though he spoke the words before
“The Messages of the Bible,” had ap-
peared. Not only do the words FOR-
GIVE and PARDON not appear in
verse 14, as the Professor implies; but
there is not a single phrase in it to
justify the assumption that it was not
God's intention to do something that
would express His view of thelr Ini-
quity.

conflict between the statement of verse
14 and those that follow, as Prof.
McFadyen contends. His argument,
based on it, that there must have been
two different authors of these different
parts of the chapters, is baseless as
a dream.

His analysis of the subsequent part
of the chapter is perhaps even more
palpably unsound, He says: “In verse
a5 God actually punishes them Him-
self, after having In verse 34 suspend-
ed the punishment for the second
time.” This is his next pair of con-
tradictions.

Verse 34 reads thus: “And now go,
Jead the people umto the place of which
1 have spoken unto thee; behold mine
engel shall go before thee; neverthe-
less in the day when I visit, I will
visit their sin upon them.” That is
verse 34, in which the professor states
that God "“susp ded the pun PNt
for the second time.' On the con-
trary in complete harmony with the
whole chapter, it most explicitly af-
firms that while God is faithful to His
promise to keep and lead the people,
He will not overlook their sin, but will
vigit it with punishment as occasion
demands.

...

Prof. McFadyen says, “The detall g
not only OBSCURE—Iit is CONFLICT-
ING.” A careful reading of the chap-
ter will show that while the detail
is meagre, as all compressed narrative
must be, it is as clear as the noon-
day, and there is not a conflicting sen-
tence or phrase in the chapter from the
beginning to the end.

Again on page 9 Prof. McFadyen
gays, “Sometimes the contradictions
are not only Implicit as here” (some
that he has quoted), “but expressed In
s0 many terms.” Now we are intense-
ly interested. Surely here there is no
room for questioning the correctness
of the professor's Scripture teachings.
We are to come face to race with a
“contradiction” which is “expressed in
so many terms,” one which he must
again and again in these past years
have taught to the students for the
Presbyterian ministry in Knox Col-
lege. Here is the first one, and they
are all of a kind: “For example in
Numbers 20°14-21 the Edomites RE-
FUSE to allow Israel to pass through
their country; in 'Deuteronomy 2:1-7
they CONSENT." -

.

If you will turn vp these two pas-
sages of Scripture, you will find that
Professor McFadyen is quite correct,
that the former passage describes
Edom’s refusal and the latter Edom's
consert to the Israelites passing
through their territory. Now if the
two passages of Scripture are descri!
ing the same incident, the Bible ha
that explicit contradiction of itsel
which the professor has been teaching
to his students and to the world.

Let us ask ourselves the Professor's
qnestion: “What are the facts?" The
facts are that the passage in Numbers
is describing the time when the Is-
raelites stood on the threshold of
Bdom shortly after their departure
from Egypt. On that occasion the nar-
rative says that Edom REFUSED to
allow them a passage, and the rest of
the narrative shows that Israel did not
go through; but that on the contrary
they were tied up in the wilderness as
the nelghbors of the Edomites for near-
ly forty years more. Every Sunday
School child 1s supposed to know this.
At the end of the forty years the Ts-
raelites are about to make their sec-
ond, and as it transpires, their suc-
cessful attempt, to go Into the land of

Palestine. By i1\ls time the Edomites
have become fully seized of the fact
that Israel's objective is Palestine, and
according to the Deuteronomy state-
ment, when they now, nearly forty
years after the record in Numbers,
make application for leave to pass
through Edom, the Edomites consent.
If an enemy had risen up and sald
that the professor confounded these
two entlrely dificrent occasions in his
teachings in Knox College, I would
not have Lelleved him. But the pro-
fessor has written it himself, and pub-
lished it to “enable every reader of
‘he Bible to appreclate and to obtain
4 mastery of the essential facts and
teachings contained in it.” So we
cannot deny that it is the teaching of
a Preshyterian College professor, how-
ever much it compels us to hang our
heads in shame for the once boasted
scholarship of our Colleges.
..

Secular history teaches that Britain
and France were locked in a death
struggle against each other at Water-
loo in 1816. The same history affirms
that their gallant troops dled
side by side as allies in the
trenches of Sebastopol In 1854, just
about the same difference in time as
that which lies hetween the Numbers
and the Deuteronomy accounts of
Edom's refusal and consent to Israel's
going through their land. Yet such
is the CONTRADICTION that the
author of this volume of the “Messages
of the Bible” finds to be “not only
implicit, . but expressed In so many
terms.”

When Presbyterians get as much
faith in the Bible as they have tried
to have In their professors, they will
mak’ some o' them gang hame tae
their mithers to be better taught.

...

Any one who will read over the chap-
ters quoted by Prof. McFadyen will
see how Important it is for his theorles
that his students should be fairly ig-
norant of the Bible. 1In his preface
Prof. McFadyen tells us about those
to whom he is specially indebted in
writing these “Mesages of the Bible."
The first writer mentioned is Steuer-
nagel's “Einleiting in den Hexteuch."
Had his debts to him and his Introduc-
tion been less, and his obligations to
Moses and his Pentateuch been more,
the “Mesages of the Bible” would have
been a lot better worth reading, and
would have been disfigured with fewer
German-made contradictions which
have no existence in fact.

Levls, Que.

FAVORITE HYMNS,

Just now when there is a merry war
over hymns and hymnals, it is inter-
esting to note that the King's favorite
hymn, “Nearer, my God to Thee,” was
sung as a solo in the Anglican Church
at Marienhad, the other day. It is the
favorite of a lifetime and it has some
golemn associations for his Majesty.
Some years hefore he came to the
Throne the King informed Mr. Stead
that he liked “Nearer, my God, to
Thee” better than any other hymn. At
the same time Mr., Stead succeeded in
getting some Interesting opinions from
ather eminent people about hymns. The
favorite hymns of Quecen Victoria. in
whom the domestic instinct was pecul-
iarly strong, were marriage hymns and
funeral hymns. The Duke of Argyle's
favorite hymn is “O God of Bethel.”
Mr. Asquith, like the late Mr. Bright.
is partial to “O God. our help in ages
past.” Lord Rosebery, when Invited
to mention his favorite hymn, declined
what he called “confession In general”
on such a subject. The favorite hymn
of the Duch of Sutherland, who
compiled a private hymnal for use in
Trentham Church, is “And now, O
Father, mindful of the love The
only hymn the late Duke of Cambridge
cared much for was “Onward, Christ-
fan soldiers!” Wien Grant Allen was
asked to mention the hymn of hymns
that had “helped” him, he made a
characteristic reply. “I never needed
help,” he sald, “other than physical or
monetary. My own philosophy has al-
ways amply sufficed me.”




