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THE CANON.

According to Mr, Maclnnes of New South Wales.

——— 1
nY REY. HENRY l)lh\CHY,_ﬂ:\N/\.\'OQl'H. v .,

In a provious paper wo spoko of Mr. Macinnes' viows on
tho subjoect of Inspiration. l{o also deals tn the same’ addruss
wivh the Canon, and inclines aa ho disousses it ; to t.h;o\vln'(hubb
upon the rolinbfllly of the Seriptures, e

Ho tolls us ''tho Canon may Losaid to have bugun withihe..
promulgation of Deuteronomy, by l\’imi Josiah In the 7th century ,
B.C." And he gives as his authiority for this statement 2 Kinid
xxiii 3. **Then in tho 6th contury B.C., Erwa and Necheminh
audded Genesin, xodus, Leviticus and Numbers.”  Iis aythenty .
for this ix Nch, viliz 1-0.  Such was thebeginning of the' Cn{iou
according to Me. Macluues,  With regar. to ;lLo rest of the O 1
hosays : “* After thoir time ths prophets work g Riually niddod
through popular uve, though thoy wers still regarded ananferior va o
the law, and wero not written on thasamorolls, Tho Pgalter was
added owing to its uwe in the templo scrvico; and finally “beforo’
ll‘OU B.C., tho Hagriographa wero added on- grounds that "are un-

nown.

‘This in brief is hisaccount of the O, T. Canon. With roferenco ©
to it wo may say thut it is to o largo extont conjectural.  Io.points ¢
to 2 Kings xxiii: 3, asauthority for the statement that tho first
part of O.T. Scripture camo to light in tho time of Josiah and °
congisted of tho book of Deuteronony, ce i

But this passage gives only very dcndcr support 1o this theory.
The whole atory about the finding of the book of the law as given
in 2 Kings xxil., does not prove that Denteronomy alone was
discovored. ‘That is n conjooture of tho critics. So far as tho
story in Kiungs goes, the whole Peutatench may have been found.
and if 8o the Canon did uot begin in Josial's time with the Book
of Neutoronomy only ~ Nor would wo gather from the record hero
that there wan any formal settling of a Canon on the occasion
referrod to. It was rather thoe discovory of an old record that had
long oxisted, and had been recognized as the Canon in David’s
timo. who sang of ** the blessedness of the man whose delight w4dn
tho luw day and night.” It was also the Canon in Joshua's time..
{Josh, xxiv:26.) OF courso this docs not go down with tho Stiosl
of Higher Criticism, beeauso it dooa not it in with their theory of
the lato and composite origin of the Peutateuch. Heonco it must be
sot aside as * tho traditional view.™ Yetit is tho only viow that
has auy basis cf fact and hiatorical truth to vest on.  The theory of
tho growth of the Canon, that Mr. MacInues gives uy, is pure con-
jecture through and through. Therois no autherty for it in tho
sacrod rocords themaclves ; thero is no authonity for it-in tho
apschegphia.  And thero is absolutely no contemporary literature
that has como down to us from Kzra's timo from which wo might
fct. an nccount of the formation of the Canon: nor is thero any

stomature within 200 years’ of Ezra's timo that will throw any
:ighltl upon the subject, except what wo havo in the sacred velumeo
txoll,

Now if wo turn to Neh. viii -1 0, the other proof text yuotod,
we look invan for any nccount of tho sottling of a Canon. There
was no counci] nssembled for this purpose. Wo findin this passags
an account given of a people gathered to hear the authentativo iaw
read—not to decido what tho authentative law shall be. Eazra
may have settled tho O T. Canon, indeed ho is generally supposed
to havo deno go. Bul this passage does not say so, nor does any
other mwge say r0. Henco the stasement that ¢ ho ndded the
other ks of the Peutateuch to Deutoronomy,” 18 sunply o con-
jecture without tho faintest shadow of proof. Then as to tho
additional information nbout adding the Prophets, the Psalter and
tho Hagrographa wo foar that wo muat receive it all cum gravo,
Mz, MacInnes does not givo us his authority for the roaton, amplo
and suflicient, that ho has nono to give.

