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PREFACE

In 1909 God moved two Christian laymen to set aside a large sum of money for issuing twelve
volumes that would set forth the fundamentals of the Christian faith, and which wereto be sent free
to ministers of the gospel, missionaries, Sunday School superintendents, and othersengaged in
aggressive Christian work throughout the English speaking world. A committee of men who were
known to be sound in the faith was chosen to have the over sight of the publication of these volumes.
Rev. Dr. A.C. Dixon was thefirst Executive Secretary of the Committee, and upon hisdeparturefor
England Rev. Dr. Louis Meyer was appointed to take his place. Upon the death of Dr. Meyer the
work of the Executive Secretary devolved upon me. We were ableto bring out these twelve volumes
according to theoriginal plan. Some of the volumes wer e sent to 300,000 ministersand missionaries
and other workersin different parts of theworld. On the completion of the twelve volumes as
originally planned the work was continued through The King's Business, published at 536 South
Hope St., Los Angeles, California. Although a larger number of volumes wereissued than there
wer e names on our mailing list, at last the stock became exhausted, but appealsfor them kept
coming in from different partsof theworld. Asthe fund was no longer available for this purpose,
the Bible Institute of L os Angeles, to whom the plates wer e turned over when the Committee closed
itswork, have decided to bring out the various articlesthat appeared in The Fundamentalsin four
volumes at the cheapest price possible. All the articlesthat appeared in The Fundamentals, with the
exception of a very few that did not seem to bein exact keeping with the original purpose of The
Fundamentals, will be published in thisseries.

R. A. TORREY
DEDICATION

To the two laymen whose generosity made it possible to send several millions of volumes of The
Fundamentalsto ministers and missionariesin all parts of the world, for their confirmation and up
building in the faith, these volumes are dedicated

Prefaceto the Online Edition of
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"The Fundamentals"

By

Rev. Shaun Aishitt

It isnow 2002, nearly 100 years since the four volume books" The Fundamentals' were published.
It istestimony to thetruth contained in them that they are asrelevant today as when they were
published almost a century ago.

When | first found these four volumesin a second hand bookstore | knew they wer e like discovering
a goldmine of Biblical wealth. | wondered why these classics were not reprinted anymore, asare
other classic writings from such writersasR.A.Torrey, F.B.Meyer, Spurgeon, John
Bunyan,William Gurnall etc.

The Christian teachings contained within these articles educate, enlighten correct and guard
against error, through Scripture. Unfortunately it appear s many churches, seminaries and
Christian writers haven't read them, and now unknowingly promote falsehoods like evolution,
kingdom now theology, church growth through secular ideals, pastoral equipping with
organizational chartsinstead of Biblical example, no eternal punishment, non-reliance on
Scripture, ecumenism, friendship evangelism and so on.

My Prayer isthat these writingswill be given a new lease of life on theinternet, in electronic Bible
programs (my e-sword version isin progress) and will be widely read by all. If you would like to use
these studiesin some other electronic media, then please contact me by e-mail, and acknowledge my
work in preparing thetextsetc.

In The Glorious Name of Jesus Christ our Lord and Saviour,

Rev. Shaun Aishitt

Return to the Aishitt's Homepage

Great News!. A sitewith a special offer has contacted me and informed me that The Fundementals
arenow in reprint. They will be published by Baker Book House. The siteisoffering a pre-
publication special offer of $29.95 for the set of four books (Thelist priceis $100.00') Why not avail
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of this special offer?. They are Solid Ground Books Click on thelink to go there. Don't forget to
come back herethough!.
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Rector of the Memorial Church, London, Ontario. Lecturer in Liturgics and Ecclesiology, Wycliffe
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Frederick Wright, D. D., L. L. D., Oberlin College, Oberlin, Ohio.

Chapter 3. The Fallacies of the Higher Criticism By Professor Franklin Johnson, D. D., L. L. D.
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Stuttgart, Germany. (Trandlated from the original German, by David Heagle, D. D.)
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Professor W. H. Griffith Thomas, Wycliffe College, Toronto, Canada.

Chapter 8. THE TABERNACLE IN THE WILDERNESS: DID IT EXIST?- A Question Involving
the Truth or Falsitty of the Entire Higher Critic Theory, by David Heagle, Ph. D., D. D., Professor

of Theology and Ethics, Ewing College; Transator of the A“ Bremen Lectures;A” Author of
A“Moral Education;A” A“That Blessed Hope, A” etc.

Chapter 9. INTERNAL EVIDENCE OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL - By Canon G. Osborne Troop,
M. A. Montreal, Canada.

Chapter 10. THE TESTIMONY OF CHRIST TO THE OLD TESTAMENT - By William Caren,
D.D., L.L.D., LatePrincipal of Knox College, Toronto, Canada.
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Free Church College, Glasgow, Scotland.

Chapter 12. ONE | SAIAH - By Professor George L. Robinson, D. D., McCormick Theological
Seminary, Chicago, Illinois.

Chapter 13. THE BOOK OF DANIEL - By Professor Joseph D. Wilson, D. D., Theological

Seminary of the Reformed Episcopal Church, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Author of A Did Daniel
Write Daniel ?A”

Chapter 14. THE DOCTRINAL VALUE OF THE FIRST CHAPTER OF GENESIS - By the

Revelation Dyson Hague, M. A. Vicar of the Church of the Epiphany; Professor of Liturgics,
Wycliffe College, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Chapter 15 THREE PECULIARITIESOF THE PENTATEUCH WHICH ARE
INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE GRAF-WELLHAUSEN THEORIESOF ITSCOMPOSITION -

By Andrew Craig Robinson, M. A., Ballineen, County Cork, Ireland. Author of A“What about the
Old Testament?A”

Chapter 16. THE TESTIMONY OF THE MONUMENTSTO THE TRUTH OF THE
SCRIPTURES - By Professor George Frederick Wright, D. D.,L. L. D., Oberlin College, Oberlin,
Ohio.

Chapter 17. THE RECENT TESTIMONY OF ARCHEOLOGY TO THE SCRIPTURES- By M.

G.Kyle, D.D., L. L.D., Egyptologist. Professor of Biblical Archaeology, Xenia Theological
Seminary; Consulting Editor of A“ The Records of the Past,A” Washington, D.C. (The numbersin
bracketsthroughout thisarticlerefer tothe notes at the end of the article).

Chapter 18. SCIENCE AND CHRISTIAN FAITH - By Professor James Orr, D. D. United Free
Church College, Glasgow, Scotland.

Chapter 19. MY PERSONAL EXPERIENCE WITH THE HIGHER CRITICISM - By Professor
J. J. Reeve, Southwestern Theological Seminary, Fort Worth, Texas.

Chapter 20 THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE - DEFINITION, EXTENT AND PROOF - By
Rev. James M. Gray, D.D., Dean of Moody Bible Institute, Chicago, Ill.

Chapter 21 INSPIRATION - By Evangelist L. W. Munhall, M. A., D. D., Germantown,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Author of A“Highest Criticsvs. Higher Critics.A”

Chapter 22 THE MORAL GLORY OF JESUSCHRIST, A PROOF OF INSPIRATION - By Rev.
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William G. Moorehead, D. D., President of Xenia Theological Seminary. Xenia, Ohio.

Chapter 23THE TESTIMONY OF THE SCRIPTURESTO THEMSEL VES - By Rev. George S.
Bishop, D. D., East Orange, New Jer sey.

Chapter 24 TESTIMONY OF THE ORGANIC UNITY OF THE BIBLE TO ITSINSPIRATION -
By thelate Arthur T. Pierson.

Chapter 25 FULFILLED PROPHECY A POTENT ARGUMENT FOR THE BIBLE - By Arno C.
Gaebelein, Editor A“Our Hope, A” New York City.

Chapter 26 LIFE IN THE WORD - By Philip Mauro Attorney at Law, New York City.

Chapter 27 ISTHERE A GOD?- By Rev. Thomas Whitelaw, M.A., D.D., Killmarnock, Scotland.

Chapter 28 GOD IN CHRIST THE ONLY REVELATION OF THE FATHERHOOD OF GOD -

By Robert E. Speer, Secretary of The Board of Foreign Missions of the Presbyterian Church,
U.S.A., New York City.

Chapter 29 THE DEITY OF CHRIST - By Professor Benjamin B. Warfield, D. D., LL.D.,
Princeton Theological Seminary, Princeton, New Jersey.

Chapter 30 THE VIRGIN BIRTH OF CHRIST - By Rev. Professor James Orr, D. D., United Free
Church College, Glasgow, Scotland.

Chapter 31 THE GOD-MAN - By the Late John Stock.

Chapter 32 THE PERSON AND WORK OF JESUS CHRIST - From A* Some Recent Phases of
German Theology,A” By Bishop Nuelsen, D. D., M. E. Church, Omaha, Nebraska.

Chapter 33THE CERTAINTY AND IMPORTANCE OF THE BODILY RESURRECTION OF
JESUS CHRIST FROM THE DEAD - By Rev. R. A. Torrey, D. D.

Chapter 34 THE PERSONALITY AND DEITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT - By Rev. R. A. Torrey,
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Chapter 35 THE HOLY SPIRIT AND THE SONS OF GOD - By Rev. W. J. Erdman, D. D.,
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Chapter 36 OBSERVATIONSON THE CONVERSION AND APOSTLESHIP OF ST. PAUL -
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ACTIVE CHRISTIANS - A“Their rock isnot asour Rock, even our enemies themselves being
judges,A” Deuteronomy 32:31.

Chapter 64 MODERN PHILOSOPHY - By Philip Mauro, Attor ney-at-Law. New York City.
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Chapter 70 EVOLUTIONISM IN THE PULPIT- By an Occupant of the Pew.
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Chapter 73MORMONISM: ITSORIGIN, CHARACTERISTICSAND DOCTRINES- By R. G.
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Utah.

Chapter 74. EDDYISM, COMMONLY CALLED A“CHRISTIAN SCIENCE - By MauriceE.
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Theological Seminary, Princeton, New Jer sey.
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Return to Bible Studies Page

E-mail Shaun Aishitt

And please don't cometo thissite looking for xbox war ez, Gamecube war ez, Gameboy Advance

war ez, Gameboy Advance roms, GBA roms, GBC roms, hacks, gamez, illegal stuff, David Gray
new day full album mp3 etc. Therearen't any!. Some naughty person has put thisaddressinto some
pirate site and I'm getting hits searching for all thosethingslisted above, and nasty e-mails. Thisis
a Christian site and we have nothing to do with the deeds of darkness ok?. Theft isa sin asit saysin
the Biblein the book of Exodus 20:15 " Thou shalt not steal" . Repent beforeit'stoo late. Turn from
your sin and trust iswhat Jesus has done for you, because He loves you enough to have died for you
in the most cruel dehumanizing way possible for anyone. His blood paid the penalty for your sinsso
you may be washed free of them. Trust Him today, put your lifein His hands, make Jesus L ord of
your life, tomorrow may betoo late. Click Herefor further help

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fundcont.htm (10 of 10) [15/02/2006 06:04:55 p.m.]


http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/studies.htm
mailto:aisbitt@hotmail.com
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/salvation.htm

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html

Shaun & Jackie Aishitt's Christian Web

All About Us Slte

Pictures of us, our Missions &
Travels Around the World

Tall Stuff & Resources

Shaun's Life story /
Testimony

How to Avoid Endingup in a
Cult (in Dublin!)
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Our Dog Rodney's Page!

Shaun's Writings, Christian
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The Gospel
Hi and a big Thank Y ou for coming to our web pages. We like to hear from anyone who pops
The Beatitudes in and hope you find what you were looking for. We are amarried Christian couple living in

Bray, County Wicklow, Ireland, who have been missionaries and want to be a blessing to the
church wherever we go. We have been on the mission field, travelled, lived in and preached or
Jesus - Melchizedek taught in Ireland (North & South), England, Belgium, Italy, Monaco, Monte Carlo, France,

Holland, Czechoslovakia, Wales, Singapore, Malaysia, Canada, America, Russia, Germany,
Good News Hungary and Romania. Have alook at our mission pics

Which Name of God is Dueto our health poor health Jackie suffers from Fybromyalgia and Lupus both of which
Correct Yahweh or Jehovah?  restrict her strength to go about much. Also because of my (Shaun's) health we are not
travelling as much as | am confined to awheelchair and can only walk a very short distance
with crutches. We have more time therefore to help others with our web ministry of reaching

out to people in cults and helping folks come to Christ for Salvation.

Why so Many Money Making
Schemes, isit Greed?

We hope this site brings the Joy of the Lord into your house, heart and life. We are not
downcast because of our health or circumstances but rejoice in the opportunity to spend more
time together and get to know more folksfrom far away through the internet. We do travel
still but for shorter periods of time and are always willing to minister if asked wherever and

The Only Complete Edition  whenever the Lord calls us. Shaun does the occasional street outreach in Dublin using the
of The Fundamentals by sketch board and leaflets to tell others about the Gospel and we are hopeing to get aBible
R.A.Torrey (90 Chapters!) study group started in our home here in Bray on Wednesday nights. Shaun will do the sermon
in church if asked and enjoys expounding on the Lord's Word to other believers.

What does Jesus mean when
He says "Judge not.."?

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html (1 of 5) [15/02/2006 06:05:05 p.m.]


http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/photos.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/photos.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/tall.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/shatest.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/shatest.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/avoid.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/avoid.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/thanks.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/thanks.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/rodpage.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/salvation.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/beattitudes.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/melpaper.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Good_News.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/name.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/name.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/greed.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/greed.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Judge.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Judge.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/photos.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/cult.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/cult.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/salvation.htm

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html

Revival Sermons By
R.A.Torrey

To Contact us ai shitt@hotmail.com

Satan's Gospel By A.W.Pink

With Christ in the School of
Prayer by Andrew Murray

Eoin, The Gospel of Johnin
Irish

Testimonies

GEORGE
FIT ZGERALD

‘SOMEBQDY
UP THERE
LIKES ME

2004 04 01

<t \Vith My 'Little Brother Karl Aisbitt (He hates being called little because he's over 6" ft 4' but
; still 'little' compared to his BIG brother!)

George Fitzgerald's

Autobiography

Rob Vollebregt

Tony Hanlon

Tony Hanlon

Dutchman's from Occult to
Christ

Wim Kuylen

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html (2 of 5) [15/02/2006 06:05:05 p.m.]


http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/revcont.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/revcont.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/satan_gospel.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/side.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/side.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/eoin_1.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/eoin_1.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/likesme.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/likesme.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/likesme.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/rob.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/toetest.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/toetest.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/FromOcculttoChrist.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/FromOcculttoChrist.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/WIM.HTM
mailto:aisbitt@hotmail.com

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html

Christian Fun!
Card Magic

Funny Latin

Weird Laws

Whoops! The Wrong
Church?

The Heretics Kit

Heretical Thesis Writer

IsBarney 'The Antichrist'?

Theological Light bulb
Jokes!!

Cults, False Teachingsand
Con Artists Examined

The Reason for My Research

Thanks From People Helped
out of Cults

Some Cultist's Replies

The Cult Encyclopaedia

Encyclopaedia of False
Christs

Nigerian E-mail Scam

The Bible Code Deception

Catholicism isit a Cult?

Church of Christ Cult

Can a Christian be a

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html (3 of 5) [15/02/2006 06:05:05 p.m.]


http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/card1.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/LATIN.HTM
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/shaunlaws.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/wrong.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/wrong.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/mix.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/heresyomatic.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/anti.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/light.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/light.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/reason.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/thanks.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/thanks.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/mail.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/cult.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/anotherchrist.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/anotherchrist.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/419scam.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/bible_code.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/cat1.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/churchochrist.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Freemasonry.htm

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html

Freemason?

