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PARESE & C E

The occasion of the writing and the first
publication of the essays in this volume, is
set forth under the heading ‘‘Announcement’’
(p. 1). These are selected from the volumes
of the Standard for the years 1893-1904, for this
more permanent form of publication, because
they are thought to have some permanent
value. Similar essays, in a department in the
Standard headed ‘‘Biblical Criticism,’”’ have
continued to appear until the present time
(September, 1909), and a second volume may
be selected from them, should the present
volume meet with such favor as to justify the

publication of another.
THE AUTHOR.
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SHORT ESSAYS IN
BIBLICAL CRITICISM

ANNOUNCEMENT.

In addition to the editorial announcement already
made in the Christian Standard, that the undersigned is
expected to begin, with the incoming vear, the editorial
conduct of a department of Biblical criticism in this
paper, I deem it proper to make an announcement of
the reasons for opening such a department, and of the
plan on which it is to be conducted.

For years past I have observed with much solicitude
and pain the increasing tendency, both in Great Britain
and America, to adopt the methods of destructive criti-
cism which originated in the rationalistic schools of Ger-
many. This tendency has been conspicuous in the writ-
ings of many scholars of high repute. and it has spread
like leaven among the masses of the reading and think-
ing young people of both countries. It has infected the
minds of thousands of preachers. both old and young,
and it threatens to bring about a radical revolution in
the public estimate of the Bible. \While this tendency
has alarmed me, I have been at the same time constantly
chafed as I have read the writings of these critics, and
seen how much of the shallowest sophistry, and the
baldest dogmatism, which they have published, is being
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taken for conclusive proof and profound learning. I
have been alarmed, let it be understood once for all, not
for the Bible itself, as though it was in danger of perish-
ing, but for the souls that are being led astray, and for
the incalculable loss to the cause of truth and salvation
which results from a weakening of the faith of those
who preach the Word.

I have also observed that, like the promoters of all
other erratic and schismatical schemes, the advocates of
this destructive criticism have been much more zealous
in pushing its claims than those who reject it have been
in combating them. Whole libraries of books and
pamphlets have been published on that side, with
only here and there a volume in response. Maga-
zine articles, and articles in weekly newspapers,
have openly or covertly spread these so-called advanced
ideas among the people, and even the secular papers
have echoed them, while the little that has been written
in opposition has been in the main either rudely or
timidly presented.

Moved by these facts and considerations, I opened
correspondence last spring with several scholars of dif-
ferent denominations, on the subject of starting a
monthly magazine to be devoted to the conservative side
of this controversy, calling attention to the need of it,
and to the fact that, while the other side is represented
by at least two very ably edited monthlies in Great
Britain, whose pages are almost exclusively devoted to
it, there is not a periodical of any kind in either Europe
or America devoted to that which those scholars, like
myself, believe to be the true side. They all expressed
their hearty approval of the suggestion, one of the most
eminent of them saying that it was impossible to ex-
aggerate its importance. They all expressed the same
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anxiety in regard to the spread of wrong ideas on the
subject among the young people of their respective
churches, and were willing to make a common fight
against a common foe. DBut when it seemed as if the
enterprise was almost sure of being practically set on
foot, some of them, men whose names and co-operation
seemed necessary to its success, declined to take part
in it for fear of a financial failure, which they thought
would be discouraging in its effects. In consequence of
this, the enterprise was abandoned, at least for the pres-
ent. This led to the announcement of the proposed
critical department in the Standard. 1 volunteered my
services as editor of such a department, because I was
not willing longer to sit still and witness the progress
of an evil which I may be able, in some small degree,
to check by means of the information which I have been
able to acquire, and which, by the blessing of God, I
may yet acquire as the days pass on.

It may appear strange to many that such a depart-
ment should be opened in a weekly religious journal,
which goes freely into the family circles of the people;
and it is true that the Christian Standard is the first
journal of the kind to make such a venture; but the
questions to be discussed are obtruding themselves into
all circles of thinking people, and it is wiser that they
shall reach the people through the friends of the Bible
than through its foes; in a form calculated to strengthen
their faith, rather than in a form to weaken or to de-
stroy 1it.

To persons who think that the questions raised by
the higher criticism can be discussed only in long and
labored essays, it may seem injudicious to attempt it in
a weekly paper; and there is no doubt that this is true
of some phases of the controversy; but then there is a
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wide range of investigation involved, which requires for
its prosecution, and for its intelligible presentation, noth-
ing more than good common sense, and the learning
which is within the reach of many scholars of moderate
attainments ; and it is by the discussions which lie within
this range of thought that all the issues raised are to be
ultimately settled in the public mind. We enter upon
our task, therefore, thoroughly confident that we shall
be able to do valuable service, if a favorable Providence
shall attend our labors, and that, even if we shall be
compelled to leave some questions out of sight, we shall
be able to discuss fully those which are of the most vital
importance, and that we shall at least be able to occa-
sionally “shoot folly as it flies.”

Our plan, as far as it is at present laid out, contem-
plates the use of from two to three columns-of the paper
weekly. These will be occupied partly by short para-
graphic articles, partly by selected matter, and partly by
more elaborate editorials and contributed articles, some
of which may run through several issues of the paper.
We lhope to secure assistance in the work from some
scholarly brethren who have paid attention to critical
discussions, and if, at any time, competent writers
opposed to our views shall volunteer something well
written on the other side, we shall welcome it and give
it respectful consideration.

The range of discussion in the department is not to
be limited to higher criticism, but it will extend to ail
other questions of Biblical criticism, whether textual,
exegetical or historical. We shall be glad to welcome
contributed articles of merit on all these topics, and also
queries on any relevant topics which have puzzled or
embarrassed any of our readers.
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v

[Jan. 7, 1893.]1
SOME DEFINITIONS.

Biblical criticism includes within its scope all in-
quiries in regard to the original text of the books which
make up the Bible, their authors, the dates of their com-
position, their historical reliability and their literary
characteristics. It is distributed into various branches
corresponding to these various inquiries, as textual criti-
cism, which 1s concerned with questions about errors
which may have crept into the original text since the
autographs were composed; historical criticism, which
is concerned with questions of credibility, authorship
and dates; and literary criticism, which is concerned
about matters of style and diction. Of these, textual
criticism, which came into existence as a science in the
early -part of the eighteenth century, its first great
product being Mill's “Critical Greek Testament,” pub-
lished in 1707, was the first to obtain a distinct title.
For a time indeed it bore the name “Biblical Criticism, °
until other branches of this science were developed.
when the latter title assumed its present broader sig-
nificance. The other branches of the larger subject
came at length to be known under the title of *“Higher
Criticism,” this title having been proposed first by Eich-
horn, near the close of the last century, to distinguish
it from “Textual Criticism ”

Though the title, “Higher Criticism.” is new, the
work which belongs to it is not. That work began when
the first attempt was made by Hebrew scholars to collect
and preserve the writings of inspired men, and to make
up the canon of the Old Testament. It was continued
by Christian scholars when the same work was under-
taken for the books of the New Testament, and every
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inquiry instituted since that time, of the kinds which
make up the introductions to our various commentaries,
belongs to the same branch of Biblical science. Horne’s
Introduction, well known to our readers, published in
1818, is a conspicuous example of this kind of literature.

It is scarcely needful to add that higher criticism is
a perfectly legitimate branch of study, the disrepute
into which it has fallen of late in many minds having
grown out of the illegitimate methods which have been
adopted by many critics, and the destructive conclusions
to which they have thereby led themselves and their fol-
lowers. Its pursuit must lead to the truth concerning
the Bible when conducted in accordance with right prin-
ciples, and when these are applied by sound judgment
and competent learning.

[Jan. 14, 1893.1

THE DATES OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
BOOKS.

We shall have occasion to allude frequently to the
dates assigned to the books of the Old Testament by
rationalistic critics; and for the convenience of our
readers we give here a brief statement of them. We
shall follow the scheme laid down in Driver's Intro-
duction, both because the author is universally acknowl-
edged as a fair representative of the more conservative
class of these critics, and because his work is likely to
be the accepted standard work on the topics which it
treats, at least among American critics.

We shall speak first of the Hexateuch. This term
will be recognized by our readers as the technical desig-
nation of the first six books of the Bible. According
to the scheme in question, the earliest of these six books
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is Deuteronomy. It was this book alone, and not the
whole “book of the law,” which Hilkiah the priest found
in the temple in the reign of Josiah (2 Kings 22:8).
It was written only a short time previous, not earlier
than the reign of Manasseh (p. 82). This puts its
composition in the first half of the seventh century be-
fore Christ, and a little more than seven hundred years
after the death of Moses. So then the earliest of the
books usually ascribed to Moses did not come into exist-
ence until more than seven centuries after his death.

The other five beoks of the Hexateuch did not
appear as we now have them until after the Babylonian
captivity. In the eighth century, B. C., there existed
“two narratives of the patriarchal and Mosaic ages, inde-
pendent, vet largely resembling each other,” written by
unknown authors, one of whom habitually used Jehovah
as the name of God, and is therefore usually designated
by the letter J, while the other preferred the title
Elohim, and is designated by the letter E. A third
unknown writer in the eighth century composed a new
narrative of the same events by combining certain parts
of these two into one. This composite narrative is
styled for brevity's sake JE. During the captivity the
laws now found in the Pentateuch, together with the
genealogical tables, were composed in the interest of the
priesthood, and this document is known by critics as P.
After the return from the Babylonian captivity, a fifth
writer combined P with JE, making some additions ot
his own, and thus came into existence our present
Hexateuch.

The most radical critics (]en) to Moses the author-
ship of any part of these books; the less radical think
it probable that he wrote the Decalogue: while the more
conservative, among whom is Professor Driver, admit
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the probability that he wrote chapters 20 to 23 of Ex-
odus, called the ““Book of the Covenant.”

[Jan. 21, 1893.]
DATES OF OLD TESTAMENT BOOKS.

We began last week a statement of the dates assigned
to the various books of the Old Testament by the class
of critics who are represented in Driver's Introduc-
tion. We pass now from the Hexateuch to the other
historical books.

Jupces was compiled, according to these critics, by
the author of Deuteronomy, who, as we have seen in
our former article, wrote in the eighth century B. C,
close to the time in which the latter book was brought
forward by Hilkiah with the assertion that he found it
in the temple (154, 157). This was about four hundred
years after the time of Samson, the last of the judges
mentioned in the book—Ilate enough, as the theory
requires, to prevent the author from knowing much
about the truth of what he wrote.

Rutn, the contents of which belong to the earlier
part of the period covered by Judges, was written,
Driver thinks, before the exile; but he admits that the
majority of critics are against him in this, some holding
it to have been written in the exile, and some still later
(426, 427).

The two Books of Samuel, which cover the period
from the birth of Samuel to the death of David, 1171-
1017 B. C., were written, at least the principal parts,
about 700 B. C., or some three hundred years after the
death of David (173). This was long enough for the
stories about Samuel, Saul and David, orally transmit-
ted for more than three centuries, to become confused



BIBLICAL CRITICISM 9

and legendary, as all the critics whose theories we are
considering suppose them to be as they stand in these
books.

The two Books of Kings, to which a fair degree of
credibility is ascribed, were written B. C. 600, about the
close of the period of history which they cover; and
here the theory of these critics coincides with the gen-
erally received opinion of DBiblical scholars.

Quite different is the view taken of the two Books
of Chronicles. They are the least truthful of all the
historical books of the Dible: they were written pur-
posely to falsify the history from David down, in the
interest of the priesthood and of the ritual law which
came into existence during the captivity. They are
dated about 300 B. C., more than two hundred years
after the close of the captivity (512). Of course the
ancient supposition that they were written by Ezra is
flouted as thoroughly unscientific.

The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah are both removed
far below the ages of these two men, and are supposed
to have been compiled by the author of Chronicles, but
with the use, possibly, of some memoranda left by the
two men whose names the books bear.

EstHER, the only historical book remaining to be
mentioned, is treated with more credit as regards its
date, though not much more so than Chronicles as
regards its truthfulness. It is supposed to have been
written about the time of Nerxes, in whose reign its
events transpired, and who is known in the book as
Ahasuerus (455).

From these statements, combined with those in our
former article, the reader can see that with the excep-
tion of the Books of Kings and Esther, all of the his-
torical books of the Old Testament are brought by these
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critics so far away from their accredited dates and
authors, as to render them historically unreliable.

[Jan. 21, 1893.1
DEBORAH SLANDERED.

Professor Bruce, in his Apologetics, pronounces the
following harsh sentence on Deborah (p. 305):

Deborah was a heroic woman, and a true inspired prophet-
ess, but she could write these words, “To every man a damsel
or two” (Judg. 5:30), without feeling that she was saying any-
thing indelicate or immoral. It was not immorality as it would
be to us, but it was very crude, barbarous morality.

This is a slander on Deborah; for, instead of utter-
ing as her own the sentiment quoted, she imagines this
to be the sentiment of the heathen mother of Sisera, an-i
puts the words in her mouth. A critic writing a defense
of the Bible ought to be careful not to smut the repu-
tation of so eminent a Biblical character.

[Jan. 21, 1893.]
JAEL'S FEAT.

Robertson Smith, in his “Old Testament in the Jew-
ish Church,” attempts to eliminate Jael’'s tent pin, with
which she killed Sisera. He says (p. 132):

In the prose narrative, Jael kills Sisera in his sleep by ham-
mering a wooden tent peg into his forehead—an extraordinary
proceeding, for the peg must have been held with one hand and
hammered with the other, which is not a likely way to drive a
blunt tent peg through and through a man’s skull without awak-
ening him.

We see from this how higher criticism gives its pro-
fessors insight which other persons do not possess; for
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Professor Smith has discovered that the “tent peg” was
a “wooden’ one, that it was “blunt,” and that Jael had
to hammer it by hard knocks into the “forchead” of
Sisera, and not into his temple, as the text has it. He
thinks, too, that Sisera ought to have waked up before
she got it hammered “through and through his skuil
We think so, too, if he intended to wake up at all. The
Professor next proceeds to tell us that the writer ot
this prose narrative got his information from the song
of Deborah, and that he fell into a blunder by misunder-
standing the song. He makes the song say that Jael
gave Sisera some “sour milk in an ample bowl,” and
that “while Sisera, still standing, buried his face in the
bowl, and for a moment could not watch her actions,™
she put her hand to the “peg.” which here means the
handle of her hammer, and crushed his skull with the
hammer! I suppose we must understand that Sisera
drank as a cow does, by putting his mouth down into the
sour milk, and that as the bowl was a very deep one, his
eyes also went down into it too deep for him to see what
Jael was about. Well, it is a great thing to be a critic;
it enables a man not only to reconstruct the books of the
Bible to suit his taste, but also to remodel its facts an
show that its writers misunderstood one another.

[Jan. 28, 1803.]
THE DATES OF OLD TESTAMENT BOOKS.

In regard to the dates of the prophetical beoks of
the Old Testament, the differences between the mass of
Biblical scholars and the rationalistic critics are not so
serious as to demand especial attention, except as to the
last twenty-seven chapters of Isaiah, and the Books of
Jonah and Daniel. By these critics these chapters of
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Isaiah, and a few of the earlier chapters, are assigned
to the period of the Babylonian captivity, and said to
have been written by an unknown prophet far superior
in style and. in genius to Isaiah. After his death his
writings were attached to those of Isaiah, because, when
the prophetic books were collected in their present form,
his name had been lost (Driver's Introduction, 231).

Jonan.—Of this book Driver says: “A date in the
fifth century B. C. will probably not be far wide of the
truth” (3o0r). This is about three centuries after the
date assigned in the Scriptures to the career of Jonah,
who is said to have lived in the reign of Jeroboam II

DanieL.—Of this beook the same writer says: “‘In-
ternal evidence shows, with a cogency that can not be
resisted, that it must have been written not earlier than
about 300 B. C., and in Palestine; and it is at least prob-
able that it was composed under the persecution of -
Antiochus Epiphanes, B. C. 168 or 167.” This puts the
date from three hundred to four hundred years after
the time of Daniel, and after the occurrence of the
events of which the ecarlier chapters claim to be predic-
tions. It robs this part of the book of all prophetical
character.

Jon.—Driver does not credit this book as containing
“literal history.” This inappropriate use of the term
litcral, we take to be a mild form of declaring that it
contains no history at all. He admits “the antique,
patriarchal coloring” of the first two chapters and th=
last, but he ascribes this to “the skill of the author.” Of
its date he says: “It is impossible to fix the date of the
book™ preciscly; but it will scarcely be earlier than the
age of Jeremiah, and belongs most probably to the
period of the Babylonian captivity” (405).

TuE PsaLms.—Our author asserts that a majority
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of the seventy-three Psalms ascribed to David by the
inscriptions above them, can not be his (352) ; he quotes
Ewald's opinion that thirteen of them, and a few scraps
of others, are David's (357): and he finally decides
thus: "It is possible that Ewald’s list of Davidic Psalms
is too large, but it is not clear that none of the Psalms
contained in it are of David's composition” (358). All
the other Psalms are of course from the pens of writers
later than those to whom they are ascribed in the in-
scriptions.

Proverps.—The contents of this book came from the
pens of many different authors, and the many different
compilations of which it is made up bear date from the
eighth century B. C. down to the period after the exile.
The earliest part was compiled, in other words, about
two centuries after the death of Solomon, and whether
he wrote any of the proverbs which the book contains
is left in doubt (381-83).

Soroymox’s Soxc.—It is “out of the question,” says
our author, to think of Solomon as the author of this
composition. It was written either after the exile, about
five hundred years after the time of Solomon, or just
before the exile: and if at the latter date, its author
lived in the northern kingdom, not even in the kingdom
over which Solomon’s successors reigned.

EccrLesiastes.—Our author speaks hesitatingly about
the date of this book. He quotes Ewald as assigning it
to the later years of the Persian rule, which ended B. C.
332. and closes his discussion on it with the remark that
“a date somewhat later than Ewald’s appears to be more
probable™ (446, 447).

This brings our statements of the dates of the Old
Testament books, according to the “conservative critics,”
to a close. We have made it brief, and have left out
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collateral matter, in order that it may serve as a kind of
reference table for those readers who have not taken
the pains to go through the subject for themselves, or
whose memory needs occasional refreshing on the sub-
ject. The effect which the acceptance of these dates
must have on our faith in the credibility of most of
these books, and in the honesty of their writers or com-
pilers, must be apparent in its main features, and it will
appear in a more glaring light as we enter into details,
which we hope to do at least in part as we proceed with
the work of this department.

[Jan. 28, 1893.1
BRIGGS' CHOICE.