Wo arc further assured that the O.T. Canun was not finally
closcid till the ond of tho first century of the Christ.ancra. And
1n connoction with this important statemont, hogives us tho fol-
lowing tooth.somo it of Talmudic gossip. ** Rabbi Hansninh in
the timo of Christ got 300 measures of oj} }‘or his decision in favor
of admitting the Book of Ezckiel into the Canon.” Tho reason for
presenting this story in this connection isno doubt to discredit
the O.T. Canon, indeed, ais remarks arocll insympathy swith
thoae who havo very littlo respect for it.  His staromonts about, the
mazner of roceiving tho various booksinto the sacred collestion aro
fitted to leave tho impression that it was not complesed or decided
upon until after the timoe of Christ. Tu .

Hero wo may say that tho O.T. Canon must be received on faith.
We havo no means of learning how it was collected orsottlod.  All
the cvidencois ex post facto. No records have como down to us
cxplaining the timo or the mauncr of fiually deciding upon the
books which coustitute the sacrod volume, A few sontences from
Hodge vol 1 p 152, will sot fourth thocase as it stands. * Pro.
testanta contend, 80 far as tho O.T. is concerned, that those booke
aud thoso only which Christ and us apostles rocognized as the
written Wonl of God, arocatitled to {: regarded as canomcal,
This recognition was aforded in a two-fold manner . First, many
of tho books of the ().T. are quoted as tho Word of GGod as being
wven by the Spirit; or the Spirit is said to havo utterod what is
thercin recorded.  Secondly, Christ and his Apostlea rofer to tho
sacrod writiugs as boing what they claimed to be the Word of
God.  When Christ or Ilis Apostles quoted ** the Seripturos™ or
the **Law and tho Prophets,” and spoko of the volume then
s0-call, they gavo ther sanction to tho é?vino authority of all the
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120 mﬁ \efil&mnt volumocontained. Al theroforo that is nocessary

to determino for Chrisians tho Canon of ths O.T., isto ascertain
whnt boolis WS Meldléd n tho ®Soriptures™ recognized by tho
Jowsrof thatjlriad. Tho Jewish Canon of .the O.T. included all
tho books, and no %:hom, which Protgstants now recognizo na con-
stitutiug tho 01" Scriptutéy.  Henog tho apochryphnl books ale
tufuselh 8.plesps insithor. Cénony. - Thoy were mot
uncient Jews, and Jegus povor. sangtioned them.” .
*1hid in’ W¥itl 6 thb dr/imient for tho Canon of tho O.T. Thero
are pther-faots ywhich’earvatiornto this- position. Mr, Maolanes
trics to L.dprmiap it Ly, saying lmt “tho Cayon was nat finally
clogdd "l 'thet erfd™ bf Yho fitst &ontury of thoChristian Era.” If
this(bg Arie thegsour arguneut 1rom thoe action of Christ -and His
Apostlos i wepkened, because wo caunot bo sure how far thoir
sanction 'vktenddid, 5t what were eXeluded whon 1t wasgivon,
If t):0. hools of Fipekix} was npiuinally mdimttod. tinsil tho-oquivooal
decision of Hapaniah, alread rc_:!cn;q?lﬁ?, wearo not sure yhother, .
Cheist and Hig"Apbstles incdludéd Erckicl in tho * Propuocta™ or
not.,.:{ N . l “(‘);";“(,zg\"w . 1- q' 4 :
But {aistho caso thay the O.T. Canon jas in suchan undecide
and chaotid! cldnaitiou at the timo of Ch}zﬂ Wo ought to hnv%
protty clear avidencéd'in 8 matlor involvilg duch important issues,
What arg the {acts ps far ns wo,can loapn-thqn? (1) Josephus
givesdn dedduit of the Dooks of the O.T., which, zo far asw can
moke ous, agreca wvith veltet ave now>haVes»Hauwrote after the
timo of Christ, but he.gpeaks of thg.sacred volitine a3 a well-known
and venerablo” &ollection’ ‘of ¢ ings. Heo says :—

mitted by tho

authentative - writings
“\We ha‘umnoi -tliousgndl.‘ofilzooks-,llisoOrdwUnﬁ(t conttl‘,.‘\d ctill:g

uncanother ; bug we havp ouly, taventy-twg whi mprchend tho

histéry ol ?ﬂl fornid! ng'r.‘s‘,'_gn'd tﬁ*o justly mgar‘:]hcgl:‘z‘s?%iv?na. {Herne

1:30), 'The sucrod colivvtion is also arokeﬁ abiby” Josephus as

comprising three <lasses of records, the lew, thy grophéts and the

hymus of God or Panhns, which division corrésponds with what we

find in the timo of Chnist, - T

12) About fifty. yoars- boforo ithe . time ‘of -Christ, Torgum of
Ounkelos on tho Pentateuch, and that of Ben-Uzzi0l on the Yrophets
were prepared.  And thoy follow the Jewish classification of the
Books of the O.T.