Jehovah's Witnesses
Examined

How to help a Jehovah's
Witness begin to think and
leave the Watchtower cult

An ex-JW's Book Reviewed

Explaining the Gospel to
Mormons

The Mormon Church
Examined

The False Jesus of the
Mormons

The Mormon gods aren't
anything like the Christian's
God

Original 1830 Book of
Mormon (note how the 1000's
of 'Divinely revealed writings
have changed in this 'the most

perfect book ever' astimeis
indeed the enemy of liars and
false prophets)

Origina Book of
Commandments (Mormon

book now known as Doctrine
and Covenants, again 'divine | hope you didn't come to this site looking for xbox warez, Gamecube wares, DS roms,
revelation' changed? includes Nintendo DS wares, Super Mario 64 DS, Gameboy Advance warez, Gameboy Advance roms,
15 chapters missing from  GBA roms, GBC roms, romz, Christina Aguleria, dvd divx rips, Adobe, macromedia,
today's versions!! again time microsoft office, windows longhorn, keygens, warez, Grand Theft Auto San Andreas infinite
is the enemy of false life cheats, GTA 1V, hacks, gamez, illegal stuff, the darkness, norah jones full albums, Beatles
prophets) mp3. But if you are looking for casting spells, spell casting, kaballah centre, ouija board, tarot
cards, tarot readings, Y oga, Neopagan, crystal ball, palmstry, scrying, wicca, grimryie,
Examining the 'New Age  Magickal spells, ayurevedic medicine, divination, Testimony to the truth of the Book of
Mormon, Doctrine and Covenants, Joseph Smith true prophet of god, Watchtower member
information, Unitarian church, Ellen G. White writings, Seventh Day Adventists There aren't
any pirated wares, but lots of stuff on cults. Some naughty person has put this address into
Exposed some pirate/porn/occult/cult sites and I'm getting hits searching for all those things listed
above, and nasty e-mails. Thisis a Christian site and we have nothing to do with the deeds of

Peniel, Brentwood Essex

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html (4 of 5) [15/02/2006 06:05:05 p.m.]


http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Freemasonry.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/JW1.HTM
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/JW1.HTM
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/jw2.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/jw2.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/jw2.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/awakening.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/mor2.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/mor2.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/mor1.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/mor1.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/otrchrst.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/otrchrst.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Mormgod.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Mormgod.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/Mormgod.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/1830bom.zip
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/1830bom.zip
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/boc.zip
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/boc.zip
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/newage.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/peniel.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/peniel.htm

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html

7th Day Adventists Examineddarkness ok?. Theft isasin asit,saysin the Bible in the book of Exodus 20:15 " Thou shalt not
steal". Repent before it's too late. Dabbling with the occult is aso dangerous physically,
Spiritism Unmasked by ~ spirutally and mentally. Turn from your sin and trust is what Jesus has done for you, because
PR e He loves you enough to have died for you in the most cruel dehumanizing way possible for
L ey anyone. His blood paid the penalty for your sins so you may be washed free of them if you
will put your trust Him today, put your life in His hands, make Jesus Lord of your life,
tomorrow may be too late. Click Here for further help

>Looking for anything in
Ireland? find it by Clicking
Here (this will bring you off
this site so remember to save
off this page in your

favorites!)

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/index.html (5 of 5) [15/02/2006 06:05:05 p.m.]


http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/sda.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/spiritism.htm
http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/spiritism.htm
http://www.finditireland.com/
http://www.finditireland.com/
http://www.finditireland.com/
http://www.finditireland.com/
http://www.finditireland.com/
http://www.finditireland.com/
http://www.geocities.com/da_preach/salvation.htm

http://solid-ground-books.com Solid Christian Books for the whole family

_ Home Page
View Titles

Shopping Cart

Your Account

About Us

. Guesthook &
E-Mail Signup

Contact Us

P o

o

H -?{Ft_t:fl-ﬂ;ﬁ’-?ﬁﬁi? Scczecel -7111'::._1-:!#{':.(:...

The Complete Works of Thomas Manton at an I ncredible Pre-Publication Price

Huge I nventory Reduction Salein February

Solid Ground Gift Certificates Available Now

Banner of Truth Monthly Specials

Help Us Decide What to Reprint Next

MoreBuried Treasure Uncovered to the Glory of God

http://solid-ground-books.com/ (1 of 4) [15/02/2006 06:05:19 p.m.]


http://www.solid-ground-books.com/index.asp
http://www.solid-ground-books.com/books.asp
http://www.solid-ground-books.com/cart.asp
https://secure.bbdesign.com/solid-ground-books/account.asp
http://www.solid-ground-books.com/about.asp
http://www.solid-ground-books.com/guestbook.asp
http://www.solid-ground-books.com/contact.asp
http://www.solid-ground-books.com/links.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_520.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_520.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_520.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_InventoryReductionSale.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_SolidGroundGiftCertificate.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_banneroftruth.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_HelpUsDecideWhattoReprint.asp

http://solid-ground-books.com Solid Christian Books for the whole family

| THE TRAVELS
| OF TRUE
| GODLINESS

A trenliam Machen
Pl brlde P s

B ot e
P T
e LR

F i
Py —
TEE il

=i e i e

M achen's Notes on Galatians

Memorial to C.H. Pathway into the Psalter An Allegory by Keach Proverbsfor Young by The Child's Guideto
urgeon Bridges Heaven

View all our LATEST TITLESby clicking here

View all our PRE-PUBLICATION SPECIAL OFFERS by clicking here

Read mor e than 40 commendationsthat CELEBRATE OUR FOURTH ANNIVERSARY

A Scripleral Exposilion of
the Baplis! Calechism

e

Benjamia Beddomic

Begratn F Bewh by [ kb C o sl

g ¥ s { ‘
o |
[l

Classic Exposition of Baptist Catechism  Commenting on Commentaries Coming Soon

http://solid-ground-books.com/ (2 of 4) [15/02/2006 06:05:19 p.m.]


http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_522.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_522.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_522.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_522.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_457.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_457.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_457.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_496.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_496.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_496.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_379.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_379.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_379.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_379.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_303.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_303.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_303.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_303.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_VeryLatestSGCBTitles.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_PrePublicationSpecialOffers.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/commendations.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_523.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_523.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_523.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_497.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_497.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_497.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_458.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_458.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_458.asp

http://solid-ground-books.com Solid Christian Books for the whole family

Special Offer for Superb God-centered DVD Set

NEW!-' 'mnu,ﬂﬁﬂe!hmmm}m o

Lihat s abrinie "'ﬂm’r#}-h‘qhhﬁmi rran awrhet el Sl thr ld'hrxufﬁ [

Iﬂnldl-hll'whllli'ﬁll flﬂlihnﬂunhirrml woal | i e | Tk E;l :

valingraichand EETTLE Cronlle put el et ] psa®e peepoerei Time? B e B

1I.r4n-|n.h-\.'l.|l.l.r--.- —-.Ilu.ul.!u.unlwn-p bdiar il L S [ ST AT PR
anll s heki e ot e | e 3 nll B wr k:urimpr?hc-uﬂmmllunl

-

e
Let the Cannon FORGOTTEN HERGES
Blaze Away QF LIBERTY

THE MAN DF BUSINESS

—_—
Mrf.:ﬂn_pﬁfm

HEROES

OF THE BYALY CHUREH

http://solid-ground-books.com/ (3 of 4) [15/02/2006 06:05:19 p.m.]


http://solid-ground-books.com/books_ReformedandCalvinisticDVDSets.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_ReformedandCalvinisticDVDSets.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_ReformedandCalvinisticDVDSets.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_AmericanHeritageClassicReprints.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_AmericanHeritageClassicReprints.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_AmericanHeritageClassicReprints.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_PrePublicationSpecialOffers.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_PrePublicationSpecialOffers.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/books_PrePublicationSpecialOffers.asp

http://solid-ground-books.com Solid Christian Books for the whole family

Some of Solid Ground's Latest Uncovered Treasure
Mu Brather’s Heepe

The Mother
at Home

The Child
at Home

James 1L Mesanier

God-centered, Christ-exalting, Scripture-saturated Reformed and Calvinistic Books from
Reformers, Puritans and Evangelical writers for men, women and children of all ages.

Call Solid Ground Christian Books toll-free at (877) 666-9469
Copyright © 2002 Solid Ground Christian Books, Vestavia Hills, Alabama 35266

http://solid-ground-books.com/ (4 of 4) [15/02/2006 06:05:19 p.m.]


http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_294.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_297.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_298.asp
http://solid-ground-books.com/detail_309.asp

CHAPTER 1

THE HISTORY OF THE HIGHER CRITICISM

BY CANON DY SON HAGUE, M. A,

RECTOR OF THE MEMORIAL CHURCH, LONDON, ONTARIO. LECTURER IN
LITURGICS AND ECCLESIOLOGY, WY CLIFFE COLLEGE, TORONTO,
CANADA. EXAMINING CHAPLAIN TO THE BISHOP OF HURON.

What is the meaning of the Higher Criticism? Why isit called higher? Higher
than what? At the outset it must be explained that the word “Higher” isan
academic

term, used in this connection in a purely special or technical sense. It is not used
in the popular sense of the word at all, and may convey awrong impression to the
ordinary man. Nor isit meant to convey the idea of superiority. It issimply aterm
of contrast. It isused in contrast to the phrase, “Lower Criticism.”

One of the most important branches of theology is called the science of Biblical
criticism, which has for its object the study of the history and contents, and
origins and purposes, of the various books of the Bible. In the early stages of the
science Biblical criticism was devoted to two great branches, the Lower, and the
Higher. The Lower Criticism was employed to designate the study of the text of
the Scripture, and included the investigation of the manuscripts, and the different
readings in the various versions and codices and manuscripts in order that we
may be sure we have the original words as they were written by the Divinely
inspired writers.

(See Briggs, Hex., page 1). The term generally used now-a-daysis Textual
Criticism. If the phrase were used in the twentieth century sense, Beza, Erasmus,
Bengel, Griesbach, Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorff, Scrivener, Westcott, and
Hort would be called Lower Critics. But the term is not now-a-days used as a
rule. The Higher Criticism, on the contrary, was employed to designate the study
of the historic origins, the dates, and authorship of the various books of the Bible,
and that great branch of study which in the technical language of modern
theology is known as Introduction. It is avery vauable branch of Biblical
science, and is of the highest importance as an auxiliary in the interpretation of
the Word of God. By its researches floods of light may be thrown on the
Scriptures.

The term Higher Criticism, then, means nothing more than the study of the
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literary structure of the various books of the Bible, and more especially of the Old
Testament. Now thisin itself is most laudable. It isindispensable. It isjust such
work as every minister or Sunday School teacher does when he takes up his
Peloubet’ s Notes, or his Stalker’s St. Paul, or Geikie' s Hours with the Bible, to
find out all he can with regard to the portion of the Bible he is studying; the
author, the date, the circumstances, and purpose of its writing.

WHY ISHIGHER CRITICISM IDENTIFIED WITH UNBELIEF?

How isit, then, that the Higher Criticism has become identified in the popular
mind with attacks upon the Bible and the supernatural character of the Holy
Scriptures? The reason is this. No study perhaps requires so devout a spirit and so
exalted afaith in the supernatural as the pursuit of the Higher Criticism. It
demands at once the ability of the scholar, and the simplicity of the believing
child of God. For without faith no one can explain the Holy Scriptures, and
without scholarship no one can investigate historic origins. ThereisaHigher
Criticism that is at once reverent in tone and scholarly in work. Hengstenberg, the
German, and Horne, the Englishman, may be taken as examples. Perhaps the
greatest work in English on the Higher Criticism is Horne' s Introduction to the
Critical Study and Knowledge of the Holy Scripture. It isawork that is simply
massive in its scholarship, and invaluable in its vast reach of information for the
study of the Holy

Scriptures. But Horne' s Introduction is too large awork. It istoo cumbrous for
usein this hurrying age. (Carter’ s edition in two volumes contains 1,149 pages,
and in ordinary book form would contain over 4,000 pages, i.e., about ten
volumes of 400 pages each). Latterly, however, it has been edited by Dr. Samuel
Davidson, who practically adopted the views of Hupfield and Halle and
Interpolated not afew of the modern German theories. But Horne' s work from
first to last isthe work of a Christian believer; constructive, not destructive;
fortifying faith in the Bible, not rationalistic. But the work of the Higher Critic
has not always been pursued in areverent spirit nor in the spirit of scientific and
Christian scholarship.

SUBJECTIVE CONCLUSIONS.
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In the first place, the critics who were the leaders, the men who have given name
and force to the whole movement, have been men who have based their theories
largely upon their own subjective conclusions. They have based their conclusions
largely upon the very dubious basis of the author’ s style and supposed literary
gualifications. Everybody knowsthat style is avery unsafe basis for the
determination of aliterary product. The greater the writer the more versatile his
power of expression; and anybody can understand that the Bible is the last book
in the world to be studied as a mere classic by mere human scholarship without
any regard to the spirit of sympathy and reverence on the part of the student. The
Bible, as has been said, has no revelation to make to unbiblical minds. It does not
even follow that because a man is aphilological expert heis able to understand
the integrity or credibility of a passage of Holy Scripture any more than the
beauty and spirit of it. The qualification for the perception of Biblical truth is
neither philosophic nor philological knowledge, but spiritual insight. The primary
gualification

of the musician is that he be musical; of the artist, that he have the spirit of art. So
the merely technical and mechanical and scientific mind is disqualified for the
recognition of the spiritual and infinite. Any thoughtful man must honestly admit
that the Bible isto be treated as unique in literature, and, therefore, that the
ordinary rules of critical interpretation must fail to interpret it aright.

GERMAN FANCIES

In the second place, some of the most powerful exponents of the modern Higher
Critical theories have been Germans, and it is notorious to what length the
German fancy can go in the direction of the subjective and of the conjectural. For
hypothesis-weaving and speculation, the German theological professor is
unsurpassed. One of the foremost thinkers used to lay it down as a fundamental
truth in philosophical and scientific enquiries that no regard whatever should be
paid to the conjectures or hypotheses of thinkers, and quoted as an axiom the
great Newton himself and his famous words, “Non fingo hypotheses’: | do not
frame hypotheses. It is notorious that some of the most learned German thinkers
are men who lack in asingular degree the faculty of common sense and
knowledge of human nature. Like many physical scientists, they are so
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preoccupied with atheory that their conclusions seem to the average mind
curiously warped. In fact, alearned man in aletter to Descartes once made an
observation which, with dlight verbal alteration, might be applied to some of the
German critics: “When men sitting in their closet and consulting only their books
attempt disquisitions into the Bible, they may indeed tell how they would have
made the Book if God had given them that commission. That is, they may
describe chimeras which correspond to the fatuity of their own minds, but without
an understanding truly Divine they can never form such an ideato themselves as
the Deity had in creating it.” “If,” says Matthew Arnold, “you shut a number of
men up to make study and learning the business of

their lives, how many of them, from want of some discipline or other, seem to
lose all balance of judgment, all common sense.” The |earned professor of
Assyriology at Oxford said that the investigation of the literary source of history
has been a peculiarly German pastime. It deals with the writers and readers of the
ancient Orient asif they were modern German professors, and the attempt to
transform the ancient Israglites into somewhat inferior German compilers, proves
a strange want

of familiarity with Oriental modes of thought. (Sayce, “Early History of the
Hebrews,” pages 108-112).