Professor Briggs, in his defense before the presby-
tery, makes this remark: “Yes; and 1 would deliber-
ately choose the company for time and eternity of Mar-
tineau and Newman, rather than of such loveless per-
sons as would cast them out of the congregation of the
faithful.” This means that he would choose the com-
pany of those two men rather than that of his Presby-
terian brethren; for certainly any Presbyterian church
would cast out of the congregation Martineau, who
denies the divinity, the resurrection and the miracles of
Jesus, and Newman, who was an apostate from Prot-
estantism to Roman Catholicism. Doubtless the Pres-
byterians will gratify the Professor in this choice so far
as they ran, before they get through with him. I say,
so far as they can; for, although they can let him go to
the Unitarian Church where Martineau is, he can never
get where Newman is, unless Newman died under a
great delusion: for it is a fixed doctrine of Newman’s
church that no Unitarian or Presbyterian can ever go
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where Newman has gone. According to this, there is a
poor chance for Driggs to get into company with Mar-
tineau and Newman both. Perhaps, though, he can
overtake Newman before the latter gets through purga-
tory.

[Jan. 28, 1893.]
INSPIRATION OF INVERACITY.

Dr. Liddon, the great London preacher, whose death
occurred not many months ago, in commenting on the
manner in which some of the critics treat the subject of
inspiration, said: “Unless there be such a thing as the
inspiration of inveracity, we are shut up to the choice
between acceptance of the authority of some of our
modern critics, and any belief whatever in the inspira-
tion of the books which they handle after this fashion.”

But an inspiration of errancy and inveracity is the
very kind which those who affect to be leaders of criti-
cism are now urging upon our acceptance.

[Feb. 11, 1893.]
WHAT OF IT?

In three brief articles during the month of January
I set forth the dates assigned to the several books of the
Old Testament in Driver's Introduction. Perhaps some
one is ready to ask, What of it all? What difference
does it make whether these books were written at the
times usually supposed, or at the times alleged by the
critics? It is often said by the critics themselves that
the value of a book does not depend upon who its human
author was, but upon the truth which it teaches, and
the edification which it supplies. This saying is to a
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certain extent true, and yet to another certain extent it
may be false and pernicious. Half truths are often used
with precisely the effect of whole falsehoods; and
against this kind of sophistry we are to be constantly
on our guard in dealing with rationalistic writings.

If we take the Pentateuch as an example, it would
certainly make no difference as to its intrinsic value,
whether it was written by Moses, or by some other
writer cqually competent. But suppose we say with
these critics, that it was written by men who lived from
seven to nine hundred years after the time of Moses,
and who were therefore from seven to nine centuries
farther removed from the time of the events; would that
make no difference? Well, even that would make no
difference, if these writers were inspired with a miracu-
lous knowledge of the events concerning which they
write; but this is denied by the critics, and it is stoutly
affirmed that they knew only that which had come down
to them in oral and written traditions. Furthermore, it
is boldly affirmed that these writers wrote many things
which are not historically true. It becomes, then, a very
serious question, how we shall regard the Old Testa-
ment books, if we accept the dates assigned to them by
these gentlemen. I propose to discuss the cuestion in
this article with respect to one of the least iinportant of
all the books for either instruction or edification under
the Christian dispensation. At least, it is generally so
regarded, though it would be easy to show that it is of
far more present value than most men suppose. I mean
the Book of Leviticus.

This book sets out in its first sentence with the claim
that the laws which it contains were given by God to
Moses at the tent of meeting: “And Jehovah callel
unto Moses, and spake unto him out of the tent of
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meeting, saying, Speak unto the children of Israel, an.
say unto them.” It closes with these words: “These are
the commandments, which Jehovahh commanded Moses
fcr the children of Israel on mount Sinai.” Thus, in its
first and in its last sentence, it asserts that its contents
came from God through Moses to the children of Israel.

In the body of the book, the special subjects of legis-
lation are uniformly introduced with the formula, " And
Jehovah spake to Moses, saying.” This formula is
repeated thirty-four times, if I have not miscounted, and
mn three places a similar statement is made at the close
of a subject of legislation. At the close of the laws of
sacrifice, it is said: “This is the law of the burnt offer-
ing, of the meal offering, and of the sin offering, and
of the guilt offering, and of the consecration, and of the
sacrifice of peace offerings, which Jehovah commanded
Moses in mount Sinai in the day that he made the chil-
dren of Israe! to offer their oblations to Jehovah, in the
wilderness of Sinai™ (7:37, 38). At the close of the
law concerning the annual festivals, it is said: “And
Moses declared unto the children of Israel the set feasts
of Jehovah™ (23:44). Finally, at the close of all the
sections of the book but one, it is said: “These are the
statutes and judgments and laws, which Jehovah made
between him and the children of Israel in mount Sinai
by the hand of Moses” (26:46). In addition to all
these statements, there are numerous reiterations amongz
the statutes for the purpose of enforcing the careful
observance of them, of the warning words, “I am Jeho-
vah your God,” often with the additional words, “who
brought you up out of Egypt.”

Now, if our critics are correct, every one of these
statements, soften and mollify the assertion as you may,
is a falsehood; and the writer or writers who, in thz
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midst of the Babylonian captivity, wrote this book, set
these statements down knowing them to be false. This
is admitted by the critics. They say that it was not con-
sidered, in that age, immoral to attach a great name to
a book or an ordinance in order to give it weight with
the people, which otherwise it would not have. In other
words, the religious writers of that day, the men who
wrote the Bible, did not think it was wrong to lie in
order to gain for their writings credit and veneration
to which they were not entitled. This is not surprising
when we hear it from Graf, Wellhausen, Kuenen, and
other avowed rationalists; but what shall we think of
that class of critics who, after espousing this theory,
still reiterate that the writers of Leviticus were “in-
spired men”? Do they mean, inspired with a lying
spirit sent out from the Lord, as in the case of Ahab's
false prophets? No. Inspired, they say, by the Spirit
of God; that Spirit whose title is “The Spirit of Holi-
ness,” “The Spirit of Truth.” Well, if the writers of
Leviticus did not know that it was wrong to lie, the
Holy Spirit did; and it seems to me a very near
approach to the sin against the Holy Spirit of which
the Pharisees were guilty, to assert that these writers
were inspired, and then say that much which they wrote
was false, and known to be false when they wrote it.
Another most astonishing thing about these critics
is the earnest protestation in which their writings
abound, that these new views of the Bible make the oid
book more precious to them than it was, or could have
been, before. I will not deny what they say as to their
own sentiments; but I can account for them only
through the same conceit of human nature which makes
the mother of every ugly little brat on the streets think
it the handsomest child in town. The new Bible, which



BIBLICAL CRITICISM 19

these gentlemen love so well, is their own bantling, and
it bears their own image and superscription.

Quite different from the view of Leviticus, held by
these scholars, is that held by our Saviour. To the first
leper whom he healed, he said: “Go thy way, show thy-
self to the priest, and offer for thy cleansing the things
which Moses commanded, for a testimony unto them”
(Mark 1:44). The directions referred to are found in
the fourteenth chapter of this Book of Leviticus. Jesus
here ascribes it to Moses, and he treats the law cited as
one still to be enforced. And if this law of the leper
was from Moses, so we must suppose the whole book to
have been, unless there are some parts which, for special
reasons, must be otherwise regarded. Again, when
Jesus was called on by a lawyer representing a body of
Pharisees, to declare which was the greatest command-
ment in the law, he gave the first in a quotation from
the Book of Deuteronomy (6:35): and the second,
“Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,” he took from
the Book.of Leviticus (19:18). Whom shall we credit
with correct knowledge on the subject, Jesus our Lord
and Saviour, or our modern destructive critics?

[Feb. 18. 1893.1
CHEYNE ON DAVID AND GOLIATH.

The Expositor for October last contains an article
by John Taylor, in review of a recent work by Canon
Cheyne, entitled “Aid to the Devout Study of Criti-
cism,” in which, among other curious things. he states
Cheyne’s theory of the story about David and Goliath.
He claims that Goliath was killed by Elhanan, the Beth-
lehemite (2 Sam. 21:19), and that the author of 1
Samuel has credited David with another man’s achieve-
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ment. We are a little curious to know how Professor
Cheyne found out that the statement about killing Goli-
ath in 2 Samuel is true, while that in 1 Samuel is false?
And how did he discover that the Goliath who was killed
by Elhanan is the same one whom David is said to have
killed? If 2 Samuel can be believed, and Cheyne seems
to think it can be in regard to Goliath, Elhanan’s feat
was performed late in David’s reign, at a time when his
soldiers had said that he should not lead them out to
battle any more, lest the “lamp of Israel be quenched;”
and this Goliath was one of four brothers born to the
“giant in Gath” (21:17-22); but David's feat was per-
formed when he was a stripling, still alternately his
father’s shepherd and Saul's musician (1 Sam. 17:15).
There was a space of not less than forty years between
the two incidents. How is it that Cheyne knows more
about these men than did the author of the book?
“But,” says Mr. Taylor, “the form in which that tradi-
tion has been preserved, bears the impress of the Divine
Spirit, who has converted what would otherwise have
been mere folk tales into vehicles of religious instruction
for all ages.” That is, the false credit given to David
for killing a giant who was really killed by another man
forty years later, with all the false details of the combat
given in the seventeenth chapter of 1 Samuel, “bears
the impress of the Divine Spirit.” This is not exactly
identifying the Divine Spirit with Beelzebub, but it
comes dangerously near it. Mr. Taylor closed his review
with the question, “Can criticism be devout?” Well
might he ask the question. Strange to say, he thinks it
can be, and that Cheyne’s book is proof of it.
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[Feb. 18, 1893.1
THE RED SEA AFFAIR.

Our friend DBacon, who in his attempt to get rid of
the jaw-bone with which Samson slew a thousand Phil-
istines, made him use the hill of Lehigh as his weapon,
tries his hand on many of the miracles of the Old, Testa-
ment. Here is his attempt on the miracle at the Reil

Sea:

The strong wind drives back the shallow water till Israel
is able to ford the narrow gulf. On the farther shore the battle
takes place between them and their pursuers, who are em-
barrassed by the returning tide and finally turn to “flee against
it,” leaving their dead upon the seashore—Genesis of Genesis,

18n.

We are astonished that after the lapse of more than
three thousand years this gentleman, living near Boston,
should know so much more about this remarkable event
than the man who wrote Exodus. He knows that in-
stead of going through the sea on “dry ground,” as that
author says, the Israclites forded the gulf: and he has
learned that at that place it was a “narrow gulf.” He
has learned, what that author did not know, that a
battle was fought between Israel and the Egyptians, and
that it was fought after both armies had safely forded
the sea. He agrees with Exodus, that the Egyptians
were “embarrassed” (slightly so, we suppose) by the
returniig tide, and finally turned to “flee against it;”
but he claims that the only dead they left were those
killed in a battle on the farther shore—the rest. notwith-
standing the slight “embarrassment™ caused by the
returning tide, got back in safety to their own side of
the narrow gulf. This is about the way in which infidels
rewrote sacred history in the days of Voltaire. It is the
way in which reverend critics, with D. D. at the end of
their names. rewrite it now.
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[Feb. 25, 1893.1
CRITICISM AND THE BOOK OF GENESIS.

As a rule, new theories on any subject should be
carefully examined on their merits before we pronounce
judgment on them; but when a theory is either absurd
in itself, or is found to involve absurdities, we may rightly
save ourselves this trouble. For example, when the
idealist tells us that we have no corporate bodies, that
there are no material substances in existence, but that
all apparent material objects are but ideas formed within
our own brains (which brains are but ideas), we may
very properly save ourselves the time necessary to hear
the reasoning by which he would prove his absurd prop-
osition. So with the analytical theory of the Penta-
teuch. If we find that this theory, as propounded by
its recent advocates, involves absurdities, we may very
safely set it aside, and save ourselves the years of study
necessary to trace out the interminable complications in
which it is involved. We examined it February 11 from
this point of view, with reference to its bearings on the
Book of Leviticus; and now we propose to try it wita
reference to the Book of Genesis.

The theory, as we have set it forth in former articles
on the basis of Driver's Introduction, is objectionable,
not because it represents the author of Genesis as using
pre-existing documents in the composition of the book,
and thus regarding the book as in part a compilation;
for this theory, if it would still allow Moses to be the
inspired author, would not detract from the value of the
book, or bring reproach upon those who look upon it
as a truthful record. Indeed, Dr. Astruc, the French
physician who, a century and a half ago, first pro-
pounded the theory that two documents, written respec-



BIBLICAL CRITICISM 23

tively by an Elohistic and a Jehovistic writer, lay at the
basis of Genesis, was a firm believer in its Mosaie
authorship; and this view in a modified form has been
revived recently, and argued with wonderful skill by
Principal Cave, one of the foremost scholars in Great
Britain, and a vigorous opponent of the theory advo-
cated by Driver and others. Even if it should be made
to appear that Moses is not the author, but that it was
written, no matter when, by a man or men so inspired
with a knowledge of the events that we can rely upon
the truthfulness of the representations, the book woull
lose none of its intrinsic value. DBut the writers to
whom the Grafian theory ascribes the book, men who
lived from the eighth to the fifth century before Christ,
are not credited with any such inspiration. On the con-
trary, it is held that the two older writers. J and E, con-
tradicted each other in many things, and that the editor
who combined their narratives into one was not always
careful to remove these contradictions. The priestly
writer of the captivity, who wrote a large portion, wrote
for the purpose of giving the ancient history of the
chosen people a priestly cast which was essentially false;
and all, down to the latest Redactor, wrote without any
certain information in regard to the facts.

On this subject Driver expresses himself cautiously,
but in a way not to be misunderstood. Of the two
earlier writers, he says: “J and E, then (assuming them
to be rightly distinguished), appear to have cast into a
literary form the traditions respecting the beginnings of
the nation, which were current among the people ap-
proximately (as it would seem) in the early centuries
of the monarchy” (110). That is, they did not write
real history from reliable information. but only the
“traditions of the beginnings of the nation which were
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current among the people,” and current especially from
the time of David to their own day. Of the writer P
he makes three remarks short enough for me to quote,
and sufficiently explicit: “His aim seems to have been
to present an ideal picture of the Mosaic age, con-
structed indeed upon a genuine traditional basis, but so
conceived as to exemplify the principles by which an
ideal theocracy should be regulated.” He might have
cited as an illustration Sir Thomas More's “Utopia.”
Again: “It is difficult to escape the conclusion that the
representation of P includes elements, not, in the ordi-
nary sense of the term, historical.” IHe evidently means
that they are mythical or legendary. And again: “It is
probable that, being a priest himself, he recorded tradi-
tions, at least to a certain extent, in the form in which
they were current in priestly circles” (pp. 120, 121,
note 2).

But while Driver is thus cautious in words, verifying
the taunt which Cheyne hurls at him in a review of his
work in the Expositor of last year, to the effect that he
was timidly holding back, yet steadily coming on toward
the more radical critics, others of his school are more
outspoken. For example, Professor Ryle, of Cambridge,
universally recognized as a conservative and a “devout”
critic, had a series of articles in the Expository Times
of last year, in which he frankly avowed the belief that
the first eleven chapters of Genesis are purely mythical ;
and Professor Schultz, in his “Old Testament The-
ology,” recently published by T. & T. Clark, is quoted
by a reviewer in the Thinker, as saying, “We must hold
that the people of Israel. like all other peoples, preserve:l
the memory of its earliest days in a mythical, and not
in a historical, form, unless we are to think of that
people as crippled in one of the noblest attributes of
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nationality.” All who have 1cad Professor Driggs’ de-
fense in his recent trial before the New York Presbytery
will remember remarks which show that his view of the
book is substantially the same. Indeed, it is impossible
to accept the theory of these scholars, in reference to
the origin of the book, without secing that it leads
inevitably to-these conclusions.

What now shall we say as to the value of the Book
of Genesis if this theory is true? It seems strange,
indeed, that any man of sense, with such a view. can
say as these gentlemen do, that it is, in some sense which
they do not define, an inspired book, and that it is more
precious to their souls now than before they discovered
these facts concerning its origin and character. Sooner
or later every one of these gentlemen will find himself
compelled to follow his real teachers further, and to
agree with Graf, Wellhausen, and their school, in reject-
ing absolutely the thought that God has had any part in
the composition of the book.

The view taken of the contents of this book by Jesus
and his inspired apostles, and the view which common
sense would require us to take of the latter, should we
accept the theory which we have been considering, must
be the subject of another article.

[March 11, 1803.]
GENESIS ACCORDING TO JESUS.

In a former article we showed by extracts from
Driver and others how the Book of Genesis is regarded
by the destructive critics. The four or five authors who
contributed to its composition, lived at too late a period
to know any of the facts. and they had no such inspira-
tion as could enable them to distinguish between fact and
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fable in the remote past; consequently, the stories which
theyv put into the book are legends or myths, some resting
on possible facts which can not now be separated froia
the rubbish which has overlaid them. No part of the
book, therefore, can be accepted as free from exaggera-
tion or distortion. We are now to compare this view of
the contents of the book with that which was taken by
our Lord. We shall find that in all his allusions to the
book he treats its narratives as unquestioned matters of
fact, and, what is more worthy of notice, the portions
to which he makes allusions, include those which are
held by the critics to be the most incredible of all. We
make a few specifications.

1. The account of the formation of the first woman is
one of these incredible narratives, and under the name
of the “rib story™ it has been the butt of ridicule to the
irreverent critics, as it has been a stumbling-block to
those who are styled reverent. DBut Jesus indirectly
endorses the whole story in his discussion with the
Pharisees about divorce. He says: “Have you not read,
that he who made them from the beginning made them
male and female, and said, For this cause shall a man
leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife;
and the twain shall become one flesh?” (Matt. 19:4).
Here he appeals to what the Pharisees had read; and
they had read it where we read it, in the second chapter
of Genesis, the paragraph which describes the formation
of the woman. IHis appeal to the passage to settle a
question as to the will of God, shows that he regarded
it not as containing a myth, but as a faithful record of
an actual event. Furthermore, he quotes, as presenting
the main point of his argument, the last sentence of that
record, which makes it goubly certain that he indorsed
the record itself. But he goes even beyond the mere



BIBLICAL CRITICISM 27

endorsement of the record—he affirms, by a necessary
implication, the divine inspiration of the man who wrote
it. The verse which he quotes was written by the author
of the book, and not spoken by Adam, as appears from
the consideration that Adam as yet knew nothing about
father and mother, and forsaking them to cleave to
one's wife; but Jesus quotes it as the language of God,
saying: “‘He who made them from the beginning made
them male and female, and said, FFor this cause,” etc.
Now, the only ground on which it could be affirmed that
God said this is, that the author was inspired of God to
write it. Here, then, is not only an endorsement of the
fact related, but an indirect affirmation of the divinz
inspiration of the writer. God said what this writer
wrote.