(3) Jesus the son of Sirach, author of the Book of Hcolesinstes
makes ovidont referenco to xho prophcecics of Isaiah, Jeromiah and
Eeckiel, montioning theso 1’:0})\\0&3 by namec. He speaks also of
the Minor Prophets. From other reforences ¢ is inferred that the
prophots ond othor ancient books were extant in his timo which
way about 230 B.C.

(4) Fifty years bofore Jesus, son of Sirach, vhelxx. was mado
at Alexandria, the books of which arec tho same agin our Bibles.
Hence wo concludo that our version of the 0.T" is the same as that
posscssed by the ancicnt Jows, 300 B.C.

Such 1s o briof statement of the extornal evidence for the O.T.
Canon. The internalovidence1s equally decisive and incontestiblo,
When therefore the whole caso is consudered we do not receive tho
0.7, Scriptures with doubt and misgiving, but with confidence.
Those who uocept Jesus as the great toacher sent of God, will
gladly tako his testimony as settling for them atany rate, tho
roliability of the "O.T. Canon. And no ingenious quibblor’ about.
this book ur that being questioned, nor any plansible fictions as to
how thoe Canon was settled will shake their faith, or dissipate
their roverence for that volume which they esteem for its own sake
a8 well as on the testimony of Christ.

Mr. MacInnes in this address throws as much doubt and dis.
credit upon the O.T. collection of sacred writings as he can, Ho
snys, ** Thoe process of farining the 0.T. Canon twas a two-fold one
of sclection and rojection of books, and the agents were the
Scribes. On their judgment the O.T. as it stands is received by
Christian's as containing mnapired Scriptures and nothing besides.™

This is decidedly not true.  Christiang basoe their faith in tno
O.T Scripturcson the testimony of Jesus and His disciples, and
not on the judgmen® of tho scribes,

To say, as Mr. Maclnnes does, *Tho only guaranteo that will
suit the Verbal Theory is the inerrancy, infallibility and inspira-
tion of the wholo tribe of Scribes, jncluding Rabbi Akiba, asup-

orter of Bar Kokhba, the falso Messial, and including those very
Scribes and Pharisces who made the tremendous blunder of re-
jecting tho Christ,” is surely }mttin tho-cage *n -a very oxtreiro
way against tho rehability of the O.T. Canon, It is cerwinly
utting it in o much stronger way than that in which common
airness would attempt to put.it ; or an ordinary regard for prob-
ablo truth would dare to put it.

When it is asked * What is tho guarantee that the Scribes did
not make mistakes? "’ \Vo may bo unable togive sucha history
of tho caso as will satisfy overy.objector, fdr we havo nct a detailed ,
account’of the process by which the 0.T. Canon was scttled, Wo
cannot show just how it was guarded at every point against error.
But on theother hand nothing can be hrought forward by objectors
that throws discredit upon the work of the compilers. If the
state of the case provents us from dc!cuding.by a referenco to
history, it cqually prevents others from attacking by a reference
to history. “}n theso circumstances, those who_satand by the Q.7
Scriptures defend thoir position. (1) By referring tosuch fotices”
or facts as havo come down to.us, ~howing tho oxtragrdinar,
voneration of the Jowas for their sacred wnitings, which_woul
itaclf be a protection agrinst the casy ingroduotion of questionablo
material into the collection. (2) Thostate ¢f the Canon in the
timo of Christ, and in the centuries immediately before }is time,
as compared with what we have now. ‘ (3) Tho contents of the
sacred ovllection ns compared with apachryphal books that have
come down, and judged by their intrinsic merit. This argument—

' (Convluded next week.)
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