ANTI-SUPERNATURALISTS

In the third place, the dominant men of the movement were men with a strong
bias against the supernatural. Thisis not an ex-parte statement at all. It issimply a
matter of fact, as we shall presently show. Some of the men who have been most
distinguished as the |eaders of the Higher Critical movement in Germany and
Holland have been men who have no faith in the God of the Bible, and no faith in
either the necessity or the possibility of a personal supernatural revelation. The
men who have been the voices of the movement, of whom the great majority, less
widely known and less influential, have been mere echoes, the men who
manufactured the articles the others distributed, have been notoriously opposed to
the miraculous. We must not be misunderstood. We distinctly repudiate the idea
that all the

Higher Critics were or are anti-supernaturalists. Not so. The British-American
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School embraces within its ranks many earnest believers. What we do say, aswe
will presently show, is that the dominant minds which have led and swayed the
movement, who made the theories that the others circulated, were strongly
unbelieving.

Then the higher critical movement has not followed its true and original purposes
In investigating the Scriptures for the purposes of confirming faith and of helping
believers to understand the beauties, and appreciate the circumstances of the
origin of the various books, and so understand more completely the Bible?

No. It has not; unquestionably it has not. It has been deflected from that, largely
owing to the character of the men whose ability and forcefulness have given
predominance to their views. It has become identified with a system of criticism
which is based on hypotheses and suppositions which have for their object the
repudiation of the traditional theory, and has investigated the origins and forms
and styles and contents, apparently not to confirm the authenticity and credibility
and reliability of the Scriptures, but to discredit in most cases their genuineness,
to discover discrepancies,

and throw doubt upon their authority:

THE ORIGIN OF THE MOVEMENT

Who, then, were the men whose views have molded the views of the leading
teachers and writers of the Higher Critical school of today? We will answer this
as briefly as possible. It is not easy to say who isthe first so-called Higher Ciritic,
or when the movement began. But it is not modern by any means. Broadly
speaking, it has passed through three great stages:

1. The French-Dutch.

2. The German.

3. The British-American.

Inits origin it was Franco-Dutch, and speculative, if not skeptical. The views
which are now accepted as axiomatic by the Continental and British-American
schools of Higher Criticism seem to have been first hinted at by Carlstadt in 1521
in hiswork on the Canon of Scripture, and by Andreas Masius, a Belgian scholar,
who published a commentary on Joshuain 1574, and a Roman Catholic priest,
called Peyrere or Pererius, in his Systematic Theology, 1660. (L1V. Cap. i.) But it
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may really be said to have originated with Spinoza, the rationalist Dutch
philosopher. In his Tractatus Theologico-Politicus (Cap. vii-viii), 1670, Spinoza
came out boldly and impugned the traditional date and Mosaic authorship of the
Pentateuch and ascribed the origin of the Pentateuch to Ezra or to some other late
compiler. Spinozawas really the fountain-head of the movement, and hisline was
taken in England by the British philosopher Hobbes. He went deeper than
Spinoza, as an outspoken antagonist of the necessity and possibility of a personal
revelation, and also denied the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. A few years
later a French priest, called Richard Simon of Dieppe, pointed out the supposed
varieties of style asindications of various authorsin his Historical Criticism of
the Old Testament, “an epoch-making work.” Then another Dutchman, named
Clericus (or Le Clerk), in 1685, advocated still more radical views, suggesting an
Exilian and priestly

authorship for the Pentateuch, and that the Pentateuch was composed by the priest
sent from Babylon (2 Kings, 17), about 678, B.C., and also akind of later editor
or redactor theory. Clericusis said to have been the first critic who set forth the
theory that Christ and his Apostles did not come into the world to teach the Jews
criticism, and that it is only to be expected that their language would bein
accordance with the views of the day.

In 1753 a Frenchman named Astruc, a medical man, and reputedly a free-thinker
of profligate life, propounded for the first time the Jehovistic and Elohistic
divisive hypothesis, and opened a new era. (Briggs Higher Criticism of the
Pentateuch, page 46). Astruc said that the use of the two names, Jehovah and
Elohim, shewed the book was composed of different documents. (The idea of the
Holy Ghost employing two words, or one here and another there, or both together
as He wills, never seemsto enter the thought of the Higher Critic!) Hiswork was
called “ Conjectures Regarding the Original Memoirsin the Book of Genesis,”
and was published in Brussels. Astruc may be called the father of the
documentary theories. He asserted there are traces of no less than ten or twelve
different memoirsin the book of Genesis. He denied its Divine authority, and
considered the book to be disfigured by useless repetitions, disorder, and
contradiction. (Hirschfelder,

page 66). For fifty years Astruc’s theory was unnoticed. The rationalism of
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Germany was as yet undevel oped, so that the body was not yet prepared to
recelve the germ, or the soil the weed.

THE GERMAN CRITICS

The next stage was largely German. Eichhorn is the greatest name in this period,
the eminent Oriental professor at Gottingen who published his work on the Old
Testament introduction in 1780. He put into different shape the documentary
hypothesis of the Frenchman, and did his work so ably that his views were
generally adopted by the most distinguished scholars. Eichhorn’ s formative
influence has been incalculably great. Few scholars refused to do honor to the
new sun. It isthrough him that the name Higher Criticism has become identified
with the movement He was followed by Vater and later by Hartmann with their
fragment theory which practically undermined the M osaic authorship, made the
Pentateuch a heap of fragments, carelessly joined by one editor, and paved the
way for the most radical of all divisive hypotheses.

In 1806 De Wette, Professor of Philosophy and Theology at Heidelberg,
published awork which ran through six editions in four decades. His contribution
to the introduction of the Old Testament instilled the same general principles as
Eichhorn, and in the supplemental hypotheses assumed that Deuteronomy was
composed in the age of Josiah (2 Kings22:8). Not long after, Vatke and Leopold
George (both Hegelians) unreservedly declared the post-M osaic and post-
prophetic origin of the first four books of the Bible. Then came Bleek, who
advocated the idea of the Grundschift or original document and the redactor
theory; and then Ewald, the father of the Crystallization theory; and then Hupfield
(1853), who held that the original document was an independent compilation; and
Graf, who wrote abook on the historical books of the Old Testament in 1866 and
advocated the theory that the Jehovistic and Elohistic documents were written
hundreds of years after Moses' time. Graf was a pupil of Reuss, the redactor of
the Ezra hypothesis of Spinoza. Then came a most influential writer, Professor
Kuenen of Leyden in Holland, whose work on the Hexateuch was edited by
Colenso in 1865, and his “Religion of Israel and Prophecy in Israel,” published in
England in 1874-1877. Kuenen was one of the most advanced exponents of the
rationalistic school. Last, but not least, of the continental Higher Criticsis Julius
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Wellhausen, who at one time was a theological professor in Germany, who
published in 1878 the first volume of his history of Israel, and won by his
scholarship the attention if not the allegiance of a number of leading theologians.
(See Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch, Green, pages 59-88). It will be observed
that nearly all these authors were Germans, and most of them professors of
philosophy or theology.

THE BRITISH-AMERICAN CRITICS

The third stage of the movement is the British-American. The best known names
are those of Dr. Samuel Davidson, whose “Introduction to the Old Testament,”
published in 1862, was largely based on the fallacies of the German rationalists.
The supplementary hypothesis passed over into England through him and with
strange incongruity, he borrowed frequently from Baur. Dr. Robertson Smith, the
Scotchman, recast the German theoriesin an English form in his works on the
Pentateuch, the Prophets of Israel, and the Old Testament in the Jewish Church,
first published in 1881, and followed the German school, according to Briggs,
with great boldness and thoroughness. A man of deep piety and high spirituality,
he combined with a sincere regard for the Word of God a critical radicalism that
was

strangely inconsistent, as did also his namesake, George Adam Smith, the most
influential of the present-day leaders, a man of great insight and scriptural
acumen, who in hisworks on Isaiah, and the twelve prophets, adopted some of
the most radical and least demonstrable of the German theories, and in his later
work, “Modern Criticism and the Teaching of the Old Testament,” has gone still
farther in the rationalistic direction.

Another well-known Higher CriticisDr. S. R. Driver, the Regius professor of
Hebrew at Oxford, who, in his “Introduction to the Literature of the Old
Testament,” published ten years later, and his work on the Book of Genesis, has
elaborated with remarkable skill and great detail of analysis the theories and
views of the continental school. Driver’swork is able, very able, but it lacks
originality and English independence. The hand is the hand of Driver, but the
voice is the voice of Kuenen or Wellhausen.

The third well-known name isthat of Dr. C. A. Briggs, for some time Professor
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of Biblical Theology in the Union Theological Seminary of New York. An
equally earnest advocate of the German theories, he published in 1883 his
“Biblical Study”; in 1886, his“Messianic Prophecy,” and alittle later his“Higher
Criticism of the Hexateuch.” Briggs studied the Pentateuch, as he confesses,
under the guidance chiefly of Ewald. (Hexateuch, page 63).

Of course, thislist isavery partial one, but it gives most of the names that have
become famous in connection with the movement, and the reader who

desires more will find a complete summary of the literature of the Higher
Criticism in Professor Bissall’ s work on the Pentateuch (Scribner’s, 1892).
Briggs, in his “Higher Criticism of the Hexateuch” (Scribner’s, 1897), gives an
historical summary also. We must now investigate another question, and that is
the religious views of the men most influential in this movement. In making the
statement that we are about to make, we desire to deprecate entirely the idea of
there

being anything uncharitable, unfair, or unkind, in stating what is simply a matter
of fact.

THE VIEWS OF THE CONTINENTAL CRITICS

Regarding the views of the Continental Critics, three things can be confidently
asserted of nearly all, if not all, of the real |eaders.

1. They were men who denied the validity of miracle, and the validity of any
miraculous narrative. What Christians consider to be miraculous they considered
legendary or mythical; “legendary exaggeration of events that are entirely
explicable from natural causes.”

2. They were men who denied the reality of prophecy and the validity of any
prophetical statement. What Christians have been accustomed to consider
prophetical, they called dexterous conjectures, coincidences, fiction, or
imposture.

3. They were men who denied the reality of revelation, in the sense in which it
has ever been held by the universal Christian Church. They were avowed
unbelievers of the supernatural. Their theories were excogitated on pure grounds
of human reasoning. Their hypotheses were constructed on the assumption of the
falsity of Scripture. Asto the inspiration of the Bible, asto the Holy Scriptures
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from Genesis to Revelation being the Word of God, they had no such belief. We
may take them one by one. Spinoza repudiated absolutely a supernatural
revelation. And Spinoza was one of their greatest. Eichhorn discarded the
miraculous, and considered that the so-called supernatural element was an
Oriental exaggeration; and Eichhorn has been called the father of Higher
Criticism, and was the first man to use the term. De Wette’' sviews as to
inspiration were entirely infidel. Vatke and Leopold George were Hegelian
rationalists, and regarded the first four books of the Old Testament as entirely
mythical. Kuenen, says Professor Sanday, wrote in the interests of an almost
avowed Naturalism. That is, he was a free-thinker, an agnostic; a man who did
not believe in the Revelation of the one true and living God. (Brampton L ectures,
1893, page 117). He wrote from an avowedly naturalistic standpoint, says Driver
(page 205). According to Wellhausen the religion of Israel was a naturalistic
evolution from heathendom, an emanation from an imperfectly

monotheistic kind of semi-pagan idolatry. It was simply a human religion.

THE LEADERSWERE RATIONALISTS

In one word, the formative forces of the Higher Critical movement were
rationalistic forces, and the men who were its chief authors and expositors, who
“on account of purely philological criticism have acquired an appalling
authority,” were men who had discarded belief in God and Jesus Christ Whom He
had sent. The Bible, in their view, was a mere human product. It was astagein
the literary evolution of areligious people. If it was not the resultant of a
fortuitous concourse of Oriental myths and legendary accretions, and its Jahveh
or Jahweh, the excogitation of a Sinaitic clan, it certainly was not given by the
inspiration of God, and is not the Word of the living God. “Holy men of God
spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost,” said Peter. “ God, who at sundry
times and in diverse manners

spake by the prophets,” said Paul. Not so, said Kuenen, the prophets were not
moved to speak by God. Their utterances were all their own. (Sanday, page 117).
These then were their views and these were the views that have so dominated
modern Christianity and permeated modern ministerial thought in the two great
languages of the modern world. We cannot say that they were men whose
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rationalism was the result of their conclusionsin the study of the Bible. Nor can
we say their conclusions with regard to the Bible were wholly the result of their
rationalism. But we can say, on the one hand, that inasmuch as they refused to
recognize the Bible as a direct revelation from God, they were free to form
hypotheses ad libitum. And, on the other hand, as they denied the supernatural,
the animus that animated them in the construction of the hypotheses was the
desire to construct a theory that would explain away the supernatural. Unbelief
was the antecedent, not the consequent, of their criticism. Now there is nothing
unkind in this. There is nothing that is uncharitable, or unfair. It issimply a
statement of fact which modern authorities most freely admit.

THE SCHOOL OF COMPROMISE

When we come to the English-writing Higher Critics, we approach a much more
difficult subject. The British-American Higher Critics represent a school of
compromise. On the one hand they practically accept the premises of the
Continental school with regard to the antiquity, authorship, authenticity, and
origins of the Old Testament books. On the other hand, they refuse to go with the
German rationalists in altogether denying their inspiration. They still claim to
accept the Scriptures as containing a Revelation from God. But may they not hold
their own peculiar views with regard to the origin and date and literary structure
of the Bible without endangering either their own faith or the faith of Christians?
Thisisthe very heart of the question, and, in order that the reader may see the
seriousness of the adoption of the conclusions of the critics, as brief aresume as
possible of the matter will be given.

THE POINT IN A NUTSHELL

According to the faith of the universal church, the Pentateuch, that is, the first
five books of the Bible, is one consistent, coherent, authentic and genuine
composition, inspired by God, and, according to the testimony of the Jews, the
statements of the books themselves, the reiterated corroborations of the rest of the
Old Testament, and the explicit statement of the Lord Jesus (L uke 24:44; John
5:46-47) was written by Moses (with the exception, of course, of Deuteronomy
34, possibly written by Joshua, as the Talmud states, or probably by Ezra) at a
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period of about fourteen centuries before the advent of Christ, and 800 years or so
before Jeremiah. It is, moreover, a portion of the Bible that is of paramount
Importance, for it is the basic substratum of the whole revelation of God, and of
paramount value, not because it is merely the literature of an ancient nation, but
because it is the introductory section of the Word of God, bearing His authority
and given by inspiration through His servant Moses. That is the faith of the
Church.

THE CRITICS THEORY

But according to the Higher Critics:

1. The Pentateuch consists of four completely diverse documents. These
Completely different documents were the primary sources of the composition
which they call the Hexateuch:

(a) The Yahwist or Jahwist,

(b) the Elohist,

(c) the Deuteronomist, and

(d) the Priestly Code, the Grundschift, the work of the first Elohist (Sayce Hist.
Heb., 103), now generaly known as J. E. D. P., and for convenience designated
by these symbols.

2. These different works were composed at various periods of time, not in the
fifteenth century, B.C., but in the ninth, seventh, sixth and fifth centuries; J. and
E. being referred approximately to about 800 to 700 B.C.; D to about 650 to 625
B.C., and P. to about 525 to 425 B.C. According to the Graf theory, accepted by
Kuenen, the Elohist documents were post-exilian, that is, they were written only
five centuries or so before Christ. Genesis and Exodus as well as the Priestly
Code, that is, Leviticus and part of Exodus and Numbers were also post-exilic.
3. These different works, moreover, represent different traditions of the national
life of the Hebrews, and are at variance in most important particulars.