2. The earliest account of the deluge, according to
the “critics,” is that recently deciphered from Assyrian
inscriptions; and the account in Genesis was formed
from that by eliminating its polytheism, and conforming
it to the monotheism which, after the Babylonian cap-
tivity, had become the theology of the Jews. The latter
learned the story while they were in captivity. It is a
legend based upon some local disaster of early times.
How did our Lord speak of it? In announcing his
second coming to judgment he said: “And as were the
days of Noah, so shall be the days of the coming of the
Son of man. For as in those days which were beforz
the flood, they were eating and drinking, marrying and
giving in marriage, until the day that Noah entered.
into the ark, and they knew not until the flood came
and took them all away; so shall be the coming of the
Son of man” (Matt. 22:39). Now, if a modern critic
had been present in the person of a Pharisee, how easily
he could have broken the whole force of this warning
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by answering: “Just so, Master, that story about Noah
is all a humbug, and you know it; and so we must under-
stand that your talk about coming again is cut from the
same cloth.” The Pharisees, however, did not know
this, for it is a modern discovery; what, then, was
Jesus doing but playing on their ignorance by giving
them a warning that had nothing in it? This is the
conclusion to which criticism, “scientific” criticism,
would force us.

3. The story of the fate of Sodom is not credited by
any of the “critics,” and that of Lot's wife, given in
connection with it, is regarded as not less preposterous
than the “rib story,” or the story of Jonah in the fish.
But Jesus more than once held up the fate of Sodom
as a warning to his generation, which he could not have
done honestly if there was no truth in it: and he espe-
cially emphasizes the lesson to be drawn. from the fate
of Lot’s wife. In a speech recorded in Luke 17, after
speaking of the flood, he says: “Likewise, even as it
came to pass in the days of Lot, they ate, they drank,
they bought, they sold, they planted, they builded, -but
in the day that Lot went out from Sodom it rained fire
and brimstone from heaven, and destroyed them all;
after the same manner shall it be in the day that the
Son of man is revealed. In that day, he who shall
be on the housetop, and his goods in the house, let
him not go down to take them away; and let him
that is in the field not return back. Remember Lot’s
wife.” If this story was a legend, and if Jesus knew
it to be such, it is impossible to reconcile his use of
it here with the truthfulness and absolute sincerity
which belong to his nature. It would be impossible for
him to thus use a fabulous tale which had been manui-
factured by some unknown writer of the middle Jewish
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age; for the whole force of the warning depended upon
the reailty of the event on which the warning is based.

4. One more specification must suffice at present. We
have a saying of Jesus in regard to Abraham which,
while a more indirect indorsement of Genesis than the
preceding, is none the less emphatic. He said to the
Jews: “Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my day;
and he saw it and was glad"” (John 7:56). This remark
implies the truth of what is said in Genesis about the
promises to Abraham concerning the seed through whom
the world was to be blessed. There is nothing else in
the recorded career of Abraham to which it can refer.
It goes even beyond the record in Genesis on this sub-
ject; for the latter only affirms the fact that the promise
was made, while Jesus sets forth the feeling of Abra-
ham when he heard it, affirming that he looked forward
to the day of its fulfillment, and saw it, and was glad.
This is the indorsement not only of a fact, but of a fact
of prophetic foresight, or, rather, of the explicit revela-
tion by Jehovah of a fact then nearly two thousand
years in the future. How could Jesus have thus spoken,
if he regarded the stories in Genesis as mere *folk-lore,”
the idle tales of a people concerning their prehistoric
times, like those of the Romans concerning Romulus
and Remus? There is only one answer to this question
consistent with common sense, and it is inconsistent with
faith in Christ—it is the answer of the masters in criti-
cism, that Jesus was as ignorant on the subject of the
truthfulness of Old Testament stories, as were the
Pharisees of his own age, and as are the “Traditional-
ists” of our age. Well, by this answer, the so-called
traditionalists are placed in good company. “To whoin
shall we go? Thou hast the words of eternal life.”
We are content to stand with Christ against the critics,
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and, with Paul, to let God be truc and every man a
liar.

[May 20, 1893.]
JOSHUA AND THE LAW OF MOSES.

It was a cunning device of the destructive critics to
connect the Book of Joshua with the Pentateuch in their
critical theory, thus making up the Hexateuch; for it
enabled them, by bringing down the date of this book
as low as that of the others, to evade the evidence which
Joshua affords for the Mosaic origin of the law. But
when one fact after another is set aside to make room
for a theory, the effect is not only to throw suspicion on
the theory, but to confirm the facts which the theory
wishes to get rid of.

The Book of Joshua is an anonymous book, and the
date of its composition as a whole can not be very deh-
nitely fixed. The last paragraph of it was certainly not
written by Joshua himself; for it contains the account
of his death and burial; nor can it have been written by
one of his contemporaries, for it contains the statement
that “Israel served Jehovah all the days of Joshua, and
all the days of the elders that outlived Joshua.” But
this is not proof that Joshua, or some contemporary, did
not write the main body of the book; for it was most
natural, if he did, for an editor at some later date to
add this last paragraph as a supplement to the story of
his career. One thing at least is certain, if we may rely
at all on the historical statements of the book. and that
is, that it contains narratives which were written by one
or more contemporaries of Joshua, if not by Joshua him-
self. The first of these is the account of crossing the
Jordan. The writer of this narrative uses at one place
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the pronoun “we™ for the company that passed over;
and he uses it in that quiet, incidental way which dis-
arms the suspicion that he used it fraudulently. He
says: “When all the kings of the Amorites which were
beyond Jordan westward, and all the kings of the
Canaanites which were by the sea, heard how that the
Lord had dried up the waters of the Jordan from before
the children of Israel, until we were passed over, their
heart melted”™ (5:71). It is true that another reading of
this text has the pronoun in the third person. but the
text, as we have it, is supported by the preponderance
of the textual evidence, and it must stand unless new
evidence against it shall be found. Again, in the nar-
rative respecting Rahab, it is said: “"But Rahab the
harlot, and her father's household, and all that she had,
did Joshua save alive: and she dwelt in the midst of
Israel unto this day™ (7:25). This shows that Rahab
was still alive when this portion of the book was written ;
and unless we have evidence that the date of this part
is different from that of the main body of the book. we
must so conclude in regard to the latter.

We now turn from the question of the date of the
book to that for which we started out. the evidence which
it furnishes for the early origin of the law of Moses.
In 1ts opening paragraph it represents God as saying to
Joshua: “Orly be strong and very courageous to observe
to do according to all the law which Moses my servant
commanded thee: turn not from it to the right hand or
to the left, that thou mayest have good success whither-
soever thou goest. This book of the law shall not depart
out of thy mouth, but thou shalt meditate therein day
and night, that thou mayest observe to do according to
all that is written therein: for so shalt thou make thy
way prosperous, and then shalt thou have good success™
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(1:7, 8). Now, if this communication was made to
Joshua, it demonstrates the existence at that time, which
was just thirteen days after the death of Moses, of a
book of the law, written by Moses, which was to be the
guide of Joshua's life: and he who denies that such a
book did then exist, charges the author of the Becok of
Joshua with falsely putting these words into the mouth
of God.

Again, the reading at Mount Ebal, recorded in the
cighth chapter, proves not only the existence of the law
in the days of Joshua, but the existence of the Book of
Deuteronomy, which the critics say was written in the
time of King Josiah. It is there stated that Joshua
“wrote upon the stones a copy of the law of Moses,
which he wrote in the presence of the children of
Israel;” and that “afterward he read all the words of
the law, the blessing and the curse, according to all that
is written in the book of the law. There was not a word
of all that Moses commanded which Joshua read not
before all the assembly of Israel” (8:30-35). The
reference here, as the last quotation clearly shows, is to
that which Moses had commanded Israel to write and
read on this occasion; for it is limited by the expression,
“the blessing and the curse.” What was written, there-
fore, and what was read, was the passage in Deuter-
onomy in which the blessings and the curses are laid
down, and the directions given for this writing and
reading (Deut. 32: 1-26). This shows that Deuteronomy
was then in the hand of Joshua, and as the critics agree
that this book was written after the Jehovistic and the
Elohistic portions of the Pentateuch, they should con-
cede that the latter were written in the days of Moscs.
But here they resort to their easy way of setting aside
evidence by saying that this narrative is not historical.
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The next evidence is found in the transaction respect-
ing the altar erected by the two and a half tribes near
the Jordan. This was regarded as so gross a departure
from the law that all the tribes assembled for war upon
the transgressors, and sent Phinehas with ten princes to
inquire into the matter. The nature of the supposed
offense is expressed by Phinehas in these words, “Rebel
not against Jehovah, nor rebel against us, in building
you up an altar beside the altar of Jehovah our God;"
and the iniquity of such a procedure is acknowledge:l
by the accused in their reply, *“God forbid that we should
rebel against Jehovah, and turn away this day from
following Jehovah, to build an altar for burnt offering,
or for sacrifice, besides the altar of Jehovah our God
that is before the tabernacle™ (22:19-29). In these
words of the two parties to the discussion, it is made
clear that the grievous sin which the accused were sup-
posed to have committed, and for tvhich they were to be
punished with death if guilty, was that of erecting, for
the purposes of sacrifices, an altar other than that which
stood before the door of the tabernacle. But it is only
in Deuteronomy that the law is written which makes this
a sin; and this again shows conclusively that Israel then
had this book, and, as this was the last written of the
four books of the law, it proves that all the books were
then in existence and in use. The only escape from this
conclusion is, as usual, the denial of the truth of this
narrative, and thus, step by step, as we have proved
again and again in these columns, destructive criticism
would destroy all confidence in the truthfulness of the
Biblical books.

We might add to these evidences the fact that Joshua
twice observed a law of Deuteronomy by taking down
before night dead bodies which had been hanged on a
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tree (8:29: 10:27; c¢f. Deut. 21:22); and that he
observed another found in Numbers, by the distribution
of the Levites in forty-eight cities, including six cities
of refuge (Josh. 20, 21; ¢f. Num. 35); but there is no
need of multiplying evidences when a few are given
that are obviously conclusive. Enough is now before us
to show that we must throw away the Book of Joshua
as a book of legends and myths, if we deny the Mosaic
origin of the Pentateuch. If any man is prepared for
this, let him go on his way, and let us remain where
we are.

[May 27, 1893.1
A SPECIMEN.

[ commend to the consideration of Professor Nor-
dell and his class of critics a specimen of criticism on
an English classic, which he has probably never seen,
and which may be of service to him in his future efforts
at literary criticism. As the document has not yet been
copyrighted, I will not disclose the name of the book
from which it is an extract. It is entitled “The Literary
Analysis of an Ancient Poem.” As the poem is a brief
one, we shall quote it in full:

“Old Mother Hubbard went to the cupboard,
To get her poor dog a bone.

When she got there, the cupboard was bare,
And so the poor dog had none.”

In the uncritical ages of the past this poem was
believed to be the composition of a single person—a very
ancient English woman by the name of Goose. Whether
we should style her Mrs. Goose, or Miss Goose, we have
no means of deciding with certainty, for the stories
which have come down to historical times concerning her
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are mostly iegendary. It might be supposed that thc
title "mother™ would settle this difficult question; bur,
as in certain convents of our own day, vencrable spin-
sters are styled Mother, so may it have been in the days
of Goose. Dut, leaving this interesting question as one
for further historical inquiry, we turn to the poem itself,
and by applying to it the scientific process of literary
analysis, we find that the document did not originate, as
our fathers have supposed, from a single author, but
that it is a composite structure, at least two original
documents having been combined within it by a Re-
dactor. This appears from the incongruities between the
two traditions which evidently underlie the poem. One
of these traditions represents the heroine of the poem, a
venerable Mrs. Hubbard, as a benevolent woman, who
loved her dog, as appears from the fact that she went
to the cupboard to get him some food. If we had the
whole of this story, we should doubtless find that she
did this every time the dog was hungry, and as she
would surely not go to the cupboard for the dog’s food
unless she knew there was some in the cupboard, we can
easily fill out the story of her benevolence bv assuming
that she put something away for the dog when she atc
her own meals. Now, in direct conflict with this, the
other tradition had it that she kept the dog “poor:” for
he is called her “‘poor dog:" and. in keeping with this
fact, instead of giving him meat, she gave him nothing
but bones. Indeed. so extreme was her stinginess toward
the poor dog that, according to this tradition, she
actually put away the bones in the cupboard with which
to mock the poor dog's hunger. A woman could scarcelv
be represented more inconsistently than Mrs Hubbard
was by these two traditions: and consequently none but
those who are fettered by tradition, can fail to see that
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the two must have originated from two different authors.
For the sake of distinction, we shall style one of these
authors, Goose A, and the other, Goose B. In these
two forms, then, the traditions concerning this ancient
owner of a dog came down from prehistoric times. At
length there arose a literary age in England, and then
R put together in one the accounts written by the
two gooses, but failed to conceal their incongruities, so
that unto this day Mother Hubbard is placed in the
ridiculous light of going to the cupboard when there was
nothing in it; of going there, notwithstanding her kind-
ness to her dog, to tantalize him by getting him a mere
bone; and, to cap the climax, of going all the way to
the cupboard to get the bone when she knew very weil
that not a bone was there.

Some people are unscientific enough to think, that in
thus analyzing the poem, we are seeking to destroy its
value, but every one who has the critical faculty devel-
oped, can see that this ancient household lyric is mwuch
more precious to our souls since we have coma to under-
stand 1its structure; and that, contradictory as its two
source dccuments were, it is a blessed thing that, in the
providence of God, both have been preserved in such
a form that critical analysis is capable of separating and
restoring them.

[May 27, 1893.]
THE QUESTION OF INERRANCY.

I believe it was Professor Briggs who first introduced
the current use of the term “inerrancy’ in the controversy
about the character of the original Scriptures. If he did
not, he at least has given it its chief conspicuity in recent
discussions. It is well known that no intelligent man
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claims inerrancy for the printed DBibles which we now
use, whether in the translations or the original tongues.
The question has never had reference to any other than
the language of the inspired writers, as distinguished
from the alterations and interpolations which have becn
introduced by copyists and editors. In other words, it
has reference to the autographic writing of the authors
of the books. Instead of meeting the question fairly,
those gentlemen who are so fond of an errant Bible,
have taken a great deal of pains to obscure the real issue
by throwing dust into the air. Professor Warfield, of
Princeton, has an excellent article in the Independent of
March 23, in which he scatters this dust, and lays bare
the real issue in a most intelligible manner. We quote
him:

We have heard a vast deal of late of “the first manuscripts
of the Bible which no living man has ever seen,” of “Scriptures
that have disappeared forever,” of “original autographs which
have vanished;” concerning the contents of which these contro-
versialists are willing to declare, with the emphasis of italics,
that they know nothing, that no man knows anything, and that
they are perfectly contented with their ignorance. Now, again,
if this were to be taken literally, it would amount to a strong
asseveration that the Bible, as God gave it to men, is lost beyond
recovery: and that men are shut up, therefore, to the use of
Bibles so hopelessly corrupted that it is impossible now to say
what was in the original autographs and what was not! In pro-
portion as we draw back from this contention—which is for-
tunately as absurd as it 1s extreme—in that proportion do we
affirm that we have the autographic text; that not only we, but
all men, may see it if they will; and that God has not permitted
the Bible to become so hopelessly corrupt that its restoration to
its original text i1s impossible. As a matter of fact. the great
body of the Bible is, in its autographic text, in the worst copies
of the original texts in circulation: practically the whole of it is
in its autographic text in the best texts in circulation; and he
who will may to-day read the autographic text in large stretches
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of Scripture without legitimate doubt, and, in the New Testa-
ment at least, may know precisely at what rarely occurring
points, and to what not very great extent, doubts as to the
genuineness of the text are still possible.

The Professor might have added that this autograph,
thus accurately preserved, and now in the hands of
every reader of the corrected Greek text of the New
Testament, is faithfully represented to the eye of every
English reader in the renderings and marginal readings
of the Revised Version. For while, as the textual critics
make plain to us, seven-eighths of the words of the New
Testament are now printed in the very form in which
they came from the original penmen, and nine hundred
and ninety-nine thousandths of it absolutely so in mean-
ing; and while we can put our finger on every word
about which there remains any doubt ; the marginal read-
ings of the revised New Testament enable the reader
who knows not a word of Greek to put his finger also
on these words, and to know that all the rest are pre-
cisely those of the autographs. It is a most mischievous
and deceptive device, therefore, originating from the
heat of controversy, to speak of the autographic writing
of the apostles as though it were lost to the world, never
to be known again except by conjecture. Thank God,
we have it in a purer form than our fathers had, even
back to the carly ages of the faith: and with this auto-
graphic writing in our hands, we stand before those who
would criticize its representations, and say: Centlemen,
show us an error here which by a fair logical process
can be certainly charged to the inspired penmen, and we
will concede that to this extent their inspiration failed
to guard against error. You have not done so yet; for
all the specifications which you have made fail of this
essential condition. We would caution them also to
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remember that there is the breadth of the heavens be-
tween infimtesimal errors of detail in a very few in-
stances, and such errors as they are constantly charging
upon the Scriptures, errors in which multitudes of facts,
arguments and inferences in every part of the Dible are
discredited at the good pleasure of every opinionated
critic. The former would be a puzzle worthy of pro-
found consideration and an earnest effort at solution;
but the latter makes the Bible less reliable as a recorl
of facts than Macaulay's History of England or Ban-
croft’s History of the United States. We want no such
Bible as that, and the coming generation will have none
at all if that is the alternative.

[June 4. 1893.1

ARCHDEACON FARRAR AND HIGHER CRITI-
CISML.

This voluminous and very popular writer has recently
published an essay in the Rewicw of the Churches, in
which he defines his position on the results of recent
criticism of the Old Testament, and defends it with his
customary vehemence. It is by no means a surprise to
those who have kept pace with him in his numerous
productions to learn that he stands with the advanced
column of the higher critics: for although he has beea
comparatively silent on the subject, and has never before
publicly avowed his conclusions, it has been increasingly
clear that his views of inspiration were leading him in
that direction. In his earlier days as a writer, he pub-
lished an ecsay on “Inspiration,” in which, when speak-
ing of the charge that the Biblical writers have fallen
into mistakes, he says: “That they did so err, I am not
so irreverent as to assert, nor has the widest learning
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and the acutest ingenuity of skepticism ever pointed out
one complete and demonstrable error of fact or doctrine
in the Old or New Testament.” Since then it seems
that he has become “so irreverent” as to charge that
they have committed multitudes of errors; and he has
either concluded that the old skeptics were more acute
than he then thought they were, or he has found the
newer skeptics more acute than the old set. He defines,
in the terms following, his conception of the way in
which revealed truth, if it is right to so style it, came
to the sacred writers:

The revelation came to men through the circumstances and
conditions of their lives, which were the voice of God to their
own reason and conscience, speaking to them in the course of
national events, and the divine education of personal experience,
not in breaths of articulated air.