4. And, further. They conjecture that these four suppositive documents were not
compiled and written by Moses, but were probably constructed somewhat after
this fashion: For some reason, and at some time, and in some way, some one, N0
one knows who, or why, or when, or where, wrote J. Then someone else, no one
knows who, or why, or when, or where, wrote another document, which is now
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called E. And then at alater time, the critics only know who, or why, or when, or
where, an anonymous personage, whom we may call Redactor I, took in hand the
reconstruction of these documents, introduced new material, harmonized the real
and apparent discrepancies, and divided the inconsistent accounts of one event
Into two separate transactions. Then some time after this, perhaps one hundred
years or more, no one knows who, or why, or when, or where, some anonymous
personage wrote another document, which they style D. And after awhile another
anonymous author, no one knows who, or why, or when, or where, whom we will
call Redactor 11, took thisin hand, compared it with J. E., revised J. E., with
considerable freedom, and in addition introduced quite a body of new material.
Then someone else, no one knows who, or why, or when, or where, probably,
however, about 525, or perhaps 425, wrote P.; and then another anonymous
Hebrew, whom we may call Redactor |11, undertook to incorporate this with the
triplicated composite J. E. D., with what they call redactional additions and
insertions. (Green, page 88, cf. Sayce, Early History of the Hebrews, pages 100-
105).

It may be well to state at this point that this is not an exaggerated statement of the
Higher critical position. On the contrary, we have given here what has been
described as a position “ established by proofs, valid and cumulative’ and
“representing the most sober scholarship.” The more advanced continental Higher
Critics, Green says, distinguish the writers of the primary sources according to the
supposed elements as J1 and J2, E1 and E2, P1, P2 and P3, and D1 and D2, nine
different originalsin al. The different Redactors, technically described by the
symbol R., are Rj., who combined J. and E.; Rd., who added D. to J. E., and Rh,,
who completed the Hexateuch by combining P. with J. E. D. (H. C. of the
Pentateuch, page 88).

A DISCREDITED PENTATEUCH

5. These four suppositive documents are, moreover, alleged to be internally
inconsistent and undoubtedly incomplete. How far they are incomplete they do
not agree. How much is missing and when, where, how and by whom it was
removed; whether it was some thief who stole, or copyist who tampered, or editor
who falsified, they do not declare.
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6. In this redactory process no limit apparently is assigned by the critic to the
work of the redactors. With an utter irresponsibility of freedom it is declared that
they inserted midleading statements with the purpose of reconciling incompatible
traditions; that they amalgamated what should have been distinguished, and
sundered that which should have amalgamated. In one word, it is an axiomatic
principle of the divisive hypothesizers that the redactors “have not only
misapprehended, but misrepresented the originals’ (Green, page 170). They were
animated by “egotistical motives.” They confused varying accounts, and
erroneously ascribed them to different occasions. They not only gave false and
colored impressions; they destroyed valuable elements of the suppositive
documents and tampered with the dismantled remnant.

7. And worst of all. The Higher Critics are unanimous in the conclusion that these
documents contain three species of material:

(a) The probably true.

(b) The certainly doubtful.

(c) The positively spurious.

“The narratives of the Pentateuch are usually trustworthy, though partly mythical
and legendary. The miracles recorded were the exaggerations of alater age.”
(Davidson, Introduction, page 131). The framework of the first eleven chapters of
Genesis, says George Adam Smith in his“Modern Criticism and the Preaching of
the Old Testament,” is woven from the raw material of myth and legend. He
denies their historical character, and says that he can find no proof in archaeology
for the personal existence of characters of the Patriarchs themselves. Later on,
however, in afit of apologetic repentance he makes the condescending admission
that it is extremely probable that the stories of the Patriarchs have at the heart of
them historical elements. (Pages 90-106). Such is the view of the Pentateuch that
Is accepted as conclusive by “the sober scholarship” of a number of the leading
theological writers and professors of the day. It is to this the Higher Criticism
reduces what the Lord Jesus called the writings of Moses.

A DISCREDITED OLD TESTAMENT

Asto therest of the Old Testament, it may be briefly said that they have dealt
with it with an equally confusing hand. The time-honored traditions of the
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Catholic Church are set at naught, and its thesis of the relation of inspiration and
genuineness and authenticity derided. Asto the Psalms, the harp that was once
believed to be the harp of David was not handled by the sweet Psalmist of Isradl,
but generally by some anonymous post-exilist; and Psalms that are ascribed to
David by the

omniscient Lord Himself are daringly attributed to some anonymous Maccabean.
Ecclesiastes, written, nobody knows when, where, and by whom, possessesjust a
possible grade of inspiration, though one of the critics “ of cautious and well-
balanced judgment” denies that it containsany at all. “ Of course,” says another,
“itisnot really the work of Solomon.” (Driver, Introduction, page 470). The Song
of songsisanidyll of human love, and nothing more. Thereisno inspiration in it;
It contributes nothing to the sum of revelation. (Sanday, page 211). Esther, too,
adds nothing to the sum of revelation, and is not historical (page 213). Isaiah was,
of

course, written by a number of authors. The first part, chapters 1 to 40, by Isaiah;
the second by a Deutero-1saiah and a number of anonymous authors. Asto
Danidl, it was a purely pseudonymous work, written probably in the second
century B.C. With regard to the New Testament: The English writing school have
hitherto confined themselves mainly to the Old Testament, but if Professor
Sanday, who passes as a most conservative and moderate representative of the
critical school, can be taken as a sample, the historical books are “yet in the first
Instance strictly histories put together by ordinary historical methods, or, in so far
as the methods on which they are Composed, are not ordinary, due rather to the
peculiar circumstances of the case, and not to influences, which need be specially
described as supernatural” (page 399). The Second Epistle of Peter is
pseudonymous, its name counterfeit, and, therefore, aforgery, just as large parts
of Isaiah, Zechariah and Jonah, and Proverbs were supposititious and quasi-
fraudulent documents. Thisis a straightforward statement of the position taken by
what is called the moderate school of Higher Criticism. It istheir own admitted
position, according to their own writings. The difficulty, therefore, that presents
itself to the average man of today isthis. How can these Critics still claim to
believe in the Bible as the Christian Church has ever believed it?
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A DISCREDITED BIBLE

There can be no doubt that Christ and His Apostles accepted the whole of the Old
Testament asinspired in every portion of every part; from the first chapter of
Genesisto the last chapter of Malachi, all was implicitly believed to be the very
Word of God Himself. And ever since their day the view of the Universal
Christian Church has been that the Bible is the Word of God; as the twentieth
article of the Anglican Church termsit, it is God’s Word written. The Bible asa
wholeisinspired. “All that iswritten is God-in-spired.” That is, the Bible does
not merely contain the Word of God; it isthe Word of God. It contains a
revelation. “All isnot revealed, but all isinspired.” Thisisthe conservative and,
up to the present day, the aimost universal view of the question. There are, it is
well known, many theories

of inspiration. But whatever view or theory of inspiration men may hold, plenary,
verbal, dynamical; mechanical, superintendent, or governmental, they refer either
to the inspiration of the men who wrote, or to the inspiration of what iswritten. In
one word, they imply throughout the work of God the Holy Ghost, and are bound
up with the concomitant ideas of authority, veracity, reliability, and truth divine.
(The two strongest works on the subject from this standpoint are by Gaussen and
L ee. Gaussen on the Theopneustia is published in an American edition by
Hitchcock and Walden, of Cincinnati; and Lee on the Inspiration of Holy
Scripture is published by Rivingtons. Bishop Wordsworth, on the “Inspiration of
the Bible,” isaso very scholarly and strong. Rivingtons, 1875). The Bible can no
longer, according to the critics, be viewed in thislight. It is not the Word in the
old sense of that term. It is not the Word of God in the sense that all of it isgiven
by the inspiration of God. It ssmply contains the Word of God. In many of its
partsit isjust as uncertain as any other human book. It is not even reliable
history. Its records of what it does narrate as ordinary history are full of
falsifications and blunders. The origin of Deuteronomy, e.g., was “a consciously
refined falsification.” (See Maller, page 207).

THE REAL DIFFICULTY

But do they still claim to believe that the Bibleisinspired? Yes. That is, in a
measure. As Dr. Driver saysin his preface, “ Criticism in the hands of Christian
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scholars does not banish or destroy the inspiration of the Old Testament; it pre-
supposesit.” That is perfectly true. Criticism in the hands of Christian scholarsis
safe. But the preponderating scholarship in Old Testament criticism has
admittedly not been in the hands of men who could be described as Christian
scholars. It has been in the hands of men who disavow belief in God and Jesus
Christ Whom He sent. Criticism in the hands of Horne and Hengstenberg does
not banish or destroy the inspiration of the Old Testament. But, in the hands of
Spinoza, and Graf, and Wellhausen, and Kuenen, inspiration is neither pre-
supposed nor possible. Dr. Briggs and Dr. Smith may avow earnest avowals of
belief in the Divine character of the Bible, and Dr. Driver may assert that critical
conclusions do not touch either the authority or the inspiration of the Scriptures of
the Old Testament, but from first to last, they treat God's Word with an
indifference almost equal to that of the Germans. They certainly handle the Old
Testament asif it were ordinary literature. And in all their theories they seem like
plastic wax in the hands of the rationalistic moulders. But they still claim to
believe in Biblical inspiration.

A REVOLUTIONARY THEORY

Their theory of inspiration must be, then, avery different one from that held by
the average Christian. The following needs to be divided: In the Bampton

L ectures for 1903, Professor Sanday of Oxford, as the exponent of the later and
more conservative school of Higher Criticism, came out with a theory which he
termed the inductive theory. It is not easy to describe what is fully meant by this,
but it appears to mean the presence of what they call “adivine el ement” in certain
parts of the Bible. What that really is he does not accurately declare. The
|language always vapors off into the vague and indefinite, whenever he speaks of
it. Inwhat books it is he does not say. “It is present in different books and parts of
books in different degrees.” *In some the Divine element is at the maximum; in
others at the minimum.” Heisnot always sure. Heissureit isnot in Esther, in
Ecclesiastes, in Danidl. If it isin the historical books, it isthere as conveying a
religious lesson rather than as a guarantee of historic veracity, rather as
interpreting than as narrating. At the same time, if the histories as far as textual
construction was concerned were “natural processes carried out naturaly,” itis
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difficult to see where the Divine or supernatural element comesin. It isan
Inspiration which seems to have been devised as a hypothesis of compromise. In
fact, it isatenuous, equivocal, and indeterminate something, the amount of which
Isasindefinite asits quality. (Sanday, pages 100-398; cf. Driver, Preface, ix.) But
Its most serious feature isthis: It isatheory of inspiration that completely
overturns the old-fashioned ideas of the Bible and its unquestioned standard of
authority and truth. For whatever this so-called Divine element is, it ap- pearsto
be quite consistent with defective argument, incorrect interpretation, if not what
the average man would call forgery or falsification. It is, in fact, revolutionary. To
accept it the Christian will have to completely readjust his ideas of honor and
honesty, of falsehood and misrepresentation. Men used to think that forgery was a
crime, and falsification asin. Pusey, in his great work on Daniel, said that “to
write a book under the name of another and to giveit out to be hisisin any case a
forgery, dishonest in itself and destructive of all trustworthiness.” (Pusey,

L ectures on Daniel, page 1). But according to the Higher Critical position, all
sorts of pseudonymous material, and not alittle of it believed to be true by the
Lord Jesus Christ Himself, isto be found in the Bible, and no antecedent
objection ought to be taken to it. Men used to think that inaccuracy would affect
reliability and that proven inconsistencies would imperil credibility. But now it
appears that there may not only be mistakes and errors on the part of copyists, but
forgeries, intentional omissions, and misinterpretations on the part of authors, and
yet, marvelous to say, faith is not to be destroyed, but to be placed on afirmer
foundation. (Sanday, page 122). They have, according to Briggs, enthroned the
Bible in a higher position than ever before. (Briggs, “ The Bible, Church and
Reason,” page 149). Sanday admits that there is an element in the Pentateuch
derived from Moses himself. An element! But he adds, “However much we may
believe that there is a genuine Mosaic foundation in the Pentateuch, it is difficult
to lay the finger upon it, and to say with confidence, here Moses himself is
gpeaking.” “The strictly Mosaic element in the Pentateuch must be
Indeterminate.” “We ought not, perhaps, to use them (the visions of Exodus 3 and
33) without reserve for Moses himself” (pages 172-174-176). The ordinary
Christian, however, will say: Surely if We deny the Mosaic authorship and the
unity of the Pentateuch we must undermine its credibility. The Pentateuch claims
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to be Mosaic. It was the universal tradition of the Jews. It is expressly stated in
nearly all

the subsequent books of the Old Testament. The Lord Jesus said so most
explicitly. (John 5:46-47).

IF NOT MOSES, WHO?

For this thought must surely follow to the thoughtful man: If Moses did not write
the Books of Moses, who did? If there were three or four, or six, or nine
authorized original writers, why not fourteen, or sixteen, or nineteen? And then
another and more serious thought must follow that. Who were these original
writers, and who

originated them? If there were manifest evidences of alterations, manipulations,
Inconsistencies and omissions by an indeterminate number of unknown and
unknowable and undateabl e redactors, then the question arises, who were these
redactors, and how far had they authority to redact, and who gave them this
authority? If the redactor was the writer, was he an inspired writer, and if he was
inspired, what was the degree of hisinspiration; wasit partial, plenary, inductive
or indeterminate. Thisis aquestion of questions: What is the guarantee of the
inspiration of the redactor, and who is its guarantor? Moses we know, and Samuel
we know, and Daniel we know, but ye anonymous and pseudonymous, who are
ye? The Pentateuch, with Mosaic authorship, as Scriptural, divinely accredited, is
upheld by Catholic tradition and scholarship, and appeals to reason. But a
mutilated cento or scrap-book of anonymous compilations, with its pre-and post-
exilic redactors and redactions, is confusion worse confounded. At least that isthe
way it appears to the average Christian. He may not be an expert in philosophy or
theology, but his common sense must surely be allowed its rights. And that is the
way it appears, too, to such an illustrious scholar and critic as Dr. Emil Reich.
(Contemporary Review, April, 1905, page 515).

It is not possible then to accept the Kuenen-Wellhausen theory of the structure of
the Old Testament and the Sanday-Driver theory of its

Inspiration without undermining faith in the Bible as the Word of God. For the
Bible is either the Word of God, or it isnot. The children of Israel were the
children of the Only Living and True God, or they were not. If their Jehovah was
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ameretribal deity, and their religion a human evolution; if their sacred literature
was natural with mythical and pseudonymous admixtures; then the Bibleis
dethroned from its throne as the exclusive, authoritative, Divinely inspired Word
of God. It simply ranks as one of the sacred books of the ancients with similar
claims of inspiration and revelation. Its inspiration is an indeterminate quantity
and any man has aright to subject it to the judgment of his own critical insight,
and to receive just as much of it asinspired as he or some other person believesto
be inspired. When the contents have passed through the sieve of hisjudgment the
inspired residuum may be large, or the inspired residuum may be small. If heisa
conservative critic it may be fairly large, amaximum; if he is a more advanced
critic it may be fairly small, aminimum. It is simply the ancient literature of a
religious people containing somewhere the Word of God; “arevelation of no one
knows what, made no one knows how, and lying no one knows where, except that
it isto be somewhere

between Genesis and Revelation, but probably to the exclusion of both.” (Pusey,
Daniel, xxviii.)

NO FINAL AUTHORITY

Another serious conseguence of the Higher Critical movement is that it threatens
the Christian system of doctrine and the whole fabric of systematic theology. For
up to the present time any text from any part of the Bible was accepted as a proof-
text for the establishment of any truth of Christian teaching, and a statement from
the Bible was considered an end of controversy. The doctrinal systems of the
Anglican, the Presbyterian, the Methodist and other Churches are all based upon
the view that the Bible contains the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth. (See 39Articles Church of England, vi, ix, XX, etc.) They accept as an axiom
that

the Old and New Testamentsin part, and as a whole, have been given and sealed
by God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost. All the doctrines of the
Church of Christ, from the greatest to the |east, are based on this. All the proofs
of the doctrines are based also on this. No text was questioned; no book was
doubted; all Scripture was received by the great builders of our theological
systems with that unassailable belief in the inspiration of its texts, which was the
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position of Christ and His apostles. But now the Higher Critics think they have
changed all that. They claim that the science of criticism has dispossessed the
science of systematic theology. Canon Henson tells us that the day has gone by
for proof-texts and harmonies. It is not enough now for atheologian to turn to a
book in the Bible, and bring out atext in order to establish adoctrine. It might be
in abook, or in aportion of the Book that the German critics have proved to be a
forgery, or an anachronism. It might be in Deuteronomy, or in Jonah, or in
Daniel, and in that case, of course, it would be out of the question to accept it.
The Christian system, therefore, will have to be re-adjusted if not revol utionized,
every text and chapter and book will have to be inspected and analyzed in the
light of its date, and origin, and circumstances, and authorship, and so on, and
only after it has passed the examining board of the modern Franco-Dutch-German
criticism will it be allowed to stand as a proof-text for the establishment of any
Christian doctrine. But the most serious consequence of this theory of the
structure and inspiration of the Old Testament is that it overturnsthe juridic
authority of our Lord Jesus Christ.

WHAT OF CHRIST'SAUTHORITY?

The attitude of Christ to the Old Testament Scriptures must determine ours. Heis
God. Heistruth. Hisisthe final voice. He is the Supreme Judge. Thereis no
appeal from that court. Christ Jesus the Lord believed and affirmed the historic
veracity of the whole of the Old Testament writings implicitly (Luke 24:44). And
the Canon, or collection of Books of the Old Testament, was precisely the same
iIn Christ’stime asit istoday. And further. Christ Jesus our Lord believed and
emphatically affirmed the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch (Matthew 5:17-
18; Mark12:26-36; Luke 16:31; John 5:46-47). That is true, the critics say.

But, then, neither Christ nor His Apostles were critical scholars! Perhaps not in
the twentieth century sense of the term. But, as a German scholar said, if they
were not critici doctores, they were doctores veritatis who did not come into the
world to fortify popular errors by their authority. But then they say, Christ’s
knowledge as man was limited. He grew in knowledge (Luke 2:52). Surely that
Implies Hisignorance. And if Hisignorance, why not His ignorance with regard
to the science of historical criticism? (Gore, Lux Mundi, page 360; Briggs, H. C.
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of Hexateuch, page 28). Or even if He did know more than His age, He probably
spoke as He

did in accommaodation with the ideas of His contemporaries! (Briggs, page 29). In
fact, what they mean is practically that Jesus did know perfectly well that Moses
did not write the Pentateuch, but allowed His disciples to believe that Moses did,
and taught His disciples that Moses did, simply because He did not want to upset
their ssimple faith in the whole of the Old Testament as the actual and
authoritative and Divinely revealed Word of God. (See Driver, page 12). Or else,
that Jesus imagined, like any other Jew of His day, that M oses wrote the books
that bear his name, and believed, with the childlike Jewish belief of His day, the
literal inspiration, Divine authority and historic veracity of the Old Testament,
and yet was completely mistaken, ignorant of the ssimplest facts, and wholly in
error. In

other words, He could not tell aforgery from an original, or a pious fiction from a
genuine document. (The analogy of Jesus speaking of the sun rising as an
instance of the theory of accommodation is avery different thing). This, then, is
their position: Christ knew the views He taught were false, and yet taught them as
truth. Or else, Christ didn’'t know they were false and believed them to be true
when they were not true. In either case the Blessed One is dethroned as True God
and True Man. If He did not know the books to be spurious when they were
spurious and the fables and myths to be mythical and fabulous; if He accepted
legendary tales as trustworthy facts, then He was not and is not omniscient. He
was not only intellectually fallible, He was morally falible; for He was not true
enough “to missthe ring of truth” in Deuteronomy and Daniel. And further. If
Jesus did know certain of the books to be lacking in genuineness, if not spurious
and pseudonymous; if He did know the stories of the Fall and Lot and Abraham
and Jonah and Daniel to be allegorical and imaginary, if not unverifiable and
mythical, then He was neither trustworthy nor good. “If it were not so, | would
have told you.” We fedl, those of us who love and trust Him, that if these stories
were not true, if these books were amass of historical unveracities, if Abraham
was an eponymous hero, if Joseph was an astral myth, that He would have told us
so. It isamatter that concerned His honor as a Teacher as well as His knowledge
as our God. As Canon Liddon has conclusively pointed out, if our Lord was
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unreliable in these historic and documentary matters of inferior value, how can
He be followed as the teacher of doctrinal truth and the revealer of God? (John
3:12). (Liddon, Divinity of Our Lord, pages 475-480).

AFTER THE KENOSIS

Men say in this connection that part of the humiliation of Christ was His being
touched with the infirmities of our human ignorance and fallibilities. They dwell
upon the so-called doctrine of the Kenosis, or the emptying, as explaining
satisfactorily His limitations. But Christ spoke of the Old Testament Scriptures
after His resurrection. He affirmed after His glorious resurrection that “all things
must be fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and
In the Psalms Concerning Me” (Luke 24:44). This was not a statement made
during the time of the Kenosis, when Christ was a mere boy, or ayouth, or amere
Jew after the flesh (1 Corinthians 13:11). It is the statement of Him Who has been
declared the Son of God with power. It isthe Voice that isfinal and
overwhelming. The limitations of the Kenosis are all abandoned now, and yet the
Risen Lord not only does not give a shadow of a hint that any statement in the
Old Testament is

Inaccurate or that any portion thereof needed revision or correction, not only most
solemnly declared that those books which we receive as the product of Moses
were indeed the books of Moses, but authorized with His Divine imprimatur the
whole of the Old Testament Scriptures from beginning to end.

There are, however, two or three questions that must be raised, as they will have
to be faced by every student of present day problems. Thefirst isthis: Is not
refusal of the higher critical conclusions mere opposition to light and progress
and the position of ignorant alarmists and obscurantists?

NOT OBSCURANTISTS

It is very necessary to have our minds made perfectly clear on this point, and to
remove not alittle dust of misunderstanding. The desire to receive al the light
that the most fearless search for truth by the highest scholarship can yield isthe
desire of every true believer in the Bible. No really healthy Christian mind can
advocate obscurantism. The obscurant who opposes the investigation of
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scholarship, and would throttle the investigators, has not the spirit of Christ. In
heart and attitude heis aMediaevalist. To use Bushnell’ s famous apologue, he
would try to stop the dawning of the day by wringing the neck of the crowing
cock. No one wants to put the Bible in a glass case. But it is the duty of every
Christian who belongs to the noble army of truth-loversto test all things and to
hold fast that which is good. He aso has rights even though heis, technically
speaking, unlearned, and to accept any view that contradicts his spiritual
judgment simply because it is that of a so-called scholar, isto abdicate his
franchise as a Christian and his birthright as a man. (See that excellent little work
by Professor Kennedy, “Old Testament Criticism and the Rights of the
Unlearned,” F. H. Revell). And in hisright of private judgment he is aware that
while the privilege of investigation is conceded to all, the conclusions of an
avowedly prejudiced scholarship must be subjected to a peculiarly searching
analysis. The most ordinary Bible reader islearned enough to know that the
Investigation of the Book that claims to be supernatural by those who are avowed
enemies of all that is supernatural, and the study of subjects that can be
understood only by men of humble and contrite heart by men who are admittedly
Irreverent in spirit, must certainly be received with caution. (See Parker’ s striking
work, “None LikeIt,” F. H. Revell, and his |last address).

THE SCHOLARSHIP ARGUMENT

The second question is also serious: Are we not bound to receive these views
when they are advanced, not by rationalists, but by Christians, and not by
ordinary Christians, but by men of superior and unchallengeable scholarship?
There is awidespread idea among younger men that the so-called Higher Critics
must be followed because their scholarship settles the questions. Thisis a great
mistake. No expert scholarship can settle questions that require a humble heart, a
believing mind and areverent spirit, as well as a knowledge of Hebrew and
philology; and no scholarship can be relied upon as expert which is manifestly
characterized by a biased judgment, a curious lack of knowledge of human
nature, and a still more curious deference to the views of men with a prejudice
against the supernatural. No one can read such a suggestive and sometimes even
such an inspiring writer as George Adam Smith without afeeling of sorrow that
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he has allowed this German bias of mind to lead him into such an assumption of
infallibility in many of his positions and statements. It is the same with Driver.
With akind of sic volo sic jubeo airy ease he introduces assertions and
propositions that would really require chapter after chapter, if not even volume
after volume, to substantiate. On page after page his “must be,” and “could not
possibly be,” and “could certainly not,” extort from the average reader the natural
exclamation: “But why?’ “Why not?’ “Wherefore?’ “On what grounds?’ “For
what reason?’ “Where are the proofs?’ But of proofs or reason thereis not a
trace. The reader must be content with the writer’ s assertions. It reminds one, in
fact, of the “we may well suppose,” and “perhaps’ of the Darwinian who offers as
the sole proof of the origination of a different species his random supposition!
(“Modern Ideas of Evolution,” Dawson, pages 53-55).

A GREAT MISTAKE

There is awidespread idea also among the younger students that because Graf
and Wellhausen and Driver and Cheyne are expertsin Hebrew that, therefore,
their deductions as experts in language must be received. This, too, is a mistake.
There is no such difference in the Hebrew of the so-called original sources of the
Hexateuch as some suppose. The argument from language, says Professor Bissell
(“ Introduction to Genesisin Colors,” page Vvii), reguires extreme care for obvious
reasons. Thereis no visible cleavage line among the supposed sources. Any man
of ordinary intelligence can see at once the vast difference between the English of
Tennyson and Shakespeare, and Chaucer and Sir John de Mandeville. But no
scholar in the world ever has or ever will be able to tell the dates of each and
every book in the Bible by the style of the Hebrew. (See Sayce, “Early History of
the Hebrews,” page 109). The unchanging Orient knows nothing of the swift
lingual variations of the Occident. Pusey, with his masterly scholarship, has
shown how even the Book of Daniel, from the standpoint of philology, cannot
possibly be a product of the time of the Maccabees. (“On Daniel,” pages 23-59).
The late Professor of Hebrew in the University of Toronto, Professor
Hirschfelder, in his very learned work on Genesis, says. “We would search in
vain for any peculiarity either in the language or the sense that would indicate a
two-fold authorship.” Asfar asthe language of the original goes, “the most
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fastidious critic could not possibly detect the slightest peculiarity that would
indicate it to be derived from two sources’ (page 72). Dr. Emil Reich also, in his
“Bankruptcy of the Higher Criticism,” in the Contemporary Review, April, 1905,
says the same thing.

NOT ALL ON ONE SIDE

A third objection remains, amost serious one. It isthat all the scholarship ison
one side. The old-fashioned conservative views are no longer maintained by men
with pretension to scholarship. The only people who oppose the Higher Critical
views are the ignorant, the prejudiced, and the illiterate. (Briggs “Bible, Church
and Reason,” pages 240-247). This, too, is a matter that needs alittle clearing up.
In the first place it isnot fair to assert that the upholders of what are called the ol d-
fashioned or traditional views of the Bible are opposed to the pursuit of scientific
Biblical investigation. It isequally unfair to imagine that their opposition to

the views of the Continental school is based upon ignorance and prejudice. What
the Conservative school opposeisnot Biblical criticism, but Biblical criticism by
rationalists. They do not oppose the conclusions of Wellhausen and Kuenen
because they are experts and scholars; they oppose them because the Biblical
criticism of rationalists and unbelievers can be neither expert nor scientific. A
criticism that is characterized by the most arbitrary conclusions from the most
spurious assumptions has no right to the word scientific. And further. Their
adhesion to the traditional viewsis not only conscientious but intelligent. They
believe that the old-fashioned views are as scholarly as they are Scriptural. It is
the fashion in some quartersto cite the imposing list of scholars on the side of the
German school, and to

sneeringly assert that there is not a scholar to stand up for the old views of the
Bible.

Thisis not the case. Hengstenberg of Basle and Berlin, was as profound a scholar
as Eichhorn, Vater or De Wette; and Keil or Kurtz, and Zahn and

Rupprecht were competent to compete with Reuss and Kuenen. Wilhelm Moller,
who confesses that he was once “immovably convinced of the irrefutable
correctness of the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis,” has revised his former radical
conclusions on the ground of reason and deeper research as a Higher Critic; and
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Professor Winckler, who has of late overturned the assured and settled results of
the Higher Critics from the foundations, is, according to Orr, the leading
Orientalist in Germany, and a man of enormous learning. Sayce, the Professor of
Assyriology at Oxford, has aright to rank as an expert and scholar with Cheyne,
the Oriel Professor of Scripture Interpretation. Margoliouth, the Laudian
Professor of Arabic at Oxford, asfar aslearning is concerned, isin the same rank
with Driver, the Regius Professor of Hebrew, and the conclusion of this great
scholar with regard to one of the widely vaunted theories of the radical school, is
almost amusing in itsterseness. “Is there then nothing in the splitting theories,”
he saysin summarizing along line of defense of the unity of the book of Isaiah;

“Is there then nothing in the splitting theories? To my mind, nothing at all!”
(“Lines of Defense,” page 136). Green and Bissell are as able, if not abler,
scholars than Robertson Smith

and Professor Briggs, and both of these men, as aresult of the widest and deepest
research, have come to the conclusion that the theories of the Germans are
unscientific, unhistorical, and unscholarly. The last words of Professor Green in
his very able work on the “Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch” are most
suggestive. “Would it not be wiser for them to revise their own ill-judged alliance
with the enemies of evangelical truth, and inquire whether Christ’s view of the
Old Testament may not, after all, be the true view?’ Yes. That, after all, isthe
great and final question. We trust we are not ignorant. We feel sure we are not
malignant. We desire to treat no man unfairly, or set down aught in malice. But
we desire to stand with Christ and His Church. If we have any prejudice, we
would rather be prejudiced against rationalism. If we have any bias, it must be
against ateaching which unsteadies heart and unsettles faith. Even at the expense
of being thought behind the times, we prefer to stand with our Lord and Saviour
Jesus Christ in receiving the Scriptures as the Word of God, without objection
and without a doubt. A little learning, and alittle listening to rationalistic
theorizers and sympathizers may incline us to uncertainty; but deeper study and
deeper research will incline us as it inclined Hengstenberg and Moller, to the
profoundest conviction of the authority and authenticity of the Holy Scriptures,
and to cry, “Thy word is very pure; therefore, Thy servant loveth it.”
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THE MOSAIC AUTHORSHIP OF THE PENTATEUCH

THE MOSAIC AUTHORSHIP OF THE PENTATEUCH
BY PROFESSOR GEORGE FREDERICK WRIGHT, D. D., LL. D., Oberlin College,
Oberlin, Ohio

During the last quarter of a century an influential school of critics has deluged the
world with articles and volumes attempting to prove that the Pentateuch did not
originate during the time of Moses, and that most of the laws attributed to him did
not come into existence until several centuries after his death, and many of them
not till the time of Ezekiel. By these critics the patriarchs are rel egated to the
realm of myth or dim legend and the history of the Pentateuch generally is
discredited. In answering these destructive contentions and defending the history
which they discredit we can do no better than to give a brief summary of the
arguments of Mr.