These statements contain an explicit denial of miracu-
lous inspiration, and they bring the sources of informa-
tion of the sacred writers down to the level of those
which all other writers enjoy. What is it, then, but
sheer nonsense, to speak of them as inspired writers?
It is worse than nonsense, it is deceit; for by the con-
tinued use of this term these men keep up the appearance
of believing what is represented by it, of distinguishing
the Bible writers from others, when in reality they deny
what they seem to affirm. The latter clause of this
extract is intended to cast a slur on the current concep-
tion of inspiration. “Not in breaths of articulated air.”
Who has affirmed what is here formally denied? And
if no one has so affirmed, why the unfairness of insinu-
ating, for the purpose of ridicule, that they have? It is
a rare virtue to correctly represent an opponent’s posi-
tion—a virtue which few, if any, of the destructive
critics have learned to appreciate.
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It seems from a personal reminiscence mentioned in
the essay that, although I'arrar’s avowal of belief in the
conclusions of advanced critics has been so delayed, the
leaven of it has been working in him for a long time;
for he tells us that when Colenso was being prosecuterl
for his infidel work on the Pentateuch and Joshua; about
thirty years ago, hie and Dean Stanley stood by him. Ile
seems to congratulate himself on having helped to defeat
the effort then made to remove from the Church of Eng-
land the reproach of having a bishop who dared to write
such books as Colenso published. If that church had
been pure enough at that time to purge herself of such
a bishop, it is highly probable that it would not now
have within its folds so many canons, professors, arch-
deacons and bishops who publish sentiments equally
destructive of the faith of the people, and ecually dis-
creditable to the church which tolerates them.

While Archdeacon IFarrar is certainly one of the
most eloquent of living writers and a scholar ¢f exhaus-
tive research on the subjects which engage his pen, he is
by no means noted for logical power, and he sometimes
indulges in speculations which can scarcely spring from
a sober judgment. The readers of his “Early Days ot
Christianity™ will recall, as specimens both of wild specu-
lation and inconclusive reasoning, his positions on the
genuineness of 2 Peter and the authorship of Hebrews.
His labored attempt to prove that Apollos was the most
probable author of the latter Epistle, it will be remem-
bered, was based chiefly on the style of the Epistle: yet
there is not a line in existence from the pen of Apollos
to give one the remotest idea as to what his style was.
As to 2 Peter, he labors at great length to prove that it
was not written by the apostle, and yet he comes to the
conclusion at last that it may have been written by some
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one under the immediate direction of the apostle. Such
specimens of criticism, based on style, ought to have
taught him and others some caution in applying the
same method to the Hebrew books of the Old Testa-
ment—to a language with which they are less familiar
than with the Greek.

So far as I can gather from the notices of this essay
which I have seen, for I have not yet obtained access to
the essay itself, there is no attempt in it to make advances
on the established method of argumentation, nor to
throw any new light on the subject. The author in-
dulges in bold statements in much disparagement of the
views which he opposes, and in some predictions after
the manner of our own countryman, Professor Briggs.
He allows only twenty years till “no one whose intellect
has not been absolutely fossilized will be found to ques-
tion” these conclusions. How many years was it that
Voltaire allowed himself to obliterate the memory of
Jesus of Nazareth? Predictions are cheap; that is, the
kind which modern prophets announce while they are
vainly striving to make it appear that the ancient proph-
ets had no inspiration different from their own.

One of the most surprising things in this essay is the
Archdeacon’s statement of the first advantage which is
gained by the conclusions of the critics whom he follows.
It is this: “We gain at once the enormous advantage
that ninety-nine hundredths of the assaults and objec-
tions of infidels and secularists are at once rendered
innocuous.” How this can be when ninety-nine hun-
dredths of the objections of infidels are admitted, and
their validity insisted upon by the critics, I can not
understand. I think that a man must certainly have to
become an archdeacon in order to understand how an
objection can become innocuous by its validity being
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admitted. On the other hand, he claims that by these
theories “we lose only a useless fetish of human theory;
a false, lifeless and impossible dogma, which in these
days could only crush to atoms an intelligent faith, if it
were regarded as an essential of religion.” He refers
to the theory of the infallibility of the autograph Scrip-
tures; but here he presents another puzzle; for how is
it possible that this theory can now “crush to atoms an
intelligent faith”? I have been of the opinion that an
intelligent faith is one that can not be crushed to atoms
at all. Such a faith, accompanied with belief in the
inspiration and truthfulness of the Scriptures, has with-
stood all the crushers of eighteen centuries, and it is not
very likely to be crushed to atoms at this late date. Does
the venerable archdeacon mean that his own faith was
about to be crushed to atoms when belief in the new
criticism came to his relief, and saved him from infidei-
ity? It looks very much that way. Perhaps he found
his first relief from a weakening faith when he fell into
the advocacy of a second probation, and wrote his book
entitled “Eternal Hope."”

[July 1, 1893.]
PAUL'S FOUR HUNDRED AND THIRTY YEARS.

Some weeks ago I received a request from a highly
respected brother to explain the apparent -liscrepancy
involved in Paul's statement (Gal. 3:17) of the time
between the covenant and the law. [ replied that it was
my intention to speak of it in connection with Professor
Briggs' defense before the New York Presbytery, and
that I would do so as soon as some matters in regard
to the Old Testament which T had on hand were dis-
posed of. I now fulfill that promise.
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In his attempt to justify his denial of the inerrancy
of the Scriptures, Professor DBriggs brought forward
this alleged example of error with great confidence. He
stated the case in the following terms:

The Epistle to the Galatians contains a serious chronological
error, according to the opinion of most scholars. “Now this I
say: A covenant confirmed beforehand by God, the law, which
came four hundred and thirty years after, doth not disannul, so
as to make the promise of none effect” (Gal. 3:17).

This four hundred and thirty years from the promise to
Abraham until the law-giving, is in accordance with the four
hundred years of the prediction in Gen. 15:13, and Acts 7:6;
but it is contrary to the narrative (Ex. 12:40), which gives the
sojourn in LEgypt as four hundred and thirty years. However,
the LXX. version, by an insertion in the text, overcomes the
difficulty; but this text is not accepted by the best criticism.
This difference in chronology involves an error either on one
side or the other. Dillmann shows that the genealogical tables
are also widely discrepant in the number of generations during
the period from the descent into Egypt until the law-giving.
The general opinion is that the four hundred and thirty is cor-
rect and that Stephen and Paul are in error.

The Professor had no occasion to bring the state-
ments of Stephen and of Gen. 15:13 into the account;
for they do not stand on the same footing with that
made by Paul. If the figures of Ex. 12:40 are exact,
then these two are sufficiently so as general statements.
That is, if the actual time of the sojourn in Egypt is
four hundred and thirty years, it was perfectly legitimate
in prediction to use round figures and call it four hun-
dred years, as is done in Genesis; and it was equally
legitimate in Stephen’s speech. Paul’s statement alone
is in question, and the mention of the other passages in
this connection is calculated only to confuse readers who
are not accurately informed.

The Professor betrays a knowledge of the true ex-
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planation of this matter by what he says of the LXX.
version, vet what he says about it is misleading. He
says: “The LXX. version, by an insertion in the text,
overcomes the difficulty; but this text is not accepted by
the best criticism.” The insertion referred to, instea:l
of overcoming the difficulty, as is here asserted, is really
the occasion of it; and the question, whether this inser-
tion is accepted by the best criticism. has nothing to do
with the matter in hand. The facts in the case are these.
The Hebrew text of Ex. 12:40 reads thus: “Now th2
sojourning of the children of Israel, which they so-
journed in Egypt, was four hundred and thirty years.”
The text of the LXX. reads thus: “Now the sojourning
of the children of Israel which they sojourned in the
land of Canaan and in Egypt, was four hnndred and
thirty years.” The latter statement, naturally interpreted
as including among the people designated their fathers
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, means that it was four hui-
dred and thirty years from the entrance of Abraham
into Canaan till the giving of the law, which occurred
in the same vear with the departure from Egypt. This
is the interpretation which was actually accepted by
many of the older modern commentators, and they con-
strued the figures in Genesis and in Acts accordingly.

Now, when Paul wrote the Epistle to the Galatians,
and all through the period of New Testament literature,
the version of the LXX. was the Bible of the whole
Jewish and Christian world. It was the only Bible read
by Gentiles, and it was the only one read by Jews, except
the few who were educated in Hebrew, then a dead
language. as it is this day. It is highly probable that
Paul was the only one of the twelve apostles who had
been educated in Hebrew, and could read with fluency
the Hebrew Bible. This must naturally have led him
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to read it but little; for he wonld naturally read chiefly
for his own edification the ver.ion which he was com-
pelled to read when he read to his brethren. It is due
to this fact that much the greater portion of the quota-
tions in the New Testament from the Old are taken froin
this version, as is proved by their agreeing verbally
more closely with it than with the Hebrew. There was
almost a necessity laid on the apostles to thus quote the
Scriptures; for they were engaged in constant contro-
versy with the Jews, and any serious departure, or any
departure from this text which could be used to their
apparent advantage in controversy, was to be avoided.
Men of mature years now living can remember when
we were similarly situated with regard to the English
version then used universally in this country and by
many regarded as the original word of God. If we
departed from its text in any particular, we were liable
to be severely criticized. In consequence of this state of
things, Paul, in the passage under discussion, took the
figures of the Septuagint, as he had always read them,
and as they were read by friends and foes alike; and it
is not at all probable, I think, that he had ever noticed
the difference between them and those in the Hebrew.
Even if he had, he had not been able, unless a special
revelation had made him so, to decide absolutely which
text was correct ; that is, to determine whether the LXX.
had interpolated the text in translating it, or the Hebrew
text had been altered since the version of the LXX. was
made. Had he followed the Hebrew text, any one of
his readers whose only Bible was the Greek, might have
supposed that he had committed an error, and unde-
sirable controversy might have been the result—a con-
troversy for which the scholars of that age were ili
prepared.
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This is undoubtedly the true explanation of the mat-
ter, so far as it goes; but the question whether an error
was committed, is not yet reached. Did Paul, in thus
quoting figures from the Septuagint which disagree with
those in the Hebrew text, commit an error in chronol-
ogy? Grant that the Septuagint version is incorrect, and
how is it with Paul? 1f it had been the purpose of the
latter to state the exact period between the promise to
Abraham and the giving of the law, he would certainlv
have committed an error; for the real time included is
nearer six hundred years than four hundred and thirty.
But was this his purpose? Is this what he was aiming
at? His real aim is to show that the giving of the law
could not make the covenant of no effect, seeing that
it came a long time after the covenant was confirmed:
and he says that it came four hundred and thirty years
after. This is strictly true, though only a part of th:
truth. It is the very time which the common readers of
the Greek text supposed to be the exact time, and it was
long enough to answer the purpose of Paul's argument.
If he had said four hundred, or three hundred. years,
this would also have been true, and would have suited
his argument ; and his only reason for fixing upon four
hundred and thirty is, that these figures were found in
the text commonly read. The difficulty is overcome,
then, to use Professor Briggs' phraseology, by finding
that Paul was not aiming to give the exact time between
the two events, but simply to show by the evidence of
the common version of the Scriptures that the one came
long enough after the other to serve the purpose of his
argument. He is guilty, then. of no error, either in
thought or in word, although he makes use of figures
which were, I doubt not. mistakenly used by the trans-
lators of the Greek version. It is a case like this: T
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say in conversation that I have not secen a certain man
for twenty years. It is discovered afterward that the
exact time since I saw him was thirty years. Who would
think of charging me with an error? There ought to
be no need of all this argumentation to correct such a
man as Professor Briggs; for if he were half as solicit-
ous for the vindication of the truthfulness of the Bible
as he is for the establishment of his false theory respect-
ing it, he could and would have given the same explana-
tion, and perhaps he would have given it more force thaa
I have, or can.

I must not pass by without notice what the Professor
says about the genealogical tables. Ilis statement that
Dillmann has showed that these tables are widely dis-
crepant in the number of generations during the period
between the migration into Egypt and the exode, is not
strictly correct. There i1s no discrepancy, and conse-
quently, though I have not seen the work of Dillmann,
to which he refers, I can safely call in question the
assertion. The genealogy is incomplete, several names
having been omitted from the list of the ancestors of
Moses and Aaron in Ex. 6:16-20, as in Matthew’s
genealogy of our Lord, and in Ezra's genealogy of him-
self; but these involve neither a discrepancy nor a mis-
take. Here, again, I venture the opinion that Professor
Briggs is well enough posted to easily defend the Bible
against this charge, if a defense of its truthfulness had
been the purpose before him.

In conclusion, T will say, as I have often said, that
when an error of any kind is clearly proved against any
writer in the Bible, T will admit it, and let it modify as
much as it must my view of the book in which it is
found; but I am not ready to admit the existence of
errors in any book because of the possibility that there
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may be some, or because of some theory of inspiration
which is consistent with their existence. Show me an
error which is not fairly accounted for as the work of
an interpolator, copyist or editor, and I will modify my
conception of inspiration in accordance with the fact:
but do not ask me to admit some loose theory of inspira-
tion in order to account for errors whose existence I am
required to admit without evidence.

[July 8. 1803.]
KINGS AND CHRONICLES.

Any one who carefully compares the history of Judah
as set forth in Kings with that contained in Chronicles,
can see very clearly that the two writers treat the history
from very distinct points of view ; and this was observed
by the old commentators, who wrote before modern
destructive criticism was thought of. In the latter a
special purpose in writing was to bring into greater
prominence than it had received in the older books the
position of the priesthood, and the observance of the
Levitical law. But this furnishes no reason for discredit-
ing the narration. If there had been no new and differ-
ent point of view from which to see the history, no new
book wwould have been written. Does any one now dis-
credit Macaulay's History of England, because he wrote
with a purpose quite different from that of Hume?
Does he discredit Green's History of the English People,
because it looks at English history from an angle quite
different from that of either Hume or Macaulay? Such
an absurdity is not thought of: and yet men who boast
of being adepts in the criticism of history are guilty of
this very absurdity when they treat of the historical
books of the Bible. '
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This absurdity, great as it appears from the consider-
ation just mentioned, is enormously magnified when we
consider it in the light of the real facts respecting those
carlier narratives in the Books of Kings. Has any one
told us how much space is given in these books to the
history of Judah? If any one has, I have not seen it.
I have taken the pains to estimate it myself, by meas-
uring separately the portion of the joint account of
Judah and Israel between the death of Solomon and the
captivity of Israel, which is given distinctively to Judah;
and although the period covered is about two hundred
and fifty years, the space occupied is only sivteen pages
and a fraction in my Bible, printed in pica type. In
other words, if the whole history of the kingdom of
Judah, found in the Books of Kings, during this two
hundred and fifty years, were printed in a pamphlet of
ordinary size, with large type, the pamphlet would con-
tain only sixteen pages. DBut brief—amazingly brief—
as this history is, the author of Chronicles is not to be
believed when he adds to it a few statements. When,
that is, he gives a little more fullness, and a very little,
to the history of his country, and especially to the relig-
ious aspect of the history, he is charged with inventing
his facts because they are not found in the little pamphlat
written before his day. There has never been such an
absurdity in historical criticism, I suppose, since the
world began, and yet this is the stuff we are required
to credit as “scientific criticism,” or incur the penalty of
being styled. unscientific traditionalists.  Yes, “anti-
critics” is the latest name invented for us, Charles A.
Briggs being the inventor.

We would further state in this connection that, while
only sixteen pages of the joint history are given to Judah,
the whole number of pages in this joint history is eighty-
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four. This shows that the author of the Books of Kings
had in viéw chiefly the history of the northern kingdom,
to which he gives sixty-eight of his eighty-four pages,
and that the account which he gives of Judah is second-
ary, if not incidental. The author of Chronicles devotes
so much of his space as relates to the same period wholly
to the kingdom of Judah: and he narrates more fully
both the political and religious history of his country.
This shows the difference of aim of the two writers, and
there is no more reason to charge the one than the other
with an aim inconsistent with the truth of nistory.

\ great deal has yet to be written in defense of the
Books of Chronicles, and I hope that ere long some com-
petent scholar will give us a volume devoted to it.

[July 22, 1893.1

PROFESSOR SANDAY ON BIBLICAL INSPIRA-
TION.

Professor Sanday, of Oxford, is one of the most
cautious and conservative of the English scholars who
have accepted the leading results of advanced criticism.
He is also one of the most perspicuous writers of the
whole class. It is a pleasure to read what he writes even
when you can not agree with him. He has published,
in a small volume under the title “The Oracles of God,”
nine lectures chiefly devoted to the subject of Biblical
inspiration, and I call attention to it because it illustrates
the inconsistencies and the evil tendencies of the criti-
cism which he has espoused, even in its mildest form.

Critics of this class are forced into inconsistencies by
the effort to maintain their old faith while avowing con-
victions which they vainly try to reconcile with it. Here,
for instance, is an extract from the fifth of these lec-
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tures, which one might credit to Bishop Ellicott or Pro-
fessor Green:

The Biblical writers themselves were convinced that the
words which they spoke were put into their mouths by God.
They speak in accents of perfect confidence and perfect sin-
cerity. There is ncne of the straining of personal assumption
about them. They take no credit for it. In the most conspicu-
ous instances there is not only no eagerness to claim inspiration,
but a positive shrinking from it. Their reluctance is in each
case overborne by a Power which the writer feels to be outside
himself. The Spirit of the Lord took hold of them and made
them for the time being its organs. This was their own belief.
And looking back upon their words in the light thrown upon
them by history, we can not think they were wrong (p. 62).

How easy it would be, if a man were interested in
showing that criticism as understood by this writer is
thoroughly harmless, to quote this passage in proof, and
declaim against those who oppose it. But now turn a
few pages and see what this author says in another
lecture:

In all that relates to the revelation of God and his will, the
writers assert for themselves a definite inspiration; they claim
to speak with an authority higher than their own. But in regard
to the narrative of events, and to processes of literary composi-
tion, there is nothing so exceptional about them as to exempt
them from the conditions to which other works would be
exposed at the same time and place (p. 75).

I know nothing which would mark off these merely as nar-
ratives from others of the same kind outside the Bible. I know
of nothing which should isolate them, and prevent us from judg-
ing them as we should other similar narratives. Their authority
must needs rise or fall according to the relation of the writer
to the events; some will rank higher, some lower; some will
carry with them better attestation than others. But so far as
the Bible itself instructs us on the point, I do not see how we
can claim for them a strict immunity from error (p. 70).

Its text is not infallible; its grammar is not infallible; its
science is not infallible, and there is grave question whether its
history is altogether infallible (p. 36).
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Put these last extracts side by side with the first, and
the inconsistency is most glaring. Moreover, while the
statements in the first are based on the express declara-
tions of the Dible writers, who there receive full credit
for what they claim, there is no citation of a Bible writer
in support of anything said in the latter. Why did not
Professor Sanday quote something from a prophet or
an apostle which declares that when writing on one sub-
ject they wrote by inspiration, but that when writing
mere narrative they were no more exempt from error
than other writers? He has searched the Bible; he
knows its contents well; and surely he would have sup-
ported his assertions on this point by some Scripture
statement, if such can be found. The truth is that such
a distinction is never hinted at by an inspired writer. It
is a figment of the imagination devised for the support
of a destructive theory. The only passage in the Bible
which, misconstrued and misapplied, is claimed as mak-
ing some such distinction, is the seventh chapter of 1
Corinthians, and this passage is not a narration, but a
solemn setting forth of doctrine on the all-important
subject of marriage.

Now a word in regard to the tendencies of this kind
of criticism even in the hands of such cautious and con-
servative men as Professor Sanday is known to be. In
the first of these lectures he speaks of the disquietude
and anxiety of good people which have been excited by
the writings of such critics as himself, and the purpose
of the lecture is to remove these feelings from his read-
ers. Here he candidly says:

This uneasy feeling is not lessened by the fact that the
expressions of opinions by which it has been excited have not
had anything of the nature of an attack. They have not come
from the extreme left or from the destructive party in ecclesi-
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astical politics and theology, but they have come from men of
known weight and sobriety of judgment, from men of strong
Christian convictions, who, it is felt, would not lightly disturb
such convictions in others; men, too, of learning, who do not
speak without knowing what they say (p. 5).

Here by the expression, “the extreme left,” is meant
the rationalistic critics of Germany, whom he also styles
“the destructive party in ecclesiastical politics and the-
ology.” e evidently expects to receive some credit with
Englishmen because he is not of that party. But in the
sixth lecture, where he sets forth the gain secured by
the results of criticism, he says:

Of course I do not mean that we shall grasp the whole
amount of this gain at once. This, too, like all other processes,
must be gradual. But it is a process on which, as it seems to
me, we are well launched. The Continent is ahead of us at
present. In Germany especially the results of criticism have been
more fully assimilated, but I believe that we shall soon do more
than make up for lost time. As the scholars of our own, in
whose hands the working out of these problems lies, are dis-
tinguished by a peculiarly happy balance between the interest of
religion and of science, we may be sure that the one will not
be sacrificed to the other (p. 83).

Here there is an indirect admission that English
critics are well launched on the process on which the
Continental, and especially the German critics, are already
ahead of them, and there is a confident hope that they
will soon more than make up for lost time. True, there
is an expression of hope that they will not, as the others
have done, sacrifice religion to science, but how can they
avoid this, if they follow hard after those who are before
them in the race? And how can this hope be enter-
tained, when to the full extent of the following thus far
the effects upon the faith of the people are the same?

This evil tendency is also plainly seen in Professor
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Sanday's treatment of another theme which he intro-
duces in the course of his lectures, the relation of the
religion of the Bible to those which, in the Bible, are
cverywhere referred to as false religions. It is a com-
mon characteristic of the advocates and exponents of
destructive criticism to minimize the difference between
the true religion and heathenism, and to give to the latter
a credit which is utterly denied in the Bible. A few
extracts will show this characteristic of the lectures
before us:

No doubt there is a relative justification, similar in kind to
that which has just been urged in this lecture, for other religions
besides Christianity. Mohammedanism we need not count, be-
cause its best elements are common to Christianity and derived
from it or from Judaism. But Buddhism may allege with good
reason the number of its votaries. It is impossible to read the
life and teaching of Gautama without feeling that he too had
an impulse from the Holy One. It would be little in accordance
with Christian doctrine to maintain that the divine influences
which were vouchsafed in so large a measure to select spirits
in Palestine were wholly wanting in India or Greece (p. 46,
note).

1 can not bring myself, and there is really nothing in the
history of Christianity to compel me to bring myself. to divide
religions absolutely into true and false. From the first days of
Christian teaching down to our own there has not been wanting
a succession of men who .have seen and rejoiced in the elements
of good in creeds which we have not subscribed. Take a phe-
nomenon like the oracle at Delphi; take that most touching
account which Plato gives of the daimonion of Socrates; take
the teaching of Gautama (Buddha); analyze the character of
Mohammed—shall we say there is no spark from heaven in
these (p. 94)?

Enough for the present—enough to show that the
most conservative class of the advanced critics are “well
launched” -on the stream which has floated German the-
ologians into blank unbelief, and which has so adulter-
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ated the puic gold of the Bible as to make it distinguish-
able only in degree from the heathenism of ancient
Greece and modern India. Let young men whe have
had thought of launching their little barks on the same
waters take notice and think before they act.

[July 29, 1893.]
HOW SHALL WE SPELL THE NAME?

Scholars owe something to the uneducated, and often
they are neglectful of the debt. They owe to them such
simplicity of speech as will convey their meaning with-
out confusion. We have in our printed Bibles, in a few
instances, the name Jehovah; and if the American Com-
mittee of the Revisers had prevailed, we should have had
it hundreds of times in our Old Testament. It is the
distinctive personal name in Ilebrew of the true God.
Instead of giving us this name in the English version,
the translators have represented it by the word Lorp,
printed in capital letters. [t has become quite common
to use the name in critical writings; and it is often neces-
sary to do so in order to preserve precision; but the
uneducated reader is confused by finding it printed in
various works in three different forms. Some writers
have it Yahveh, some Yahweh, and some Jehovah, while
Dr. James Robertson has recently introduced the form
Jahaveh. The first two come nearer representing the
original than Jehovah, and so does the last: but so long
as the last is found in our English Bible I think it is due
to the unlearned reader that English scholars shall give
it the preference. If there were a difference in the
meaning, this would be proper: for accuracy of knowl-
edge should never be sacrificed for the accommodation
of ignorance; but in this case nothing is involved but the
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form of representing in English a Hebrew name, and
the form which our Bible places before the common
reader should, in accommodation to him, be employe
by scholars.

[Aug. 35, 1803.]
OF HIMSELF?> OR OF SOME OTHER MAN?

When the eunuch raised the question in regard to the
fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, “Of whom speaketh the
prophet this? of himself? or of some other man?" Philip.
settled it for him in a few minutes; and for unsophis-
ticated believers it has been settled ever since. Dut the
critics who have discovered that Isaiah did not write the
last half of the book which bears his name, and have
propounded a new interpretation of much of it. have
also, at least some of them, discovered that Philip was
mistaken in his interpretation. Professor Smend, of
Gottingen, has published a very elaborate work on “The
History of the Religion of the Old Testament,” in which
he gives a totally different answer to the eunuch’'s ques-
tion. He is represented in the July Thinker as follows:
“Professor Smend agrees with Professor Duhm in sup-
posing that there was some Israelite saint of rare piety
-and meekness who was misunderstood and martyred, and
whose sufferings and death were believed to atone for
the sin of his people, of whom no distinct trace can be
found in any other part of the Hebrew Scriptures or in
Jewish tradition. This unknown martyr was regarded
by the equally unknown author of these hymns, and by
the not less unknown compiler, usually designated as
Deutero-Isaiah, as the spiritual father of men who would
establish a new Israel, which would be converted to
Jehovah, and would obtain pardon from him on the basis
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of the atonement provided by the martyr's death. The
innocent sufferer would, by his unmerited suffering and
death, atone for and restore the sinful people, and so
live again in Israel, and thereby carry out Jechovah's pur-
pose for the world. The age which witnessed this un-
precedented martyrdom 1is virtually pronounced undis-
coverable by Professor Duhm, although he half hints
that it may have lain between the Exile and Maccabean
period. Such writers seem to have adopted the rule,
anything to get rid of the truth.

[Sept. 30, 1893.1
THE AUTHORSHIP OF HEBREWS.

The fact that the author of the Epistle to the He-
brews purposely wrote anonymously made room for a
discussion, which began in the second century and has
continued to the present day, as to who the author was.
Of course, when the epistle first went forth among the
disciples, its authorship was known to those into whose
hands it was placed for distribution. Dut the absence
of the author’s name indicates a purpose to keep it con-
cealed, and those to whom it was first intrusted were
doubtless charged to promote this purpose. We have
1o means of knowing to what extent it was successfully
carried out at the time, or during the first hundred
years: but the epistle came down to the close of the
third century under Paul's name, yet with doubts in the
minds of some whether it was named correctly. Euse-
bius, who lived at this period, says: “Of Paul the four-
teen epistles commonly received are at once manifest and
clear. It is not right, however, to ignore the fact that
some have rejected the Epistle to the Hebrews, assert-
ing that it is gainsaid by the Church of Rome as not
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being Paul's.” This shows that some doubted the epis-
tle, and that the point of doubt was its authorship.
Eusebius himself, however, does not entertain this doubt ;
for he says that “the fourteen epistles,” commonly re-
ceived as Paul's, "arc at once manifest and clear.”
Origen, who was a teacher at the close of the second
century, and who wrote about one hundred years earlier
than Eusebius, is quoted by the latter as saying: "I
would say that the thoughts are the apostle’s, but the
diction and phraseology belong to some one who has
recorded what the apostle said, and one who wrote down
at his leisure what his master dictated. If, then, any
church considers this epistle as coming from Paul. let
it be commended for this; for neither did those ancient
men deliver it as such without cause. DBut who it was
that actually wrote the epistle, God only knows. The
account, however, that has been current before us is,
according to some, that Clement, who was bishop of
Rome, wrote the epistle: according to others, that it was
written by Luke, who wrote the Gospel and Acts™
(Eccles. Hist. VI. 25). A careful inspection of these
words brings out the following points of evidence:
First, that “'the ancient men."” those so called in the end
of the second century, had delivered this epistle to their
successors as having come from Paul. Second. that
there had been current, before Origen's day. the belief
among some that the composition of the epistle was the
work of Clement, and among others that it was the work
of Luke. Third, that even those who held the one or
the other of the last two opinions, believed that Paul was
the author of the thoughts, and that, having dictated
these to Clement or Luke, as the case might be. he had
left the composition in the hands of the latter. In this
instance the difference between the work performed by
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the latter and that of Tertius, who wrote the Epistle to
the Romans, is that in the latter case Paul dictated the
words, and that in the former he gave utterance to the
thoughts, a paragraph or a section at a time, and left
the exact expression of it to his trusted fellow-laborer.
Fourth, that Origen was himself fully convinced of the
correctness of this view of the process, but was unde-
cided as to the person employed as composer. Let it be
observed, too, though it is not stated here, but else-
where, that the ground of this theory, as to the com-
position, was not some historical information to this
effect, but the difference in style between this epistle and
those written under Paul’s name. It was, indeed, an
attempt to account for a difference in style in a docu-
ment which, with all its differences, has many of Paul’s
peculiarities of style, and the thoughts of which were
so thoroughly Pauline that they could not, with any
show of reason, be ascribed to any other.

Clement of Alexandria was a contemporary of Ori-
gen, and was his immediate. predecessor as teacher of the
catechetical school in his native city. He says nothing
of the epistle in his extant writings, but his opinion is
quoted by Eusebius from one of his lost works, as fol-
lows: “The Epistle to the Hebrews was written to the
Hebrews by Paul in the Hebrew tongue; but it was
carefully translated by Luke, and published among the
Greeks. Whence one also finds the same character of
style and of phraseology in the epistles as in Acts. But
it is probable that the title, Paul the apostle, was not
prefixed to it. For as he wrote to the Hebrews who
had imbibed prejudices against him, and suspected him,
he wisely guards against diverting them from the pe-
rusal by giving his name” (Eccles. Hist. VI. 14). This
is another attempt to reconcile the undoubted Pauline
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authorship of the thoughts in the epistle with the simi-
larity of the style to that of Luke. The fact that his
explanation differs from that of- his friend and contem-
porary, Origen, shows that neither rested on historical
information, but on conjecture. To Clement it appeared
more reasonable to suppose that Luke's style got into the
document by his translating it out of Hebrew into Greek,
than by his being left. after hearing Paul express his
thoughts. to write them down in his own way. The
conjecture, too, that he at first wrote in Hebrew, was
not an improbable one, seeing that he wrote especially
for Hebrew readers. Finally. the probable reason sug-
gested for the singular fact that no name was attached
to the document. notwithstanding its obvious character
as an epistle, 1s thoroughly in harmony with the facts
in the case.

Tertullian, who was a contemporary of both Clement
and Origen. and who lived at Carthage. says. without
qualification, that the epistle was written by Barnabas:
but he does not state the grounds for the assertion, and
we find no trace of this opinion in any other ancient
writer. Tertullian was a Latin, and not a Greek, scholar,
and consequently he was not able to appreciate those
differences of style which had arrested the attention of
his two famous contemporaries, who were thoroughly
educated in, Greek from their childhood. These three
are the great Christian scholars and writers of their age:
and their statements furnish reliable information as to
the state of opinion in their day, say one hundred and
forty vears after the date of the epistle if Paul wrote it
or dictated it. After this time doubts were still enter-
tained by many as to its Pauline authorship, until the
meeting of the Council of Carthage at the close of the
fourth century, when the question seems to have been



62 SHORT ESSAYS IN

settled among ancient scholars: for this council ascribed
the epistle to Paul without qualification. From that time
the question rested until Luther revived it by expressing
the opinion that Apollos was the author; but his opinion
was allowed to pass almost in silence, until it was revived
by Farrar, and supported by elaborate argumentation in
his “Early Days of Christianity.” Since then it has been
quite the style to echo Farrar's opinion, and it has become
almost universal to deny that Paul was the author. This
modern denial of the Pauline authorship, however, had
its origin farther back. It was argued strenuously by
Jaur and his successors of the Tubingen school of
rationalists, and believing critics have very generally
succumbed to the arguments of the great unbeliever.

It appears to me like one of the freaks of criticism
that a document whose Pauline authorship is denied
chiefly on the ground of its style should be ascribed by
those who make this objection to one of whose style
these critics know absolutely nothing ; for they have not
a line from the pen of Apollos, nor even a sentence
quoted from any of his speeches; and how, then, can
they know anything at all about his style? The scholars
of the second century reasoned more sensibly; for they
knew the style of Luke, and of Clement of Rome, and
consequently they did not strike out in the dark when
they ascribed the composition of this document to the
one or the other.

Apart from the question of style, which is a most
precarious ground on which to argue the authorship of
a document, especially when it is admitted, as in this
case, that the document contains many of Paul's pecu-
liarities of expression, Farrar enumerates ten facts by
which he identifies the author. I quote them with a
remark under each:
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1. “The writer was a Jew; for he writes as though
heathendom were practically non-existent.”

But Paul was a Jew; and in writing to the Jews on
a question between Jew and Jew, there might be no
cccasion to make mention of heathendom.

2. “He was a Hellenist; for he exclusively quotes the
Septuagint version, even where it diverges from the
original Hebrew.”

But Paul was a Hellenist, and in his acknowledged
epistles he usually quotes the Septuagint version. In
writing to Hebrews, he, as well as Apollos, might do
this: and either might do it with propriety, seeing that
the Hebrews of the time were far more familiar with
the Greek version than with the Hebrew original.

3. “He had been subjected to Alexandrian training:
for he shows deep impress of Alexandrian thought, and
quotes from Alexandrian MSS. of the Septuagint with-
out pausing to question the accuracy of the renderings.”

The latter part of this reason is a repetition from the
second ; and the first part has no force. seeing that, so
far as there is truth in it, Paul might have been im-
pressed with Alexandrian thought by his extensive read-
ing, without having lived in that city.

4. “He was a man of great eloquence, of marked
originality, of wide knowledge of the Scriptures, and
of remarkable gifts in the application of Scripture argu-
ments.”

And, pray, was not Paul pre-eminent in every one
of the same characteristics? If they belonged to Apol-
los. much more to Paul.

5. “He was a friend of Timotheus, for he proposes
to visit the Jewish churches in his company.”

And who was a more intimate friend of Timotheus
than Paul? Is Mr. Farrar right sure that Apollos ever
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met Timothy face to face? If he did, there is no hint
of it in the New Testament.

6. “He was known to his readers, and writes to them
in a tone of authority.”

3ut Paul was well known to a vast number of the
Hebrews ; and although, as Clement suggests, he might
have wished to remain unknown as the author of the
epistle to many of his expected readers, he might cer-
tainly be well known as such in the particular community
to which the epistle was first sent. And as for the
authority with which he writes, why should this be
thought less characteristic of Paul the apostle than of
Apollos the evangelist?

7. “He was not an apostle; for he classes himself
with those who had been taught by the aposties.”

This is an allusion to what is said of “the great sal-
vation” (2:3), which, “first spoken by the Lord, was
confirmed unto us by them who heard him.” But this
is true of Paul, though he was an apostle, seeing that,
to use his own expression, he was ‘“born out of due
time ;" for although, as he said to the Galatians, there
was a certain sense in which the gospel was revealed to
him by God, and in which he did not receive it from
men (Gal. 1:11, 12), yet that which had been “spoken
first by the Lord" was confirmed unto him by the apos-
tles. In other words, the personal career of our Lord
is the subject of this remark, and Paul did learn this
from the older apostles. He learned much of it while
he was an unbeliever.

8. “The apostle by whom he had been taught was
St. Paul, for he largely though independently adopts
his phraseology, and makes a special use of the Epistle
to the Romans.”

Here is a concession which knocks the breath out of
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all the preceding statements which had any breath in
them: for who would be so likely to adopt Paul’s pre-
ceding phraseology, and to make special use of his other
great epistle, as Paul himself?

0. “He wrote before the destruction of Jerusalem,
and while the temple services were still continuing.”

Yes: but this had to be so if Paul was the writer.
for the temple services were still continuing when Paul
was beheaded.

10. "It is doubtful whether he had ever been at Jeru-
salem, for his references to the temple and its ritual
seem to apply, not indeed to the temple of Onios at
Leontopolis, but mainly to the tabernacle as described
in the Septuagint version of the Pentateuch.”