Harold M. Wiener, ayoung orthodox Jew, who is both awell established barrister
in London, and a scholar of the widest attainments. What he has written upon the
subject during the last ten years would fill athousand octavo pages; while our
condensation must be limited to less than twenty. In approaching the subject it
comes in place to consider

1. THE BURDEN OF PROOF

The Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch has until very recent times been
accepted without question by both Jews and Christians. Such acceptance, coming
down to usin unbroken line from the earliest times of which we have any
information, givesit the support of what is called general consent, which, while
perhaps not absolutely conclusive, compels those who would discredit it to
produce incontrovertible opposing evidence. But the evidence which the critics
produce in this case iswholly circumstantial, consisting of inferences derived
from aliterary analysis of the documents and from the application of adiscredited
evolutionary theory concerning the development of human institutions. 34

2. FAILURE OF THE ARGUMENT FROM LITERARY ANALYSIS

(a) Evidence of Textual Criticism.

It is an instructive commentary upon the scholarly pretensions of this whole
school of critics that, without adequate examination of the facts, they have based

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund2.htm (1 of 10) [15/02/2006 06:05:24 p.m.]



THE MOSAIC AUTHORSHIP OF THE PENTATEUCH

their analysis of the Pentateuch upon the text which isfound in our ordinary
Hebrew Bibles. While the students of the New Testament have expended an
Immense amount of effort in the comparison of manuscripts, and versions, and
guotations to determine the original text, these Old Testament critics have done
scarcely anything in that direction. Thisis certainly a most unscholarly
proceeding, yet it is admitted to be the fact by a higher critic of no less eminence
than Principal J. Skinner of Cambridge, England, who has been compelled to
write: “1 do not happen to know of any work which deals exhaustively with the
subject, the determination of the original Hebrew texts from the critical
standpoints.” Now the fact is that while the current Hebrew text, known as the
Massoretic, was not established until about the seventh century A.D., we have
abundant material with which to compare it and carry us back to that current a
thousand years nearer the time of the original composition of the books.

(1) The Greek translation known as the Septuagint was made from Hebrew
manuscripts current two or three centuries before the Christian era. It isfrom this
version that most of the quotationsin the New Testament are made. Of the 350
guotations from the Old Testament in the New, 300, while differing more or less
from the Massoretic text, do not differ materially from the Septuagint.

(2) The Samaritans early broke away from the Jews and began the transmission of
a Hebrew text of the Pentateuch on an independent line

which has continued down to the present day.

(3) Besides this three other Greek versions were made long before the
establishment of the Massoretic text. The most important of these was one by
Aquila, who was so punctilious that he tranditerated the word Jehovah in the old
Hebrew characters, instead of trandlating it by the Greek word meaning Lord as
was done in the Septuagint.

(4) Early Syriac material often provides much information concerning the original
Hebrew text.

(5) Thetrandation into Latin known as the V ulgate preceded the Massoretic text
by some centuries, and was made by Jerome, who was noted as a Hebrew scholar.
But Augustine thought it sacrilegious not to be content with the Septuagint.

All this material furnishes ample ground for correcting in minor particulars the
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current Hebrew text; and this can be done on well established scientific principles
which largely eliminate conjectural emendations. This argument has been
elaborated by a number of scholars, notably by Dahse, one of the most brilliant of
Germany’ s younger scholars, first in the “Archiv fuer Religions-Wissenschaft”
for 1903, pp. 305-319, and again in an article which will appear in the “Neue
Kirchliche Zeitschrift” for this year; and heisfollowing up his attack on the
critical theories with an important book entitled, “ Textkritische Materialien zur
Hexateuchfrage,” which will shortly be published in Germany. Although so long
atime has elapsed since the publication of hisfirst article on the subject, and in
spite of the fact that it attracted world-wide attention and has often been referred
to since, no German critic has yet produced an answer to it. In England and
America

Dr. Redpath and Mr. Wiener have driven home the argument. (See Wiener’s
“Essays in Pentateuchal Criticism”, and “Origin of the Pentateuch.”)

On bringing the light of this evidence to bear upon the subject some remarkable
results are brought out, the most important of which relate to the very foundation
upon which the theories concerning the fragmentary character of the Pentateuch
are based. The most prominent clue to the documentary division is derived from
the supposed use by different writers of the two words, “Jehovah” and “Elohim,”
to designate the deity. Jehovah was translated in the Septuagint by aword
meaning “Lord”, which appears in our authorized version in capitalized form,
“LORD.” The revisers of 1880, however, have ssmply transliterated the word, so
that “ Jehovah” usually appearsin the revision wherever “LORD” appeared in the
authorized version. Elohim is everywhere translated by the general word for
deity, “God.” Now the original critical division into documents was made on the
supposition that several hundred years later than M oses there arose two school s of
writers, one of which, in Judah, used the word “ Jehovah” when they spoke of the
deity, and the other, in the Northern Kingdom, “Elohim.” And so the critics came
to designate one set of passages as belonging to the J document and the other to
the E document. These they supposed had been cut up and pieced together by a
later editor so as to make the existing continuous narrative. But when, as
frequently occurred, one of these words is found in passages where it is thought
the other word should have been used, it is supposed, wholly on theoretical
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grounds, that a mistake had been made by the editor, or, asthey call him, the
“redactor,” and so with no further ceremony the objection is arbitrarily removed
without consulting the direct textual evidence. But upon comparing the early
texts, versions, and quotations it appears that the words, “Jehovah” and “ Elohim,”
were so nearly synonymous that there was originally little uniformity in their use.
Jehovah isthe Jewish

name of the deity, and Elohim the title. The use of the words is precisely like that
of the English in referring to their king or the Americansto their president. In
ordinary usage, “George V.”, “theking,” and “King George”’ are synonymousin
their meaning. Similarly “Taft,” “the president,” and “President Taft” are used by
Americans during his term of office to indicate an identical concept. So it was
with the Hebrews. “ Jehovah” was the name, “Elohim” the title, and “ Jehovah
Elohim”

Lord God — signified nothing more. Now on consulting the evidence, it appears
that while in Genesis and the first three chapters of Exodus (where this clue was
supposed to be most decisive) Jehovah occurs in the Hebrew text 148 times, in
118 of these places other texts have either Elohim or Jehovah Elohim. In the same
section, while Elohim alone occurs 179 timesin the Hebrew, in 49 of the
passages one or the other designation takes its place; and in the second and third
chapters of Genesis where the Hebrew text has Jehovah Elohim (LORD God) 23
times, there is only one passage in which all the texts are unanimous on this point.
These facts, which are now amply verified, utterly destroy the value of the clue
which the higher critics have al along ostentatiously put forward to justify their
division of the Pentateuch into conflicting E and J documents, and this the critics
themselves are now compelled to admit. The only answer which they are able to
giveisin Dr. Skinner’ swords that the analysisis correct even if the Clue which
led to it be false, adding “evenif it were proved to be so altogether fallacious, it
would not be the first time that awrong clue has led to true results.” On further
examination, in the light of present knowledge (as Wiener and Dahse abundantly
show), legitimate criticism removes a large number of the alleged difficulties
which are put forward by higher critics and renders of no value many of the
supposed clues to the various documents. We have space to notice but one or two
of these. In the Massoretic text of Exodus 18:6 we read that Jethro says to Moses,
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“1 thy father-in-law Jethro am come,” while in the seventh verseit is said that

M oses goes out to meet his father-in-law and that they exchange greetings and
then come

into the tent. But how could Jethro speak to Moses before they had had a
meeting? The critics say that this confusion arises from the bungling patchwork
of an editor who put two discordant accounts together without attempting to cover
up the discrepancy. But scientific textual criticism completely removes the
difficulty. The Septuagint, the old Syriac version, and a copy of the Samaritan
Pentateuch, instead of “I thy father-in-law Jethro am come’, read, “And one said
unto Moses, behold thy father-in-law Jethro” comes. Here the corruption of a
single letter in the Hebrew gives us “behold” in place of “1”. When thisis
observed the objection

disappears entirely. Again, inGenesis 39:20-22 Joseph is said to have been put
into the prison “where the king' s prisoners were bound. And the keeper of the
prison” promoted him. But in Genesis 40:2-4,7 it is said that he was “in ward of
the house of the captain of the guard... and the captain of the guard” promoted
Joseph. But this discrepancy disappears as soon as an effort is made to determine
the original text. In Hebrew, “keeper of the prison” and “captain of the guard”
both begin with the same word and in the passages where the “ captain of the
guard” causes trouble by its appearance, the Septuagint either omitted the phrase
or read “keeper of the prison,” in one case being supported also by the Vulgate. In
many other instances also, attention to the original text removes the difficulties
which have been manufactured from apparent discrepanciesin the narrative.

(b) Delusions of Literary Analysis.

But even on the assumption of the practical inerrancy of the Massoretic text the
arguments against the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch drawn from the
literary analysis are seen to be the result of misdirected scholarship, and to be
utterly fallacious. The long lists of words adduced as characteristic of the writers
to whom the various parts of the Pentateuch are assigned are readily seen to be
occasioned by the different objects aimed at in the portions from which the lists
are made.

Here, however, it is necessary to add that besides the E and J documents the
critics suppose that Deuteronomy, which they designate “D”, is an independent
literary production written in the time of Josiah. Furthermore, the critics pretend
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to have discovered by their analysis another document which they Call the
Priestly Code and designate as “P’. This provides the groundwork of most of the
narrative, and comprises the entire ceremonial portion of the law. This document,
which, according to these critics did not come into existence till the time of
Ezekiel, largely consists of special instructions to priests telling them how they
were to perform the sacrifices and public ceremonials, and how they were to
determine the character of contagious diseases and unsanitary conditions. Such
Instructions are

necessarily made up largely of technical language such asisfound in the libraries
of lawyers and physicians, and it is easy enough to select from such literature a
long list of words which are not to be found in contemporary literature dealing
with the ordinary affairs of life and aiming directly at elevating the tone of
morality and stimulating devotion to higher spiritual ends. Furthermore, an
exhaustive examination (made by Chancellor Lias) of the entire list of words
found in this P document

attributed to the time of Ezekiel shows absolutely no indication of their belonging
to an age later than that of Moses. The absurdity of the claims of the higher critics
to having established the existence of different documents in the Pentateuch by a
literary analysis has been shown by a variety of examples. The late Professor C.
M. Mead, the most influential of the American revisers of the trandation of the
Old Testament, in order to exhibit the fallacy of their procedure, took the Book

of Romans and arbitrarily divided it into three parts, according as the words
“Christ Jesus,” “Jesus,” or “God” were used; and then by analysis showed that the
lists of peculiar words characteristic of these three passages were even more
remarkabl e than those drawn up by the destructive critics of the Pentateuch from
the three leading fragments into which they had divided it. The argument from
literary analysis after the methods of these critics would prove the composite
character of the Epistle to the Romans as fully as that of the critics would prove
the composite character of the Pentateuch. A distinguished scholar, Dr. Hayman,
formerly head-master of Rugby, by a similar analysis demonstrated the composite
character of Robert Burns' little poem addressed to a mouse, half of which isin
the purest English and the other half in the broadest Scotch dialect. By the same
process it would be easy to prove three Macaulays and three Miltons by selecting
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lists of words from the documents prepared by them when holding high political
offices and from their various prose and poetical writings.

3. MISUNDERSTANDING LEGAL FORMSAND THE SACRIFICIAL
SYSTEM

Another source of fallacious reasoning into which these critics have fallen arises
from a misunderstanding of the sacrificial system of the Mosaic law. The
destructive critics assert that there was no central sanctuary in Palestine until
several centuries after its occupation under Joshua, and that at a later period all
sacrifices by the people were forbidden except at the central place when offered
by the priests, unless it was where there had been a special theophany. But these
statements evince an entire misunderstanding or misrepresentation of the facts. In
what the critics reckon as the oldest documents (J and E) the people were required
three times a year to present themselves with sacrifices and offerings “at the
house of the Lord” ( Exodus 34:26; 23:19). Before the building of the temple this
“house of the Lord was at Shiloh” ( Joshua 18:1; Judges18:31; 1 Samuel 2:24).
The truth is that the destructive critics upon this point make a most humiliating
mistake in repeatedly substituting “sanctuaries’ for “atars,” assuming that since
there was a plurality of altarsin the time of the Judges there was therefore a
plurality of sanctuaries.

They have completely misunderstood the permission given in Exodus 20:24: “An
altar of earth thou shalt make unto Me and shalt sacrifice thereon thy burnt
offerings, and thy peace offerings, thy sheep, and thine oxen; in all places, A. V.
[inevery place, R. V.], where | record My name | will come unto thee and | will
bless thee. And if thou make Me an altar of stone, thou shalt not build it of hewn
stones.” In reading this passage we are likely to be misled by the erroneous
tranglation. Where the revisersread in “every place” and the authorized version in
“all places’ the correct trandation is“in al the place” or “in the whole place.”
Theword isin the singular number and has a definite article before it. The whole
place referred to is Palestine, the Holy Land, where sacrifices such as the
patriarchs had offered were always permitted to laymen, provided they made use
only of an altar of earth or unhewn stones which was kept free from the
adornments and accessories characteristic of heathen altars. These lay sacrifices
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were recognized in Deuteronomy as well asin Exodus. ( Deuteronomy 16:21).
But altars of earth or unhewn stone, often used for the nonce only and having no
connection with atemple of any sort, are not houses of God and will not become
such on being called sanctuaries by critics several thousand years after they have
fallen out of use. In accordance with this command and permission the Jews have
always limited their sacrificesto the land of Palestine. When exiled to foreign
lands the Jews to this day have ceased to offer sacrifices. It istrue that an
experiment was made of setting up a sacrificial system in Egypt for atime by a
certain portion of the exiles; but, this was soon abandoned. Ultimately a
Synagogue system was established and worship outside of Palestine was limited
to prayer and the reading of Scriptures. But besides the lay sacrifices which were
continued from the patriarchal times and guarded against perversion, there were
two other classes of offerings established by statute; namely, those individual
offerings which were brought to the “house of God” at the central place of
worship and offered with priestly assistance, and the national offerings described
In Numbers 28ff. which were brought on behalf of the whole people and not of an
individual. A failure to distinguish clearly between these three classes of
sacrifices has led the critics into endless confusion, and error has arisen from their
inability to understand legal terms and principles. The Pentateuch is not mere
literature, but it contains alegal code. It is aproduct of statesmanship consisting
of three distinct elements which have always been recognized by lawgivers,
namely, the civil, the moral, and the ceremonial, or what Wiener calls the “jural
laws,” the “moral code” and “procedure.” Thejura laws are those the infractions
of which can be brought before a court, such as “Thou shalt not remove thy
neighbor’ s landmark.” But “ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself” can be
enforced only by public sentiment and Divine sanctions. The Book of
Deuteronomy

Is largely occupied With the presentation of exhortations and motives, aiming to
secure obedience to a higher moral code, and isin thislargely followed by the
prophets of the Old Dispensation and the preachers of the present day. The moral
law supplements the civil law. The ceremonial law consists of directionsto the
priests for performing the various technical duties, and were of aslittle interest to
the mass of people as are the legal and medical books of the present time. All

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund2.htm (8 of 10) [15/02/2006 06:05:24 p.m.]



THE MOSAIC AUTHORSHIP OF THE PENTATEUCH

these strata of the law were naturally and necessarily in existence at the same
time. In putting them as successive Strata, with the ceremonial law last, the critics
have made an egregious and misleading blunder.

4. THE POSITIVE EVIDENCE

Before proceeding to give in conclusion a brief summary of the circumstantial
evidence supporting the ordinary belief in the Mosaic authorship of the
Pentateuch it isimportant to define the term. By it we do not mean that M oses
wrote all the Pentateuch with his own hand, or that there were no editoria
additions made after his death. M oses was the author of the Pentateuchal Code, as
Napoleon was of the code which goes under his name. Apparently the Book of
Genesisis largely made up from existing documents, of which the history of the
expedition of Amraphel in chapter 14 is a noted specimen; while the account of
Moses' death, and afew other passages are evidently later editorial additions. But
these are not enough to affect the general proposition. The Mosaic authorship of
the Pentateuch is supported by the following, among other weighty
considerations:

1. The Mosaic erawas aliterary epoch in the world’ s history when such Codes
were common. It would have been strange if such aleader had not produced a
code of laws. The Tel-el-Amarna tablets and the Code of Hammurabi testify to
the literary habits of the time.