But what is more natural, when arguing from the
law of Moses, than to make his references to the taber-
nacle which Moses built, rather than to the temple built
by Solomon, or by Herod? And how can this imply that
he had never been in Jerusalem? Does a man have to
be in Jerusalem in order to read the last chapters of
Exodus?

I have been led into this discussion partly by a
request received in a letter some weeks ago, but more
especially by having just read in the Thinker an article
on the question by W. M. Lewis. The writer starts out
with the statement that “the Pauline authorship of the
Epistle to the Hebrews can not be maintained by the
arguments hitherto adduced by its advocates. The place,
time and circumstances given during the life of Paul to
its production, are untenable, and leave its difficulties
unexplained.” Then he proceeds to tell us that it was
written in Ceesarea during Paul's two years’ imprison-
ment there: and that the thoughts and sentiments were
given by the apostle to Luke. to be clothed by him in his
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style and language in his private study. *““The thoughts
are those of the apostle; the writer was Luke. The
style and language of the epistle belong to the latter,
together with some subsidiary thoughts and an unavoid-
able coloring, even to the subject-matter.”

I am so unfortunate as not to know W. M. Lewis;
and I can not decide with certainty whether the article
in the Thinker 1s his, or a representation of his by the
editor ; but, at any rate, here is a return to the theory
of the Pauline authorship by a writer who says that the
old theory, to the same effect, is untenable. The only
difference, however, is that this theory locates the writ-
ing in Casarea instead of Rome, which is not really a
new supposition, for it has been held before by some
of the advocates of the old theory. Furthermore, the
supposed process of the composition is but a revival of
Origen’s supposition, so that the nineteenth century goes
back to the second century for instruction on a question
which was settled for us that long ago. If Mr. Lewis’
essay is to be regarded as a pointer, it looks as if the
authorship of this noble document, which is, and ever
must be, the world's only safe guide in tracing the dis-
tinction between Judaism and Christianity, is to be set-
tled at last on the only man in the early church who
fully understood the subject, the great apostle to the
Gentiles. So may it be.

[Oct. 7, 1893.]

IS THERE A DOUBLE ACCOUNT OF
CREATION??

The article which we published on this subject re-
cently, from the pen of Professor Grubbs, was con-
clusive, I think, on the points which he discussed. But
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it is impossible to exhaust such a theme in a single news-
paper article, and I propose to look again at it from a
somewhat different point of view.

Our readers are aware that the analytical theory of
the origin of Genesis assumes that the account of crea-
tion, beginning at the first verse of chapter 1, and closing
with the first clause of chapter 2, verse 4, is complete
in itself, and was written in its present form by a priestly
writer about the time of the Babylonian captivity, while
the account, beginning with the second clause of chapter
2, verse 4, is a separate and conflicting account, written
by a different author at an earlier period, perhaps before
the captivity. Doth, of course, were written many hun-
dreds of years after Moses. Our present task is to
inquire whether the narratives in these two chapters are
two independent and conflicting accounts of creation, or
one harmonious account, the latter chapter being in-
tended to supply details which had been omitted in the
first.

The account in the first chapter of the six days’ work
is so familiar that I will not go over it. That in the
second chapter is less familiar; so let us see what it is.
It begins thus: “In the day when the Lord God made
earth and heaven, no plant of the field was yet in the
earth, and no herb of the field had yet sprung up: for
the Lord God had not caused it to rain upon the earth,
and there was not a man to till the ground; but there
went up a mist from the earth, and watered the whole
face of the ground.” Here our attention is fixed on the
moment when there was as yet no vegetation on the
earth, yet there was dry ground which was watered by
mist, though it had not vet rained. The next statement
is this: “And the Lord God formed man of the dust of
the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of
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life ; and man became a living soul.”” That is, the forma-
tion of man, including the material of his body and the
source of his life. is mentioned next after the state-
ment respecting the absence of vegetation and rain. The
next statement is: “And the Lord God planted a garden
eastward in Eden: and there he put the man whom he
had formed. And out of the §r01md the Lord God made
to grow every tree that is pleasant to the eye, and good
for food: and the tree of life in the midst of the garden,
and the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. And
a river went out of Eden to water the garden.” Now,
if this account was the only one in our possession, we
would suppose that this last statement is the account of
the creation of vegetation on the earth. True, the state-
ment is confined to a single spot, the garden in which
the man had been placed. and it says nothing about vege-
tation outside of the garden: but this would not prevent
the conclusion just mentioned. and we would have to
concede what the critics say. that this account represents
man as being created first, and vegetation afterward.
After a description of the river which watered the
garden. and an account of man's privilege and duty
there. the next statement connected with creation is this:
“And the Lord God said, It is not good that the man
should be alone; I will make him a help meet for him.
And out of the ground the Lord God formed every
beast of the field. and every fowl of the air. and brought
them unto the man to see what he would call them: and
whatsoever the man called every living creature, that
was the name thereof.” It is clear that, on the supposi-
tion we are following. this would be regarded as the
account of the first formation of beasts and birds. and
we would consequently suppose that they also were
formed after man. Then follows the account of the
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formation of a woman: and thus, she would seem to
have been formed last oi all, with the creation of vegeta-
tion and of beasts and birds between the man and her.
11, then, as the analytical critics affirm, this second chap-
ter is an independent account of creation, written by an
author who knew nothing of that given in the first chap-
ter, the contradiction between the two is obvious. But
it has not come down to us as a separate document.
Whatever may have been its origin. it has come to us
through the hands of the writer of the Book oi Genesis,
and in passing through his hands. the two documents, if
there were two, have been combined. and in our study
of them it is our duty to ascertain. if we can, what ke
meant to teach by the combination which he has made
of them. It is said by the critics. that he put them
together without attempting to reconcile their contradic-
tions. and with full knowledge that these contradictions
existed. If he did, he was a most singular kind of a
writer, thus to put together contradictory stories. which
he knew were contradictory, without otfering a word o1
explanation. Suc1 a piece of work on the part of an
intelligent and serious author. who wrote to be believed.
has not its parallel, I venture to affirm, in all literature,
and if we find it in this author. we shall be compelled.
with the rationalists, to give him a very low grade as a
writer, and to wholly mistrust him as a historian. I
think that this must be our conclusion. if so be that the
alleged contradictions between the two accounts really
exist. Let us see how that is.

As the writer of Genesis. be he Moses, or a priest of
the captivity, or a redactor of a still later period. cer-
tainly put these two accounts together in his book. he
must certainly have written down the latter with some
reference to the former. and it is cruel injustice to him
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to assume that he contradicts in the second chapter what
he has written in the first, if, on any fair and reasonable
hypothesis, both accounts can be understood to be true.
Let us see if they can. First, then, if the account of the
third day’s work in the first chapter is true, the first
statement of the second chapter agrees with it perfectly ;
for, just before the creation of vegetation, on the third
day, the dry ground had appeared, and it may have been
true, as stated in the second chapter, that no rain had
fallen, but that a mist went up over the face of the earth
and watered the ground. It was also certainly true that
there was not yet a man to till the ground. Secondly,
if the first chapter is true, it may, at the same time, be
true that God formed man out of the dust of the ground,
and breathed in his nostrils the breath of life; for the
first chapter, though it says that God made man, says
nothing about the process by which he made either his
body or his soul. Thirdly, a man who had already writ-
ten the account of the third day's work in the first chap-
ter, stating that on that day God caused the earth to
bring forth all manuer of vegetation, and who then gives
the account of his causing to grow all the trees in the
garden of Eden, must of necessity be understood in the
last as referring to that garden alone, and not to vegeta-
tion in general. So there is no contradiction in the state-
ment of the planting of that garden after the creation
of man. Fourth, when the writer who had already said
that God created the beasts and the fowls before he did
man, says, in connection with man's naming the animals,
what he had not said expressly before, that God formed
them from the dust of the ground, he can only mean to
supplement his former statement, not to contradict it.
Fifthly, when the writer who has already said that God
made a male and female in making man, proceeds later
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to tell the process by which he formed the female, he
again supplements this preceding account, and in doing
so he adopts a method of narration which is common
among authors of every age and country. This, then,
is the true state of the case in regard to this narrative
of creation, whatever may be true as to the documentary
origin of the book in which it is found; and it is equally
true whether the book was written by Moses or by an
unknown redactor of an unknown age. I hold that com-
mon fairness to a stranger, if the author is a stranger,
demands that we shall so conclude ; for whoever he was
he was not a fool. And if he was Moses, then certainly
we must deal with him fairly by supposing that he knew
what he was about, and that he intended to compose a
consistent narrative. Finally, I may say with all con-
fidence, that no man ever could have suspected that there
was a contradiction between these two chapters, until he
first conceived or adopted the theory that we have here
two accounts from different authors, neither of whom
had seen the account of the other. The thought of a
contradiction, therefore, is an afterthought, not demand-
ing the theory, but begotten by it. It is a bastard, and
it ought to be excluded from the congregation, as saith
the law.

[Oct. 14. 1893.1
CRITICISM AND WITTICISM.

Under this heading there is an editorial in the Chris-
tian-Evangelist reviewing the last lesson which I gave
its senior editor. He says: “Professor McGarvey. so
far as we know, never manifested the qualities of a
humorist until he assumed the role of a Biblical critic.”
He does me too great honor in representing me as hav-
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ing assumed the role of a Biblical critic. I make no
such pretension. I only aim to stand in between the
critics, some of whom I have had opportunity to study,
and my brethren who have not enjoyed this opportunity,
that I may give the latter the benefit of my readings,
and guard them against being misled. If the editor
had known me better, he would have known that, with-
out being a humorist, I have always been somewhat
given to humor; perhaps too much so for a preacher.
I have always been disposed to laugh at things which
were ludicrous, and the only development in this respect
of which I am conscious in connection with Biblical criti-
cism, is this: I find myself now disposed to laugh at
some things which once made me angry. When I first
began to read these destructive critics, I was like Elihu
while listening in silence to the sophistical arguments of
Job and his friends—my wrath was kindled. I recollect
particularly that when I read Robertson Smith's “Old
Testament in the Jewish Church,” T was out of humor
from beginning to end. DBut now that I see farther into
the sophistries and follies of the critics, I laugh at some
things which then kindled my wrath. I have experienced
a change somewhat like that of the barnyard animals
when, after the ass had come in clothed with the lion's
skin, and had frightened them all, they saw his long ears
stick out, and all broke into a roar of laughter. I must
be excused, then, if I laugh at some of the ridiculous
positions of the critics and their apologists.

I have observed, too, that some things are exposed
in their nakedness as soon as you turn the laugh on
them, and that a good laugh is sometimes more effective
than any amount of argument. If a fellow should stand
up and say that two and two make five, and you should
undertake to argue with him, such a fellow will dispute
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all day, and have the last word in spite of you. DBut if
you laugh, the company will probably laugh with you,
and that's an end of the matter. It is precisely so in
regard to many of the positions and expositions of the
destructive critics; so I have laughed, and I will laugh,
at their folly. If I were writing a book, I would try to
straighten my face and put on my dignity; but as I am
only writing for a weekly paper, I can afford to have a
little fun.

I trust that my efforts to induce the editor of the
Leangclist to deal more fairly with the Presbyterians in
regard to the Briggs trial, have been effectual; but while
he drops the Presbyterians in his last article, he runs a
tilt against the apostles; and I see that I must give him
another lesson before I let him go. He says: "It can
hardly be doubted that between Paul and the other apos-
tles there were graver differences than those embodied
in the charges against Professor Briggs. And yet we
never read of Paul recommending that any of his fellow-
apostles be tried for heresy.” This is a statement that
I dare not laugh at. It is too serious. If the editor
means what he says, he is himself involved in a graver
error than any charged against Professor Driggs. The
thought here uttered is an echo from Christian Baur,
and the Tubingen school which he founded. e all
know very well that Peter was once involved in a moral
aberration which Paul disapproved and severely rebuked,
and from which Peter promptly recovered; but if there
were doctrinal differences between them, whether as
serious as those between Professor Briggs and the Pres-
byterians, or less <o, the Tubingen professors were never
able to show it, and the editor of the Christian-Evan-
gelist will scarcely succeed where they have failed.
Prove this proposition, and you have swept away the
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very foundation of apostolic authority. But I will not
press the point further until the editor shall have an
opportunity to explain himself. I am not willing to
believe that he has here expressed his real conviction;
and I therefore ask him to say whether he means what
he says; and, if he does, I respectfully call for some
specifications of the differences between Paul and the
other apostles, which are so obvious that they can
“hardly be doubted,” and which are graver than the
errors charged against Professor Driggs.

[Oct. 21, 1803.1
COUNTING NOSES.

One of the most common devices of the advocates
of error in all ages has been that of counting up the
number of persons who adhere to, or have adhered to,
a certain theory or system, as proof that it is true. In
the days of Ahab there were four hundred prophets
claiming to be prophets of Jehovah who said that if he
and Jehoshaphat went up to Ramoth-Gilead to battle,
the Lord would prosper them, while Micaiah alone said
the opposite. Ahab had four hundred to one in favor of
his enterprise, yet he went and lost his life, as the one
prophet said he would. In the days of Martin Luther,
and ever since, one of the popular arguments in favor
of Roman Catholicism has been the superior number of
its adherents as compared with Protestantism. And
now, in the controversy over the conclusions of destruc-
tive critics, there is an everlasting ding-dong in our ears
about the greater number of real scholars who have
accepted the new views of the Bible. Professor Briggs
used it for all it was worth in his defense before the
presbytery, and since then we see the argument (?)
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reiterated on every hand. \With the aid of seven Ger-
man, American and British scholars, whom he names as
his helpers, Professor Driggs hunted up the names of
twenty-five men in America, thirty-two in Great Dritain
and ninety-four in Germany, who have accepted, at least
in part, the views on the Pentateuch and Isaiah which
he himself holds. or then held. I suppose that these
were all that could be found, and after all the noise that
has been made, the scholarship of the age being all one
way on these questions, it is really a surprise that the
number is so small. In looking over the list I find one
distinguished American whom he has omitted, and one
still more distinguished Englishman. Col. Bob Ingersoll
is the American, and James Martineau, whom he styles
one of the “representative Christians of the present
time,” is the Englishman. Inasmuch as he mentions all
the infidel professors in the German universities, and
also Matthew Arnold, of England, and Professor Toy,
of this country, I don't see, either. why he confined him-
self to infidels who have lived recently: for he might
have increased his list very materially by taking in Vol-
taire, and all, or nearly all, the infidels that have lived
since Dr. Astruc first suggested the Pentateuch an-
alysis.

But what does this long list of names, whether
printed by Professor Briggs or copied from him by
newspaper writers, prove? Nothing, except that recent
infidels, and some men who still claim to be believers in
the divinity of Christ, have accepted the criticism which
the infidels of former generations busily propagated,
with an intermixture of a few new points of objection
to established views. But in proving this, it brings into
bold relief another fact that these boasters seem to lose
sight of—the fact that, while these one hundred and fifty
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enumerated have reached these conclusions, all the rest
of the scholars in the world, who have watched their
proceedings, and read their numberless essays and books,
have seen through their fallacies, and rejected their con-
clusions. The latter class are a hundred-fold more
numerous than the former; so that, if counting noses
amounted to anything in the proof of theories, the new
theories would be proved false by a large majority.
True, the self-styled critics afhrm that none of these men
of the latter class, except one here and there, is capable
of judging, and that the few who are capable are old
men who have formed their opinions long ago, and are
too conservative to change. By this they comfort them-
selves. For example, since the publication by Bishop El-
licott of “Christus Comprobator,” Professor Cheney has
pronounced him a “reactionary theologian.” Iis remark
reminds me of the professor who got too close to the
heels of a mule, when he received a backset, and after
his recovery from the shock, concluded that a mule was
a reactionary kind of animal. But let this vast host of
scholarly professors and preachers in Europe and Amer-
ica, who have not accepted these conclusions, be set
down as low as you please in scholarship, yet it must
still be admitted that they are capable of judging what
an argument is, and what evidence is. They are com-
petent to serve on a jury. They have not been asleep
while the “critics” have been at work. If the “critics”
had no readers but one another, none of their books
would have paid for paper and presswork. These other
scholars have been reading what the “critics” have pub-
lished ; and even if not one in a thousand of them could
have written such books, they can understand them after
they are written, and they can judge whether they sus-
tain by competent evidence the theories which they pro-
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pound. They have rendered their verdict, most of them
in a quiet way, and the verdict is, not proven.

As to the point that some of those who made this
verdict are old men, who have made up their minds long
ago, it may be well to remember that in that long ago
the young men who have become ‘‘critics” had their
minds made up the same way, and the only difference
is that the youngsters have changed and their seniors
have not. Yet those seniors have seen and heard and
weighed and rejected all that has convinced the young-
sters. It is not always the case that the young are wiser
than the old.

I may, perhaps, be pardoned for a personal remark
or two in this connection. I have seen, for several years
back, indications here and there that some who knew me
by name have entertained the idea that, while they were
keeping up with the times in criticism and some other
matters, I and some other fellow-workers have been fast
asleep in regard to the world's progress. I suppose that
my experience, of which I will tell a little, is the counter-
part of that of thousands who stand on these questions
where I do. When I was but a boy I read some of the
writings of older English infidels. I was just out of
college when the once famous work, “Vestiges of Crea-
tion,” fell into my hands. When Colenso’s work on the
Pentateuch and Joshua. the work which first introduced
German criticism of the Hexateuch to English readers,
first made its appearance, I procured it, and made a care-
ful study of it. From these early readings I became
familiar with nine-tenths of the points of argument now
employved by the masters of criticism in its present form.
As time went on I studied Baur, Strauss and Renan;
and more recently I have made it my duty to inform
myself in the later theories of the new critical school,
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and I stand where I do to-day, not in the unbelief of
ignorance, but in the unbelief of investigation. I make
no boast of superior ability to judge of arguments and
evidence, but I suppose 1 have an average capacity in
that respect, and that what is true of myself is true of a
vastly greater number of living Biblical students than
can be arrayed in favor of the conclusions which I have
set myself to oppose, because 1 abhor them as dishonor-
ing to God and injurious to men. If the “critics” insist
upon counting noses, the count is against them.

[Jan. 6, 1804.]
JESUS ON PSALM 1r10.

I believe that all of the destructive critics, without
exception, deny to David the authorship of Psalm 110.
In doing so they raise an issue with our Lord not less
direct than that in regard to the authorship of the Penta-
teuch. Iis position on the subject was brought out in
an argument with the Pharisees, which is thus reported
by Matthew: “Now while the Pharisees were gathered
together, Jesus asked them a question, saying, What
think ye of the Christ? whose son is he? They say
unto him, The son of David. He saith unto them, How
then doth David in the Spirit call him Lord, saying,

The Lord said unto my Lord,

Sit thou on my right hand,

Till T put thy enemies under thy feet?
If David calleth him Lord, how is he his son?” (Matt.
22:41-45).