2. The Pentateuch so perfectly reflects the conditions in Egypt at the period
assigned to it that it is difficult to believe that it was aliterary product of alater
age.

3. Itsrepresentation of life in the wildernessis so perfect and so many of itslaws
are adapted only to that life that it isincredible that literary men athousand years
later should have imagined it.

4. The laws themselves bear indubitable marks of adaptation to the stage of
national development to which they are ascribed. It was the study of Maine's
works on ancient law that set Mr. Wiener out upon his re-investigation of the
subject.

5. Thelittle use that is made of the sanctions of afuturelifeis, as Bishop
Warburton ably argued, evidence of an early date and of a peculiar Divine effort
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to guard the | sraelites against the contamination of Egyptian ideas upon the
subject.

6. The omission of the hen from the lists of clean and unclean birdsisincredible
If these lists were made late in the nation’ s history after that domestic fowl had
been introduced from India.

7. AsA. C. Robinson showed in Volume VI of this seriesit isincredible that
there should have been no intimation in the Pentateuch of the existence of
Jerusalem, or of the use of music in the liturgy, nor any use of the phrase, “Lord
Of Hosts,” unless the compilation had been completed before the time of David.
8. The subordination of the miraculous elements in the Pentateuch to the critical
junctures in the nation’ s development is such as could be obtained only in
genuine history.

9. The whole representation conforms to the true law of historical development.
Nations do not rise by virtue of inherent resident forces, but through the struggles
of great |eaders enlightened directly from on high or by contact with others who
have already been enlightened. The defender of the Mosaic authorship of the
Pentateuch has no occasion to quail in presence of the critics who deny that
authorship and discredit its history. He may boldly challenge their scholarship,
deny their conclusions, resent their arrogance, and hold on to his confidence in
the well authenticated historical evidence which sufficed for those who first
accepted it. Those who now at second hand are popularizing in periodicals,
Sunday School lessons, and volumes of greater or less pretensions the errors of
these critics must answer to their consciences as best they can, but they should be
made to feel that they assume a heavy responsibility in putting themselves
forward as leaders of the blind when they themselves are not able to see.
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The Fallacies of the Higher Criticism

The Fallacies of the Higher Criticism

by
Franklin Johnson, D.D., LL.D.,

The errors of the higher criticism of which | shall write pertain to its very
substance. Those (if a secondary character the limits of my space forbid meto
consider. My discussion might be greatly expanded by additional masses of
Illustrative material, and hence | close it with alist of books which I recommend
to persons who may wish to pursue the subject further.

DEFINITION OF "THE HIGHER CRITICISM."

As an introduction to the fundamental fallacies of the higher criticism, let me
state what the higher criticismis, and then what the higher critics tell usthey have
achieved. The name "the higher criticism" was coined by Eichhorn, who lived
from 1752 to 1827. Zenos,* after careful consideration, adopts the definition of
the name given by its author: "The discovery and verification of the facts
regarding the origin, form and value of literary productions upon the basis of their
internal characters." The higher critics are not blind to some other sources of
argument. They refer to history where they can gain any polemic advantage by
doing so. The background of the entire picture which they bring to usisthe
assumption that the hypothesis of evolution is true. But after all their chief appeal
IS to the supposed evidence of the documents themselves.

Other names for the movement have been sought. It has been called the "historic
view," on the assumption that it represents the real history of the Hebrew people
as it must have unfolded itself by the orderly processes of human evolution.

*"The Elements of the Higher Criticism.”

But, as the higher critics contradict the testimony of all the Hebrew historic
documents which professto be early, their ,heory might better, be called the
"unhistoric view." The higher criticism has sometimes been called the
"documentary hypothesis." But as all schools of criticism and all doctrines of
inspiration are equally hospitable to the supposition that the biblical writers may
have consulted documents, and may have quoted them, the higher criticism has
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no special right to thistitle. We must fall back, therefore, upon the name "the
higher criticism" as the very best at our disposal, and upon the definition of it as
chiefly an inspection of literary productions in order to ascertain their dates, their
authors, and their value, as they themselves, interpreted in the light of the
hypothesis of evolution, may yield the evidence.

"ASSURED RESULTS" OF THE HIGHER CRITICISM.

| turn now to ask what the higher critics profess to have found out by this method
of study. The "assured results' on which they congratul ate themselves are stated
varioudly. In this country and England they commonly assume a form less radical
than that given them in Germany, though sufficiently startling and destructive to
arouse vigorous protest and a vigorous demand for the evidences, which, as we
shall see, have not been produced and cannot be produced. The less startling form
of the "assured results" usually announced in England and America may be owing
to the brighter light of Christianity in these countries. Y et it should be noticed that
There are higher criticsin this country and England who go beyond the principal
German representatives of the school in their zeal for the dethronement of the Old
Testament and the New, in so far as these' holy books are presented to the world
as the very Word of God, as a special revelation from heaven.

The following statement from Zenos* may serve to introduce us to the more
moderate form of the "assured results' reached by the higher critics. It is
concerning the analysis of the Pentateuch, or rather of the Hexateuch, the Book of
Joshua being included in the survey. " The Hexateuch is a composite work whose
origin and history may be traced in four distinct stages.

* (1) A writer designated as J. Jahvist, or Jehovist, or Judean prophetic
historian, composed a history of the people of Israel about 800 B. C.

* (2) A writer designated as E. Elohist, or Ephraemite prophetic historian,
wrote asimilar work some fifty years later, or about 750 B. C. These two
were used separately for atime, but were fused together into JE by a redactor
[an editor], at the end of the seventh century.

o (3) A writer of different character wrote a book constituting the main
portion of our present Deuteronomy during the reign of Josiah, or a short time
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before 621 B. C. Thiswriter is designated.as D. To hiswork were added an
introduction and an appendix, and with these accretions it was united with JE
by a second redactor, constituting JED.

e (4) Contemporaneoudly with Ezekiel the ritual law began to be reduced to
writing. It first appeared in three parallel forms. These were codified by Ezra
not very much earlier than 444 B. C., and between that date and 280 B.C. it
was joined with JED by afinal redactor. Thus no less than nine or ten men
were engaged in the production of the Hexateuch in its present form, and each
one can be distinguished from the rest by his vocabulary and style and his
religious point of view."

*Page 205

Such isthe analysis of the Pentateuch as usually stated in this country. But in
Germany and Holland its chief representatives carry the division of labor much
further. Wellhausen distributes the total task among twenty-two writers, and
Kuenen among eighteen. Many others resolve each individual writer into a school
of writers, and thus multiply the numbers enormously. There is no agreement
among the higher critics concerning this analysis, and therefore the cautious
learner may well wait till those who represent the theory tell him just what it is
they desire him to learn.

While some of the "assured results' are thus in doubt, certain things are matters
of general agreement. Moses wrote little or nothing, if he ever existed. A large
part of the Hexateuch consists of unhistorical legends. We may grant that
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, |shmael and Esau existed, or we may deny this. In either
case, what is recorded of them is chiefly myth. These denials of the truth of the
written records follow as matters of course from the late dating of the books, and
the assumption that the writers could set down only the national tradition. They
may have worked in part as collectors of written stories to be found here and
there; but, if so, these written stories were not ancient, and they were diluted by
stories transmitted orally. These fragments, whether written or oral, must have
followed the general law of national traditions, and have presented a mixture of
legendary chaff, with here and there a grain of historic truth to be sifted out by
careful winnowing.
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Thus far of the Hexateuch.

The Psalms are so full of references to the Hexateuch that they must have been
written after it, and hence after the captivity, perhaps beginning about 400 B. C.
David may possibly have written one or two of them, but probably he wrote none,
and the strong conviction of the Hebrew people that he was their greatest hymn-
writer was atotal mistake.

These revolutionary processes are carried into the New Testament, and that also
Is found to be largely untrustworthy as history, as doctrine, and as ethics, though
avery good book, since it gives expression to high ideals, and thus ministersto
the spiritual life. It may well have influence, but it can have no divine authority.
The Christian reader should consider carefully this invasion of the New
Testament by the higher criticism. So long as the movement was confined to the
Old Testament many good men looked on with indifference, not reflecting that
the Bible, though containing "many parts' by many writers, and though recording
aprogressive revelation, is, after all, one book. But the limits of the Old
Testament have long since been overpassed by the higher critics, and it is
demanded of us that we. abandon the immemorial teaching of the church
concerning the entire volume. The picture of Christ which the New Testament
sets before us isin many respects mistaken. The doctrines of primitive
Christianity which it states and defends were well enough for the time, but have
no value for us today except as they commend themselves to our independent
judgment. Its moral precepts are fallible, and we should accept them or reject
them freely, in accordance with the greater light of the twentieth century. Even
Christ could err concerning ethical questions, and neither His commandments nor
His example need constrain us.

The foregoing may serve as an introductory sketch, all too brief, of the higher
criticism, and as a basis of the discussion of its fallacies, now immediately to
follow.

FIRST FALLACY: THE ANALY SIS OF THE PENTATEUCH.

|. Thefirst fallacy that | shall bring forward isits analysis of the Pentateuch.
1. We cannot fall to observe that these various documents and their various
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authors and editors are only imagined. As Green (Moses and His Recent Critics,”
pages 104,105) has said, "There is no evidence of the existence of these
documents and redactors, and no pretense of any, apart from the critical tests
which have determined the analysis. All tradition and all historical testimony as
to the origin of the Pentateuch are against them. The burden of proof iswholly
upon the critics. And this proof should be clear and convincing in proportion to
the gravity and the revolutionary character of the consequenceswhichiitis
proposed to base upon it."

2. Moreover, we know what can be done, or rather what cannot be done, in the
analysis of composite literary productions. Some of the plays of Shakespeare are
called his"mixed plays," because it is known that he collaborated with another
author in their production. The very keenest critics have sought to separate his
part in these plays from the rest, but they confess that the result is uncertainty and
dissatisfaction. Coleridge professed to distinguish the passages contributed by
Shakespeare by a process of feeling, but Macaulay pronounced this claim to be
nonsense, and the entire effort, whether made by the analysis of phraseology and
style, or by esthetic perceptions, is an admitted failure. And thisin spite of the
fact that the style of Shakespeare is one of the most peculiar and inimitable. The
Anglican Prayer Book is another composite production which the higher critics
have often been invited to analyze and distribute to its various sources. Some of
the authors of these sources lived centuries apart. They are now well known from
the studies of historians. But the Prayer Book itself does not reveal one of them,
though its various vocabularies and styles have been carefully interrogated. Now
If the analysis of the Pentateuch can lead to such certainties, why should not the
analysis of Shakespeare and the Prayer Book do as much? How can men
accomplish in aforeign language what they cannot accomplish in their own? How
can they accomplish in a dead language what they cannot accomplishin aliving
language? How can they distinguish ten or eighteen or twenty-two collaborators
In asmall literary production, when they cannot distinguish two? These questions
have been asked many times, but the higher critics have given no answer
whatever, preferring the safety of alearned silence; "The oracles are dumb."

3. Much has been made of differences of vocabulary in the Pentateuch, and
elaborate lists of words have been assigned to each of the supposed authors. But
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these distinctions fade away when subjected to careful scrutiny, and Driver
admits that "the phraseological criteria* * * are dlight." Orr, (The Problem of the
Old Testament," page 230 ) who quotes this testimony, adds, "They are dlight, in
fact, to adegree of tenuity that often makes the recital of them appear like
trifling."

SECOND FALLACY: THE THEORY OF EVOLUTION APPLIED TO
LITERATURE AND RELIGION.

I1. A second fundamental fallacy of the higher criticism is its dependence on the
theory of evolution as the explanation of the history of literature and of religion.
The progress of the higher criticism towards its present sate has been rapid and
assured since Vatke (Die Biblische Theol ogie Wissenschaftlich Dargestellt)
discovered in the Hegelian philosophy of evolution a means of biblical criticism.
The Spencerian philosophy of evolution, aided and reinforced by Darwinism, has
added greatly to the confidence of the higher critics. AsVatke, one of the earlier
members of the school, made the hypothesis of evolution the guiding
presupposition of his critical work, so today does Professor Jordan (Biblical
Criticismand Modern Thought," T. and T. Clark, 1909) the very latest
representative of the higher criticism. "The nineteenth century,” he declares, "has
applied to the history of the documents of the Hebrew people its own magic
word, evolution. The thought represented by that popular word has been found to
have areal meaning in our investigations regarding the religious life and the
theological beliefs of Israel.” Thus, were there no hypothesis of evolution, there
would be no higher criticism. The "assured results" of the higher criticism have
been gained, after all, not by an inductive study of the biblical books to ascertain
If they present agreat variety of styles and vocabularies and religious points of
view. They have been attained by assuming that the hypothesis of evolution is
true, and that the religion of Israel must have unfolded itself by a process of
natural evolution. They have been attained by an interested cross-examination of
the biblical books to constrain them to admit the hypothesis of evolution. The
Imagination has played alarge part in the process, and the so-called evidences
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upon which the "assured results' rest are largely imaginary.

But the hypothesis of evolution, when applied to the history of literature, isa
fallacy, leaving us utterly unable to account for Homer, or Dante, or Shakespeare,
the greatest poets of the world, yet all of them writing in the dawn of the great
literatures of the world. It isafallacy when applied to the history of religion,
leaving us utterly unable to account for Abraham and Moses and Christ, and
requiring usto deny that they could have been such men as the Bible declares
them to have been. The hypothesisis afallacy when applied to- the history of the
human race in general. Our race has made progress under the influence of
supernatural revelation; but progress under the influence of supernatural
revelation is one thing, and evolution is another. Buckle (History of Civilization

in England.) undertook to account for history by athorough-going application of
the hypothesis of evolution to its problems; but no historian today believes that he
succeeded in his effort, and hiswork is universally regarded as a brilliant
curiosity. The types of evolution advocated by different higher critics are widely
different from one another, varying from the pure naturalism of Wellhausen to the
recognition of some feeble rays of supernatural revelation; but the hypothesis of
evolution in any form, when applied to human history, blinds us and renders us
Incapable of beholding the glory of God in its more signal manifestations.

THIRD FALLACY: THE BIBLE A NATURAL BOOK.

[11. A third fallacy of the higher criticsis the doctrine concerning the Scriptures
which they teach. If a consistent hypothesis of evolution is made the basis of our
religious thinking, the Bible will be regarded as only a product of human nature
working in the field of religious literature. It will be merely a natural book. If
there are higher critics who recoil from this application of the hypothesis of
evolution and who seek to modify it by recognizing some special evidences of the
divine in the Bible, the inspiration of which they speak rises but little higher than
the providential guidance of the writers.

The church doctrine of the full inspiration of the Bible is almost never held by the
higher critics of any class, even of the more believing. Here and there we may
discover one and another who try to save some fragments of the church doctrine,
but they are few and far between, and the sal-age to which they cling is so small
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and poor that it is scarcely worth while. Throughout their ranks the storm of
opposition to the supernatural in all itsformsis so fierce asto leave little place for
the faith of the church that the Bible is the very Word of God to man. But the
fallacy of thisdenial is evident to every believer who reads the Bible with an
open mind. He knows by an immediate consciousness that it is the product of the
Holy Spirit. Asthe sheep know the voice of the shepherd, so the mature Christian
knows that the Bible speaks with a divine voice. On this ground every Christian
can test the value of the higher criticism for himself. The Bible manifestsitself to
the spiritual perception of the Christian asin the fullest sense human, and in the
fullest sense divine. Thisistrue of the Old Testament, as well as of the New.