The quotation here made is from the Psalm in ques-
tion. It is expressly ascribed to David; and David is
said to have uttered it “in the Spirit,” which means, by
the inspiration of the Spirit. Not only so, but the argu-
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ment based on it depends for its validity on the fact that
the words are David's: “If David calleth him Lord, how
is he his son?” Unless David in person is meant, the
argument is a sophism; for it is the assumed fatherhood
of the speaker that made it a puzzle to the Jews how
he could call his own son or descendant his Lord. If
David, then, were not the author of the Psalm, it would
appear that Jesus has not only asserted as a fact that
which is not a fact, but that he has based an argument
on this falsely assumed fact, to do which is to perpetrate
a transparent fallacy. Now, let us turn to the critics and
see on what ground they took a position which thus
reflects upon the character of our Lord Jesus Christ.

Driver, in his Introduction (p. 362, n. 1), presents
the reasons more compactly than any other whom I have
read, and I quote what he says, omitting only some
references that are not necessary to the full presentation
of his thoughts: '

This Psalm, though it may be ancient, can hardly have been
composed by David. If read without praejudicium, it produces
the irresistible impression of having been written, not by a king,
with reference to an invisible, spiritual being, standing above
him as his superior, but by a prophet, with reference to the
theocratic king. (1) The title, “My lord” (verse 1), is the
one habitually used in addressing the Israelitish king. (2) Mes-
sianic prophecies have regularly as their point of departure some
institution of the Jewish theocracy—the king, the prophet, the
people, the high priest, the temple: the supposition that David
is here speaking and addressing a superior, who stands in no
relation to existing institutions, is not, indeed, impossible (for
we have not the right to limit absolutely the range of prophetic
vision), but contrary to the analogy of prophecy. (3) The
justice of this reasoning is strongly confirmed by verses 3. 5-7,
where the subject of the Psalm 1s actually depicted, not as such
a spiritual superior, but as a <zictorious Israelitish monarch,
triumphing, through Jehovah's help, over earthly foes. The
Psalm is Messianic in the same sense that Psalm 2 1s; it depicts
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the ideal glory of the theocratic king who receives from a
prophet the twofold solemn promise (a) of victory over his
foes; (b) of a perpetual priesthood. These are the reasons
(and the only onés) by which the present writer is influenced
in his judgment of the Psalm. In the question addressed by our
Lord to the Jews, his object, it is evident, was not to instruct
them on the authorship of the Psalm, but to argue from its
contents; and though he assumes the Davidic authorship, gener-
ally accepted at the time, yet the cogency of his argument is
unimpaired, so long as it is recognized that the Psalm is a
Messianic one, and the august language used is not compatible
with the position of one who was a mere human son of David.

The vital part of this argument is the attempt to
explain, in harmony with the position taken, the remarks
of Jesus; and we shall consider this attempt first.

The remark that the object of Jesus was not to
instruct the Pharisees on the authorship of the Psalm,
but to argue from its contents, is undoubtedly correct;
but it is pointless, though the first part of it was evi-
dently intended to make a point which is no point. Of
course he was not aiming to teach them the author-
ship of the Psalm, any more than, when he asked them
to show him the tribute money, he meant to teach them
that this was the money with which they paid tribute.
He merely mentions a fact in each instance, with which
he and they alike were already familiar. This point-no-
point has only the effect of throwing a little dust, and
very little at that. The writer himself states the truth
in his very next remark, where he says that Jesus ‘“‘as-
sumes the Davidic authorship, accepted generally at the
time.” But here he seems not to have been aware of
what he was saying; for if Jesus “assumed the Davidic
authorship” in his argument, when David was not the
author, then he unquestionably made a false assumption
on which to build his argument; and Driver here openly
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accuses him of fallacious reasoning. Unconscious, how-
ever, of having done this, our author, in the very next
clause, says: “Yet the cogency of his argument is unim-
paired”! The cogency of the argument unimpaired by
the proof that it is based on a false assumption!

Driver fails entirely to see the real argument which
our Saviour makes; for he says, continuing, that the
argument is unimpaired “so long as it is recognized that
the Psalm is a Messianic one, and that the august lan-
guage used in it of the Messiah is not compatible with
the position of one who was a mcre human son of
David.” This can not be true, for the very good reason
mentioned above, that the argument of Jesus turns upon
the personal relation of David, the speaker, to his son.
the Messiah. “If David calleth him Lord, how is he his
son?" Any other prophet might call him Lord without
the incongruity mmplied, biut David could not; and the
argument is pointless and fallacious, unless David, in
person, is the author of the Psalm.

Such, now, is the feebleness and inconsistency of the
attempt made by a scholar of high rank and acknowl-
edged learning, in his vain attempt to set aside the force
of testimony which, if allowed to stand, overthrows a
whole system of interpretation. \We might properly rest
the whole issue here: but, for the purpose, not so much
of strengthening this refutation, as for exposing still
further the fallacious reasoning of this critical school,
let us look at the reasons given for denying the Davidic
authorship of this Psalm. The first is, that the title “my
lord,” as it is expressed in Hebrew, is the one usually
applied to the kings of Israel. So it is; but what of it?
This is the very title which David could not apply to his
son and successor on the throne; for though he would
be the lord of his own subjects, he could not be the lord
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of his own father and predecessor. It was this very
consideration which puzzled the Pharisees, so long as
they denied divinity to the coming Messiah. The second
is that “*Messianic prophecies have regularly, as their
point of departure, some institution of the Jewish theoc-
racy.”

Well, suppose they have, “regularly:” would this
prevent some exceptions to the regular rule? How
many rules are there which have no exceptions? But
this instance is not an exception, for the kingship is the
very institution of the Jewish theocracy which is made
the point of departure, the king predicted being one
whom David himself could speak of as his lord. The
third reason is that in the latter part of this Psalm its
subject is depicted, “not as such a spiritual superior, but
as a victorious Israelitish monarch, triumphing through
Jehovah's help over earthly foes.” This is also true;
but what of it? Dr. Driver knows that the moral and
spiritual victories of our Lord are very commonly de-
picted under the symbols of earthly warfare. This is
true not of the Old Testament prophets alone, but of
writers and speakers in the New. See the song of
Zacharias (Luke 1:08-75): see vision after vision in
the Apocalypse; and see the oft-recurring use of this
imagery in the epistles of Paul. And it is also true that
in the most literal sense this Lord of David, since he
ascended to his throne, has been fulfilling the latter part
of this Psalm. Who but he has been juldging among
the nations, striking through kings in the day of his
wrath, and filling the places with dead bodies (vs. 5, 6) 2

We have now before us, in the treatment of our
Lord’s remarks respecting this Psalm, another example
of the pitiable makeshifts to which critics resort when
they have to confront his divine assertion in opposition
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to their theories. Such attempts would be regarded as
contemptible if they came from the pens of common
men; they are truly pitiable as the products of men in
high repute for scholarship and logical discrimination.
Scholarship can not be denied to them; but if they pos-
sess logical or exegetical powers above those of ordinary
men, they have a poor way of showing it.

[Jan. 13, 1894.1
CRUMBS FOR UNBELIEVERS.

It is a perfectly natural and proper feeling that
prompted David, in his dirge on the death of Saul and
Jonathan, to exclaim:

“Tell it not in Gath,

Publish it not in the streets of Askelon;

Lest the daughters of the Philistines rejoice,
Lest the daughters of the uncircumcised triumph.”

It is equally natural and proper for Christians to be
pained at anything which gives encouragement to unbe-
lievers in their opposition to the truth as it is in Christ.
Such is undoubtedly the effect of all the writings of the
advanced critics, so far as unbelievers make themselves
acquainted with them. Witness the following extract
from a notice of Horton's “Verbum Dei,” by the editor
of the Arena:

When such leaders of orthodoxy as Canon Farrar declare
their faith in restoration, Professor Drummond accepts unre-
servedly the theory of evolution, Professor Briggs boldly an-
nounces the conclusion that many find God through the Bible,
as did Spurgeon: through the church, as did Cardinal Newman,
and through nature, as did Martineau; and lastly, when the
American Board votes 126 to 24 in favor of Rev. Mr. Noyes—
who believes in probation for the heathen—it is quite evident
that a religious revolution is on in orthodox churches.—Adrena
for Deceniber.
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To such a writer, Horton's lectures, in which he
claims the same kind of inspiration which was enjoyed
by the prophets and apostles, are, of course, very great
productions; and the evident reason is that taking such
ground is equivalent to saying that the prophets and
apostles had no inspiration at all, in any proper sense
of the word.

[Jan. 20, 1804.]
A SERMON BY A “CRITIC.”

The Christian Commonzocalth, London, publishes a
sermon by some one of the leading English preachers
every week. The sermon in a recent number is from
the pen of Prof. T. K. Cheyne, who is the acknowledged
leader of the most advanced wing of the English critics.
So radical is he in his critical theories that I was curious
to see how he would handle the word of God in preach-
ing to the people; so I read the sermon with eagerness.
I must furnish my readers with a few extracts from the
sermon, so as to afford them the same gratification which
it has given me. Remember, that the gratification which
I mean is gratification of curiosity. I would be ashamed
to spend the preaching-hour on a Lord’s Day in hearing
a sermon for curiosity, but to read one in a day of the
week for that purpose may not be wrong.

The text of this sermon is Matt. 5:4, 5, the second
and third of the Beatitudes. It begins with these sen-
tences:

It is a beautiful tradition, preserved for us by Matthew, and
in itself historically probable, that when the Lord Jesus first
opened his mouth in public teaching, he uttered the sweet words,
“Blessed are the poor: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.”

Suppose that the devout disciple, Matthew, or some other who
compiled the great sermon, had given the first place to a saying
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like this, “Except your righteousness shall exceed the righteous-
ness of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in no wise enter into
the kingdom of heaven,” what a different effect would have been
produced!

Notice how uncertain this preacher is about the
source of his text. First, it is a “beautiful tradition"”
that Jesus used the words referred to at the beginning
of his teaching. Second. this “beautiful tradition” is
“preserved for us by Matthew.” Third, it was pre-
served by Matthew, or “some other who compiled the
great sermon.” How strengthening to the faith of his
auditors it must have been to hear this scholarly
preacher thus throw uncertainty over the source of this
“beautiful tradition.” How much more precious to them
must Matthew's Gospel have appeared as they listened
to such preaching!

Notice again how accurately this eminent scholar
quotes the Scripture on which he is commenting:
“Blessed are the poor: for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven.” And then, how accurate he is in his historical
information, to represent Matthew, or the “some other
who compiled the sermon,” as saying that these words
were uttered when “Jesus first opened his mouth in
public teaching.” “The devout disciple Matthew, or
some other who compiled the great sermon,” had just
said. at the close of the immediately preceding sentence,
that the great multitudes who heard this sermon had
been drawn together by previous teaching and healing
(4:23-25) : yet this preacher has it that this “beautiful
tradition” represents the first Beatitude as the first pub-
lic utterance of Jesus as a teacher! \What is the matter
with the preacher? Has he studied the criticism of this
Gospel so much as not to become acquainted with its
contents > This would be at least a charitable conclusion.
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Notice yet again the very “different effect this ser-
mon would have produced™ if it had begun with the
saying, “Except your righteousness shall exceed the
righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in
no wise enter into the kingdom of héaven.” But where
does this saying occur? Not, indeed, in the first verse
of the chapter, but in the twentieth, with sixteen short
verses between the two. If then, according to this
preacher, the twentieth verse had occupied the place of
the third verse of this chapter, and wvice versa, “what a
different effect would have been produced!

In the latter passage the true reading of the first
Beatitude seems to come to the preacher’'s memory, and
we have the following luminous remarks about the Be-
atitudes preserved respectively by Matthew and Luke:

In taking this view of the meaning of the first Beatitude, we
harmonize the two extant versions of it in Matthew and in Luke.
In Matthew we have a Beatitude of the poor in spirit; in Luke,
more generally of the oppressed poor, as distinguished from the
oppressing rich. In another point, however, we are forced to
agree with Matthew against Luke. The latter states that Jesus
“lifted up his eyes on his disciples and said, Blessed are ye
poor;” the former, that he broadly asserted the blessedness of
all who were poor in spirit. It is clear that Matthew’s version
must be the most correct.

From this we gather that in quoting the first Beati-
tude at the beginning he was not aiming to quote what
Matthew said, but what he ought to have said, in order
to give the meaning correctly. In order to reconcile the
two writers, we must take away the words “in spirit”
from Matthew. But while Matthew was wrong in add-
ing this expression, Luke was wrong in making Jesus
say “ye poor.” By such remarks as these the preacher
made his audience see that he knows much better than
Matthew or Luke either what Jesus did say on any
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occasion, so that he can stand between the two, and,
slapping first one and then the other in the face, let us
less unfortunate mortals know what were the actual
words of our Lord. I wonder if the good people in
that audience did not clap their hands, and thank God
that another ""Daniel has come to judgment’?

In a passage farther on, our preacher shows that the
“beautiful tradition,” that the Beatitude in question was
uttered when Jesus first opened his mouth in public
teaching, is nothing more than a tradition, and an incor-
rect one at that. Speaking of the Beatitudes as a whole,
he says:

If we ask when they were uttered, we can but confess our
ignorance; but when we réad in Matt. 4:23, which is sup-
ported by Mark 1: 39, that “Jesus went about all Galilee teach-
ing in their synagogues, and preaching the good tidings of the
kingdom,” we are led to suppose that the Beatitudes were first
delivered in a synagogue, and that it was after reading some
passage of the prophets that men wondered at the gracious
words that proceeded out of his mouth.

A critic of the school to which this preacher belongs
can never be certain of a thing, if it is asserted by an
apostle, unless it be something which he can use to the
disadvantage of him who asserts it. Here our great
scholar acknowledges his ignorance as to when Jesus
first uttered the DBeatitudes, although Matthew tells him
plainly when and where. DBut though he is thus con-
fessedly ignorant, he is able to correct Matthew, and to
assert that it is much more likely to have been in a
synagogue than on a mountain, where Matthew says
it was.

This great light of the nineteenth century is not only
an expert in correcting the mistakes of the apostles, but
he is equally at home in dealing with the prophets. e
knows the meaning of all their predictions. Ile knows,
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better than the apostles did, who wrote them, and hc
can tell us which of them failed to be fulfilled. He has
even discovered that a large part of the mourning
referred to in the DBeatitude, “DBlessed are they that
mourn,” was that of pious Jews who mourned over the
non-fulfillment of some grand predictions of “the Sec-
ond Isaiah.” Hear him:

This great prophetic writer, the Second Isaiah, had said that
the Jews were about to be conducted in triumph to Jerusalem,
and that Jehovah, I[srael's King, would then visibly reassume
his royalty, governing Israel and the world from his capital,
Jerusalem. On the face of them, he makes not always quite
consistent declarations. Sometimes he leads us to think that
the Persian king, Cyrus, would, after being gently converted
to the worship of Jehovah, reign as Jehovah’s viceroy over the
nations of the world except Israel; these nations being forced
by conquest to accept the true religion. At other times he gives
us sublime and truly Christian descriptions of a personage called
“The Servant of the Lord,” who is an imaginary embodiment of
the ideal of Israel, or, we might almost say, of the true Israel,
and who is represented as devoting his life to missionary labors
among the Gentiles. Of all these promises only one was in any
strict sense realized—the return of the Jews, or a part of them,
to Judah—and we can not doubt that to the most spiritually
minded Jews in our Lord’s time the non-fulfillment of the’
promise of the conversion of the nations through Jewish instru-
mentality must have been the source of a pure and noble sorrow.
They mourned not only because Judea was still suffering. God’s
judgment upon sin, but because the nations beyond were still
ignorant of the true God. They were humble and broken-
hea-ted, not so much because Roman legions trod Jewish soil,
as because the world at large did not yet own the divine King.

This “Second Isaiah” is commonly extolled by the
critics as the greatest of all the prophets. He is some-
times called “The Great Unknown.” Yet with this
preacher, preaching to sinners in London, whom he
urges in the latter part of his sermon to become disciples
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of Christ, the Second Isaiah “makes not always quite
consistent declarations;” he made predictions that were
not fulfilled ; and this failure of fulfillment was a source
of such sorrow to his countrymen of a later generation,
that Jesus took special pains to try to comfort them.
And let us not fail to take in that new revelation at the
close of the extract just given, that the Jews of the
Saviour's time—that is, the spiritually minded among
them—were “humble and broken-hearted, not so much
because Roman legions trod Jewish soil, as because the
world at large did not yet own the divine King." Poor
fellows! How much more sympathetic they were in con-
templating the sad condition of the Gentiles than modern
Christians are! How much more so than the most zeal-
ous missionaries of our day, for where are the Christians
of to-day who are “humble and broken-hearted, because
the world at large has not yet owned the divine King™?
Yes, those spiritually minded Jews were ahead of the
early Christians, including the apostles, in sympathy for
the poor Gentiles, for do not these same critics tell us
with one voice that the original twelve and the church
in Jerusalem regarded salvation in Christ as intended
for the Jews alone; and that they cared nothing at all
for the conversion of the Gentiles? Do they not tell us
that Paul taught the “‘universalism’™ of the gospel in
opposition to the ‘*‘particularism”™ taught by Peter and
James?

In conclusion, I have this to say: If any church wants
a preacher to edify it after the manner of the higher
critics of the most approved pattern, they can judge by
this sermon how such preachers would suit them; and
then they can hunt around for the preacher. If a suf-
ficient salary is offered, the man can doubtless be found.
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[Jan. 27, 1894.]
THE WISDOM OF _THE WISE.

Under this heading I propose from time to time to
present some of the wise sayings of the wise men who
throw discredit on the Bible. They will illustrate the
words quoted by Paul from the prophet, saying: “I will
destroy the wisdom of the wise.” [ shall follow no
particular order in presenting them, but will take them
as they occur to me, and as they suit the space which
can be allotted to them.

Kuenen, in his master work, “The Religion of" Is-
rael,” insists that the host of Israel which marched out
of Egypt could not have numbered six hundred thou-
sand men: and one proof is that this number could not
have lived in the wilderness, He puts the number down
to sixty or seventy thousand, and the whole multitude,
men, women and children, to about three hundred thou-
sand (Vol. 1., p. 126). He seems to think that this
number could have subsisted in the wilderness without
miraculous feeding. He forgets that there are now only
about six hundred Bedawin in that peninsula, and that
they would starve or be compelled to leave the country,
were it not for the scanty income which they derive
from escorting the tourists who annually visit Mount
Sinai. His sixty thousand, then, would have starved
there, just as certainly as would the six hundred thou-
sand - of Moses. He ought to have cut them down to
three or four hundred, and have made them take with
them a caravan of camels loaded with provisions, as
modern tourists do: then sensible people might have
taken his estimate to be plausible.

Jut the wisdom of this wise man is more strikingly
displayed when he comes to discuss the Biblical account
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as to how the three hundred thousand did actually sub-
sist in the wilderness. He says: “The forty years' rain
of manna, and the miracles connected with it, owe their
origin to the real manna, which drops from the tarfa-
shrub in the Sinaitic desert; the pillar of cloud and fire
to the fire which is carried in front of the caravan to
show the way"™ (Vol. I, p. 130, note). I suppose that
the most of my readers have seen this so-called manna,
for it can be bought in the drug store: and if they have -
never eaten any of it, I propose that they buy a nickel's
worth and try it. They can then judge how long they
could live and keep fat on it without a miracle. And
then let us remember that it was not a half-dozen per-
sons, but a host of three hundred thousand, who, accord-
ing to this wise man of Holland, lived on the quantity
which is found on the tarfa-shrub in the Sinaitic penin-
sula. To bring the conception nearer home, just imagine
a hundred or more men, women and children turned
loose in an old peach orchard to live on the gum of the
old peach-trees; then stretch the old orchard through
the valleys of the mountainous peninsula, and turn three
hundred thousand people out there to live on the gum,
and you have the idea. I wonder why those six hundred
ragged and half-starved Dedawin do not live on the
manna. Somebody ought to send Dr. Kuenen over there
to teach the poor fellows that it is angels’ food.

But what about the pillar of cloud by day and fire
by night? This is a big tale, it seems, which had no
other origin than the fire that was carried before the
caravan to show the way. Well, if such a fire was car-
ried before a caravan of three hundred thousand people,
a larger force than General Grant ever led, it must have
been a prodigious job to carry it and keep it burning.
I am glad that T was not one of the men who had to
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carry it in that hot climate. Supposing, however, that
they had a few salamander men to carry it, and plenty
of fuel to keep it burning, this might be a good arrange-
ment for the night; but I find that we are losing that
pillar of cloud by day. Dr. Kuenen will have to write
another foot-note, and tell us about that. Ie forgot it
while he was following that big fire.

Let no reader who is unfamiliar with great names,
imagine that this Dr. Kuenen is some simpleton; for,
next to Wellhausen, he stands at the head of the higher
critics of the new school in Europe. T have marked
several other specimens of his great wisdom, and I hope
to refresh the reader with some of them now and then.

[Nov. 24, 1894.1
THE WISDONM OF THE WISE.

Dr. Kuenen was a very learned, and a very accurate,
man. He could extract from almost any narrative all
the meaning that was in it, and he could clearly distin-
guish the false from the true: but there is one short
narrative in the Bible, a narrative which Sunday-school
pupils often understand very well, which was a com-
plete puzzle to him. After mentioning the crossing of
the Red Sea, he says:

What actually took place there we do not know. The only
thing certain is that the Israelites remembered that they had
here escaped a great danger, which threatened them from the
side of the Egyptians. Even in early times their rescue was
considered and celebrated as an act of Jahveh. The account
which we possess in Exodus of their passage may have existed
from as early as the eighth century B. C. Tt is undoubtedly
founded on fact. But it is very difficult to distinguish the actual
circumstances of the occurrence from poetical embellishments.
We will not risk the attempt. For our purpose it is enough
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to know that the deliverance of the children of Israel was comn-
pleted when the Red Sea divided them from their pursuers.—
The Religion of Israel, 1:120.

The way in which this learned higher critic gives up
this puzzle reminds me of a conundrum said to have
been propounded to a clown by a ringmaster. The
conundrum was this: “Noah had three sons, Shem, Ham
and Japheth. Now, who was Japheth's father?” The
clown studied on it a moment, and called for a repetition.
He called for it a third time, and then said, I give it
up.” The story of crossing the Red Sea is about as
simple, but the great critic gives it up. There are none
so blind as those who will not see. The scribes and
Pharisees could not understand the simplest of the para-
bles of Jesus, and the reason is given in these memorable
words :

“The people's heart waxed gross,

And their ears were dull of hearing,

And their eyes have they closed;

Lest haply they should perceive with their eyes,
And hear with their ears,

And understand with their heart,

And should turn again,
And I should heal them.”

After all, Dr. Kuenen deserves some credit for being
an agnostic in regard to the Red Sea crossing. I mean
credit as compared with his fellow-critics; for by con-
fession, quoted above, he shows himself incapable of
swallowing the silly interpretation which has satisfied
them. He could not consent to say with them that
Israel, when camped at the head of the sea and pursued
by Pharaoh, did not have sense enough to make the
march of three or four miles which would have led them
around it, instead of waiting for the water to get out of
their way. Neither could he accept the equally silly
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notion that the wind and tide emptied the water just in
front of Israel, and that when the Egyptians followed,
a change of the wind and the tide overwhelmed the latter
so that none of them escaped. They tell us that Napo-
leon had a similar experience once, during the Egyptian
campaign, when he and a few of his officers, having
gone to see the Springs of Moses, crossed on their
return where Israel did, but came near being drowned
by the inflowing tide. But then, Napoleon and his men
escaped—they were only a little scared. I suppose that
the French are wiser in escaping from water than the
LEgyptians were. Kuenen, of course, had read all that
his brother critics had said in support of this and other
attempts to explain away the miracle, and he could
accept none of them. He had too much sense. Not
having, however, enough grace to accept the truth, and
being unwilling to accept a subterfuge, he fell upon the
clown’s device, and gawe it up.

[March 2, 1803.1
A TEST CASE OF LITERARY CRITICISM.

Prof. E. J. Wolf, of Gettysburg Theological Semi-
nary, calls attention, in a recent number of the Inde-
pendent, to a case of literary criticism which illustrates
very aptly the reliability of such criticism when applied
to the books of the Bible. When President Cleveland’s
message on Hawaiian affairs was published, the question
was raised, whether it was written by him, or by his
Secretary of State, Mr. Gresham. Mr. McPherson,
editor of the Gettysburg Star and Sentinel, of whom
Proféssor Wolf says, “There is probably no man in this
country more conversant with political writers and
speakers, and, therefore, more competent to pronounce
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judgment on the authorship or literary quality of a pub-
lic document,” passed this judgment in his paper: “As
a matter of style it is a great improvement on any other
of Mr. Cleveland's messages, having evidently been pre-
pared by Mr. Secretary Gresham.”

On the other hand, Mr. Dana, of the New York Sun,
“whose primacy in literature,” says the Professor, “is
challenged only by his rank as a political writer and
critic, and whose capacity to judge of the literary author-
ship of an official paper will be questioned by no Ameri-
can,” bluntly declares: "Five-sixths of the message is a
restatement in Mr. Cleveland's cwn language of the
argument for the policy of infamy.”

On this conflict of opinion between two experts, the
Professor comments as follows:

This flat contradiction of each other by a brace of expert
critics is somethirg of a stunner to the simple and plain people
who have been taught by the higher critics that even in the writ-
ings which were published some two or three thousand years
since in a language now dead it is perfectly easy to tell what
part Moses wrote, and what part some redactor of Moses;
what Psalm is from David, and which ones from the time of
Ezra; how much of the Book of Isaiah was written by Isaiah,
and where the style changes so unmistakably that obviously
another Isaiah must be the author of the later chapters. And,
like Messrs. McPherson and Dana, they are all cocksure about
it. There can be no mistake. No one having the remotest
title to scholarship would dare to dispute these conclusions of
higher criticism.

[Apr. 6, 1803.]
WHAT DID MOSES DO?
The critics who deny to Moses the authorship of the

Pentateuch have a puzzle on hand when they attempt,
as they sometimes do, to tell us something that Moses
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actually did. In the March number of the Biblical
IVorld, Professor Harper has a long editorial on the
subject, in which he sails round and round, like a bird
that knows not where or when to alight: but at last he
comes down with the following statement:

But, it is asked, how much of this did Moses himself actually
accomplish? We answer: (1) He formulated the Decalogue, and
under inspiration from heaven impressed upon it ideas which
never had before been formulated; namely, the sin of idolatry
and the sin which exists in wrong purpose or intent. (2) He
formulated the covenant code (Ex. 21-23), the constitution of
the hexateuchal legislation, a code which contains in germ every
enactment of the Hexateuch. (3) He, without doubt, passed
judgment on the many early stories handed down by tradition,
selecting those in connection with which great truths should be
taught, purifying them from the dross which the ages had con-
nected with them, and handing them down for the people,
and through the people, until that later time when they assumed
their present literary form. (4) Ile furnished the foundation
upon which should be built not merely (a) the Mosaic system
of legislation, but (b) the monarchical system which was later
developed, and (c) the prophetic system of which he was at the
same time the beginning and the highest representative.

I should like to know how Professor Harper knows
all this. Outside the statements of the Pentateuch, and
of the later books of the Bible, he has not a word of
authority on the subject, and the bulk of these state-
ments he unceremoniously rejects. Not only so. but in
the words which I have just quoted from him he mis-
represents his only source of information. He says,
first, that Moses “formulated the Decalogue,” when the
only authority on which any man can now affirm that
Moses ever saw the Decalogue, declares that he received
it from God, written on tables of stone, already formu-
lated. Second, he says in the same sentence, that Moses
impressed on the Decalogue “ideas which had never
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before been formulated,” when, if this only authority
can be believed, he impressed nothing at all on the Deca-
logue, but preserved it as God gave it to him. In the
third place, he says that Moses *formulated the covenant
code (Ex. 21-23)," when the only possible source of
information declares that this also was given by direct
revelation from God, and that all he did was to write it
in a book, read it to the people, and ratify it as law by
the sprinkling of blood. Fourth, he says that Moses,
“without doubt,".passed judgment on many early stories
which had been handed down by tradition, referring,
evidently, to such stories as make up the Book of Gen-
esis. But how does he know that Moses ever heard of
these stories? He denies that Moses wrote them; he
affirms that they were written about seven hundred years
after the death of Moses ; then, what gives him the right
to say that Moses ever had anything to do with them?
Why all this trimming between belief and unbelief? If
the record respecting Moses in the Pentateuch is nct
to be believed, then it is far more sensible to unite with
the radicals in pronouncing Moses a mythical character,
than to pretend that we know something about him in
the same breath in which we reject our only source of
information. This last is what Professor Harper, and
those whom he has taken as guides in criticism, are con-
stantly doing. It is the work of a trimmer, and not that
of a critic.

[May 11, 18953.]
A CRITICAL PARADOX.
One of the most clear-headed thinkers and most per-

spicuous writers among the English school of advanced
critics is Prof. Herbert Edward Ryle, of Cambridge
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University. In his book on “The Early Narratives of
Genesis,”’ he takes about the same position that Pro-
fessor Harper set forth more than a year ago in his
Chicago lectures; but he handled the subject with much
more care, and with fewer absurdities. I call attention
now, however, to a passage which he himself admits to
be paradoxical, but which expresses a thought that has
echoed and re-echoed among this class of critics:

Paradoxical as it may sound, faith would, I believe, be more
genuinely staggered by any perfectly exact agreement in Genesis
with the wonderful discoveries of modern science than it ever
has been, or is ever likely to be, by the familiar contradictions
with science that are to be expected in a literature so ancient,
and are to be found in this chapter (Gen. 1) according to any
literal interpretation.

The thought here expressed amounts about to this—
that faith, though it has been staggered by the contra-
dictions of science found in this chapter, would have
been much more staggered if the contradictions had been
avoided and the truth had been told. Well might he say
that this sounds paradoxical. It is not only paradoxical,
but it is in the highest degree absurd. It is the same
as to say that faith is staggered by finding certain pas-
sages in the Scripture false to facts, but it would be
still more staggered by finding the same passages true
to facts. But so reason all of those critics, who, not
being willing with their German masters to deny abso-
lutely the divine element in the Bible, try to trim between
this position and that of orthodox believers. Contradic-
tions and errors of history, which they affect to find in
vast numbers in the sacred record, make the book all the
more credible and precious in their estimation. This is
so inconsistent with rational thought that I do not be-
lieve it. I believe that in so saying they are practicing
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self-deception ; and that if they would analyze their feel-
ings as minutely as they try to analyze the Pentateuch,
they would find they are saying what they try to feel,
and not what they really do feel.

While speaking of Professor Ryle's book, I may
mention another passage which stands in striking con-
trast with one corresponding to it in Professor Harper's
lectures. The latter says of the style of the first chapter
of Genesis, that it is “systematic;” “chronological and
statistical;” “minute, precise, scientific;” “rigid, stereo-
typed:” “verbose and repetitious ;" “generic and not par-
ticular.” \What an array of epithets to describe the style
of one short chapter! Now listen to the thoroughly
trained and sober-minded English scholar:

The matchless introduction to the whole history (1:1-2:4)
is taken in all probability from the priestly writings, having been
either composed by the priestly narrator, or extracted by him
and edited from the ancient traditions of which the priestly
guild were the recognized keepers. Evidence of this is obtained
from characteristic words and phrases, and from the smooth,
orderly and somewhat redundant style (pp. 2, 3).

The contrast is obvious enough. The reader may
account for it as he will.

[June 22, 1893.]
“THE HIGHER CRITICS CRITICIZED.”

This is the title, in its briefest form, of a volume just
published by H. L. Hastings, the well-known editor of
The Christian, Boston. The body of the work is a
review of Kuenen's “Religion of Israel,” and a “Study
of the Pentateuch,” with reference to the single ques-
tion: Is the Pentateuch as old as the time of Moses? by
Rufus P. Stebbins, late president of Meadville Theo-
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logical Seminary. This is preceded by three preliminary
essays from the pen of Dr. Hastings, occupying eighty-
four pages; and it is followed by another from the same
author under the title, “The Wonderful Law,” covering
118 pages.

I have had timz to examine only the three prelimi-
nary essays; but I can freely say that these alone make
the book of great value. If the other parts are equal
to it, the whole volume must be one of the best of its
size that has been published on higher criticism.

H. L. Hastings is well known both in this country
and in Great Britain, as one of the most aggressive and
witty writers on subjects of this kind now living. His
part in this volume, like the various tracts which he has
published and circulated very extensively, are full of
happy hits, telling illustrations and withering sarcasm.
He is well posted on the topics which he touches, so
that he knows the weak points in the armor of his adver-
saries, and the sharp point of his lance never misses its
aim. In this respect he differs from some who have
undertaken to write against destructive criticism with
but a dim conception as to what it is.

I can not give so correct a conception of his part of
this book by my own words, as by quoting from it some
specimen passages. If the destructive critics were really
philanthropists, seeking to dethrone superstition, and to
give men enlightened views respecting sacred books
which they are likely to reverence to their own injury,
it would seem that they should begin their work where
superstition is the most extreme, and the people most
need the enlightening influence of criticism. Especially
should they begin with the books which are leading
astray the largest portion of the human race. But in-
stead of this course, which real philanthropy would dic-
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tate, they devote all of their critical powers to the de-
struction of faith in just one little book, which is held
in esteem by only a small portion of the race, and which
is certainly doing little harm to those who believe in it.
Our author deals with this question in the following
passage, wiich, besides setting forth the point in ques-
tion, contains so much valuable information as to justify
the space it will occupy:

For instance, they might examine the Rig I"eda, the founda-
tion of Brahminism, containing 1,028 hymns, averaging ten
stanzas each. They might extend their examination to the code
of Manu, comprised in some twenty big law-books, and dating
back to B. C. 400 or 500. They might investigate the story of
Ramayana, that most sacred poem of twenty-four thousand
verses, of which it is said that whoever reads it or hears it will
be freed from all sin. They might examine the Maha-Charata,
a poem of 220,coo lines, or seven times as long as the Iliad and
Odyssey combined, a copy of it filling eight good-sized volumes.
Or they might turn, for a change, to the Upanishads, “the kernel
of the Vedas,” a series of mystical Hindu books ‘“that no man
can number;” one hundred and fifty of which have been cata-
logued, some of them comprising hundreds of pages. Or they
might study the Puranas, or Hindu traditional stories, which
date from A. D. 600 down, of which there are eighteen Maha
or principal Puranas, containing 1,600,000 lines, and other minor
Puranas, containing about as many more. There were, the
Hindu sages tell us, a billion lines, but the rest were mercifully
kept in heaven for home consumption.

Having examined all these sacred books, which are held by
their votaries to be far superior to anything contained in the
Hebrew and Christian Scriptures, they might turn to the Chinese
“Cyclopedia of Ancient and Modern Literature” with its 6,100
volumes, including eighteen volumes of index: and having spent
six or eight years learning the ten thousand different Chinese
characters in common use, and fifteen or twenty years in learn-
ing to read the language fluently, they might, with the aid of the
latest “Imperial Dictionary,” containing 43,960 characters, go
through these publications, and subject them to the critical tests
of the higher criticism. When this was done, they might visit
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the British Museum and turn their attention to the Jangyn, or
“Cyclopedia of Thibetan Buddhism”—a delightful little work
comprised in 225 volumes, each two feet long and six inches
thick. These—which are held to be fully equal, if not superior,
to the Hebrew Scriptures, by some of the skeptics of the present
day who know little of either—would furnish a very inviting
field for the exercise of the critical faculty. And so long as the
vast multitudes of China, India and Thibet accept and embrace
these wonderful productions, receiving them with unquestioning
faith, it would certainly seem quite proper for men of critical
and philanthropic inclinations to investigate the pretensions of
these remarkable volumes, and inform the multitudes who accept
them as to their authenticity, inerrancy and authority.

It is a remarkable fact that the higher critics of the present
day have hitherto failed to thoroughly explore these vast and
inviting fields, but have mainly devoted their attention to the
examination and discussion of sixty-six little, insignificant
pamphlets, the sacred literature of a small, isolated, scattered
and persecuted nation, which in numbers is positively insignifi-
cant in comparison with the vast multitudes which accept the
voluminous sacred books we have mentioned. And it is a some-
what remarkable fact that this mighty mass of Assyrian, Baby-
lonian, Chinese, Hindu and Thibetan sacred literature escapes
criticism, and sometimes receives actual commendation, while
the only documents which are especially criticized and whose
errancy and mythical and unhistorical character is pointed out
with unsparing zeal, are the records and laws of a nation which
has had no political existence for nearly two th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>