FOURTH FALLACY: THE MIRACLES DENIED.

V. Y et another fallacy of the higher criticsis found in their teachings concerning
the biblical miracles. If the hypothesis of evolution is applied to the Scriptures
consistently, it will lead us to deny all the miracles which they record. But if
applied timidly and waveringly, asit is by some of the English and American
higher critics, it will lead us to deny alarge part of the miracles, and to inject as
much of the natural asis any way possible into the rest. We shall strain out as
much of the gnat of the supernatural as we can, and swallow,as much of the
camel of evolution as we can. We shall probably reject all the miracles of the Old
Testament, explaining some of them as popular legends, and others as
coincidences. In the New Testament we shall pick and choose, and no two of us
will agree concerning those to be rejected and those to be accepted. If the higher
criticism shall be adopted as the doctrine of the church, believerswill beleftina
distressing state of doubt and uncertainty concerning the narratives of the four
Gospels-, and unbelievers will scoff and mock. A theory which leads to such
wanderings of thought regarding the supernatural in the Scriptures must be
fallacious. God is not a God of confusion.

Among the higher critics who accept some of the miracles there is a notable
desire to discredit the virgin birth of our Lord, and their treatment of this event
presents a good example of the fallacies of reasoning by means of which they
would abolish many of the other miracles. One feature of their argument may
suffice as an exhibition of all. It is the search for parallelsin the pagan
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mythologies. There are many instances in the pagan stories of the birth of men
from human mothers and divine fathers, and the higher critics. would create the
Impression that the writers who record the birth of Christ were influenced by
these fables to emulate them, and thus to secure for Him the honor of a celestial
paternity. It turns out, however, that these pagan fables do not in any case present
to us avirgin mother; the child is always the product of commerce with a god
who assumes a human form for the purpose. The despair of the higher criticsin
this hunt for events of the same kind iswell illustrated by Cheyne (Bible
Problems, page 86), who cites the record of the Babylonian king Sargon, about
3,800 B. C.. This monarch represents himself as having "been born of a poor
mother in secret, and as not knowing his father." There have been many millions
of such instances, but we do not think of the mothers as virgins. Nor does the
Babylonian story affirm that the mother of Sargon was avirgin, or even that his
father was agod. It is plain that Sargon did not intend to claim a supernatural
origin, for, after saying that he "did not know hisfather," he adds that "the brother
of hisfather lived in the mountains.” It was a case like multitudes of othersin
which children, early orphaned, have not known their fathers, but have known the
relations of their fathers. This statement of Sargon | quote from atranslation of it
made by Cheyne himself in the "Encyclopedia Biblica." He continues, "Thereis
reason to suspect that something similar was originally said by the Israglites of
Moses." To substantiate this he adds, " See Encyclopedia Biblica, ' Moses," section
3 with note 4." On turning to this reference the reader finds that the article was
written by Cheyne himself, and that it contains no evidence whatever.

FIFTH FALLACY: THE TESTIMONY OF ARCHAEOLOGY DENIED.

V. The limitation of the field of research as far as possible to the biblical books as
literary productions has rendered many of the higher critics reluctant to admit the
new light derived from archaeology. Thisis granted by Cheyne.(Bible Problems,"
page 142.) "I have no wish to deny," he says, "that the so-called "higher critics in
the past were as a rule suspicious of Assyriology as ayoung, and, as they thought,
too self-assertive science, and that many of those who now recognize its
contributions to knowledge are somewhat too mechanical in the use of it, and too
skeptical asto the influence of Babylonian culturein relatively early timesin
Syria, Palestine and even Arabia." This grudging recognition of the testimony of
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archaeology may be observed in several details.

1. It was said that the Hexateuch must have been formed chiefly by the gathering
up of oral traditions, because it is not to be supposed that the early Hebrews
possessed the art of writing and of keeping records. But the entire progress of
archaeological study refutesthis. In particular the discovery of the Tel el-Amarna
tablets has shown that writing in cuneiform characters and in the Assyrio-
Babylonian language was common to the entire biblical world long before the
exodus.

The discovery was made by Egyptian peasants in 1887. There are more than three
hundred tablets, which came from various lands, including Babylonia and
Palestine. Other finds have added their testimony to the fact that writing and the
preservation of records were the peculiar passions of the ancient civilized world.
Under the constraint of the overwhelming evidences, Professor Jordan writes as
follows: "The question as to the age of writing never played a great part in the
discussion." He falls back on the supposition that the nomadic life of the early
Hebrews would prevent them from acquiring the art of writing. He treats usto
such reasoning as the following: "If the fact that writing is very old is such a
powerful argument when taken alone, it might enable you to prove that Alfred the
Great wrote Shakespeare's plays.”

2. It was easy to treat Abraham as a mythical figure when the early records of
Babyloniawere but little known. The entire coloring of those chapters of Genesis
which refer to Mesopotamia could be regarded as the product of the imagination.
Thisisno longer the case. Thus Clay,* writing of Genesis 14, says. "The theory
of the late origin of all the Hebrew Scriptures prompted the critics to declare this
narrative to be a pure invention of alater Hebrew writer.

The patriarchs were relegated to the region of myth and legend. Abraham was
made afictitious father of the Hebrews. Even the political situation was declared
to be inconsistent with fact. Weighing carefully the position taken by the criticsin
the light of what has been revealed through the decipherment of the cuneiform
inscriptions, we find that the very foundations upon which their theories rest, with
reference to the points that could be tested, totally disappear. The truth is, that
wherever any light has been thrown upon the subject through excavations, their
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hypotheses have invariably been found wanting. (NB. See Light on the Old
Testament from Babel." 1907. Clay is Assistant Professor arid Assistant Curator
of the Babylonian Section, Department of Archaeology, in the University of
Pennsylvania. )

But the higher critics are still reluctant to admit this new light. Thus Kent
(Biblical World, Dec., 1906) says, "The primary value of these storiesis didactic
and religious, rather than historical."

3. The books of Joshua and judges have been regarded by the higher critics as
unhistorical on the ground that their portraiture of the political, religious, and
socia condition of Palestine in the thirteenth century B. C. isincredible. This
cannot be said any longer, for the recent excavations in Palestine have shown us a
land exactly like that of these books. The portraiture is so precise, and is drawn
out in so many minute lineaments, that it cannot be the product of oral tradition
floating down through a thousand years. In what details the accuracy of the
biblical picture of early Palestine is exhibited may be seen perhaps best in the
excavations by Macalister (Bible Sde-Lights from the Mound of Gezer) at Gezer.
Here again there are absolutely no discrepancies between the Land and the Book,
for the Land lifts up athousand voices to testify that the Book is history and not
legend.

4. It was held by the higher critics that the legislation which we call Mosaic could
not have been produced by Moses, since his age was too early for such codes.
This reasoning was completely negatived by the discovery of the code of
Hammurabi, the Amraphelt (On this matter see any dictionary of the Bible, art.

" Amraphel)of Genesis 14. This codeis very different from that of Moses; it is
more systematic; and it is at least seven hundred years earlier than the Mosaic
legidation.

In short, from the origin of the higher criticism till this present time the
discoveriesin the field of archaeology have given it a succession of serious
blows. The higher critics were shocked when the passion of the ancient world for
writing and the preservation of documents was discovered. They were shocked.
when primitive Babylonia appeared as the land of Abraham. They were shocked
when early Palestine appeared as the and of Joshua and the Judges. They were
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shocked when Amraphel came back from the grave as areal historical character,
bearing his code of laws. They were shocked when the stele of the Pharaoh of the
exodus was read, and it was proved that he knew a people called Isragl, that they
had no settled place of abode, that they were "without grain” for food, and that in
these particulars they were quite as they are represented by the Scriptures to have
been when they had fled from Egypt into the wilderness. (See Note) The
embarrassment created by these discoveriesis manifest in many of the recent
writings of the higher critics, in which, however, they still cling heroically to their
analysis and their late dating of the Pentateuch and their confidence in the
hypothesis of evolution as the key of all history.

(Note: The higher critics usually slur over this remarkable inscription, and give us
neither an accurate trandation nor a natural interpretation of it. | have, therefore,
gpecial pleasure in quoting the following from Driver, "Authority and
Archaeology" page 61: "Whereas the other places named in the inscription all
have the determinative for "country,' Y siraal has the determinative for ‘'men’: it
follows that the reference is not to the land of Israel, but to Israel asatribe or
people, whether migratory, or on the march." Thus this distinguished higher critic
sanctions the view of the record which | have adopted. He represents Maspcro
and Naville as doing the same.)

SIXTH FALLACY: THE PSALMSWRITTEN AFTER THE EXILE.

VI. The Psalms are usually dated by the higher critics after the exile. The great
majority of the higher critics are agreed here, and tell us that these varied and
.touching and magnificent lyrics of religious experience all come to usfrom a
period later than 450 B. C. A few of the critics admit an earlier origin of three or
four of them, but they do this waveringly, grudgingly, and against the general
consensus of opinion among their fellows. In the Bible avery large number of the
Psalms are ascribed to David, and these, with afew insignificant and doubtful
exceptions, are denied to him and brought down, like the rest, to the age of the
second temple. This leads me to the following observations:

1. Who wrote the Psalms? Here the higher critics have no answer. Of the period
from 400 to 175 B. C, we are in amost total ignorance. Josephus knows almost
nothing about it, nor has any other writer told us more. Y et, according to the
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theory, it was precisely in these centuries of silence: when the Jews had no great
writers, that they produced this magnificent outburst of sacred song.

2. Thisisthe more remarkable when we consider the well known men to whom
the theory denies the authorship of any of the Psalms. The list includes such
names as Moses, David, Samuel, Nathan, Solomon, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the long
list of preexilic prophets. We are asked to believe that these men composed no
Psalms, and that the entire collection was contributed by men so obscure that they
have left no single name by which we can identify them with their work.

3. Thiswill appear still more extraordinary if we consider the timesin which, itis
said, no Psalms were produced, and contrast them with the times in which all of
them were produced. The times in which none were produced were the great
times, the times of growth, of mental ferment, of conquest, of imperial expansion,
of disaster, and of recovery. The times in which none were produced were the
times of the splendid temple of Solomon, with its splendid worship. The timesin
which none were produced were the heroic times of Elijah and Elisha, when the
people of Jehovah struggled for their existence against the abominations of the
pagan gods. On the other hand, the times which actually produced them were the
times of growing legalism, of obscurity, and of inferior abilities. All thisis
incredible. We could believeit only if we first came to believe that the Psalms are
works of dight literary and religious value. Thisis actually done by Wellhausen,
who says (Quoted by Orr, "The Problem of the Old Testament," page 435) "They
certainly are to the smallest extent original, and are for the most part imitations
which illustrate the saying about much writing." The Psalms are not all of an
equally high degree of excellence, and there are afew of them which might give
some faint color of justice to this depreciation of the entire collection. But asa
whole they are exactly the reverse of this picture. Furthermore, they contain
absolutely no legalism, but are as free from it as are the Sermon on the Mount and
the Pauline epistles. Y et further, the writers stand out as personalities, and they
must have left a deep impression upon their fellows. Finally, they were full of the
fire of genius kindled by the Holy Spirit. It isimpossible for us to attribute the
Psalms to the unknown mediocrities of the period which followed the restoration.

4. Very many of the Psalms plainly appear to be ancient. They sing of early
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events, and have no trace of alusion to the age which is said to have produced
them.

5. The large number of Psalms attributed to David have attracted the special
attention of the higher critics. They are denied to him on various grounds. He was
awicked man, and hence incapable of writing these praises to the God of
righteousness. He was an iron warrior and statesman, and hence not gifted with
the emotions found in these productions. He was so busy with the cares of
conquest and administration that he had no leisure for literary work. Finally, his
conception of God was utterly different from that which moved the psalmists.

The larger part of this catalogue of inabilitiesis manifestly erroneous. David, with
some glaring faults, and with a single enormous crime, for which he was
profoundly penitent, was one of the noblest of men. He was indeed an iron
warrior and statesman, but also one of the most emotional of all great historic
characters. He was busy, but busy men nest seldom find relief in literary
occupations, as Washington, during the Revolutionary War, poured forth a
continual tide of letters, and as Caesar, Marcus Aurelius, and Gladstone, while
burdened with the cares of empire, composed immortal books. The conception of
God with which David began his career was indeed narrow ( 1. Sam. 26 :19) . But
did he learn nothing in all hislater experiences, and his associations with holy
priests and prophets? He was certainly teachable: did God fail to make use of him
in further revealing Himself to His people? To deny these Psalms to David on the
ground of hislimited views of God in his early life, isthis not to deny that God
made successive revelations of Himself wherever He found suitable channels? If,
further, we consider the unquestioned skill of David in the music of his nation
and hisage (I. Sam. 16:14-25), thiswill constitute a presupposition in favor of his
Interest in sacred song. If, finally, we consider his personal career of danger and
deliverance, thiswill appear as the natural means of awakening in him the spirit
of varied religious poetry. His times were much like the Elizabethan period,
which ministered unexampled stimulus to the English mind.

From all thiswe may turn to the singular verdict of Professor Jordan: "If aman
says he cannot see why David could not have written Psalms 51 and 139, you are
compelled to reply as politely as possible that if he did write them then any man
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can write anything." So also we may say, "as politely as possible,” that if
Shakespeare, with his"small Latin and less Greek," did write hisincomparable
dramas, "then any man can write anything™; that if Dickens, with his mere
elementary education, did write his great novels, "then any man can write
anything"; and that if Lincoln, who had no early schooling, did write his
Gettysburg address, "then any man can write anything."

SEVENTH FALLACY: DEUTERONOMY NOT WRITTEN BY MOSES.

V1. One of the fixed points of the higher criticism isits theory of the origin of
Deuteronomy. In . Kings 22 we have the history of the finding of the book of the
law in the temple, which was being repaired. Now the higher critics present this
finding, not as the discovery of an ancient document, but as the finding of an
entirely new document, which had been concealed in the temple in order that it
might be found, might be accepted as the production of Moses, and might
produce an effect by its assumed authorship. It is not supposed for a moment that
the writer innocently chose the fictitious dress of Mosaic authorship for merely
literary purposes. On the contrary, it is steadfastly maintained that he intended to
decelve, and that others were with him in the plot to deceive. This statement of
the case leads me to the following reflections:

1. According to the theory, this was an instance of pious fraud. And the fraud
must have been prepared deliberately. The manuscript must have been soiled and
frayed by special care, for it was at once admitted to be ancient. This supposition
of deceit must always repel the Christian believer.

2. Our Lord draws from the Book of Deuteronomy all the three texts with which
He foils the tempter, Matt. 4:1-11, Luke 4:1-14." It must always shock the devout
student that his Saviour should select His weapons from an armory founded on
decelt.

3. Thismay be called an appeal to ignorant piety, rather than to scholarly
criticism. But surely the moral argument should have some weight in scholarly
criticism. In the sphere of religion moral impossibilities are as insuperable as
physical and mental.

4. If we turn to consideration of aliterary kind, it isto be observed that the higher
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criticism runs counter here to the statement of the book itself that Moses was its
author.

5. It runs counter to the narrative of the finding of the book, and turns the finding
of an ancient book into the forgery of a new book.

6. It runs counter to the judgment of all the intelligent men of the time who
learned of the discovery. They judged the book to have come down from the
Mosaic age, and to be from the pen of Moses. We hear of no dissent whatever.

7. It seeks support in avariety of reasons, such as style, historical discrepancies,
and legal contradictions, all of which prove of little substance when examined
fairly.

EIGHTH FALLACY: THE PRIESTLY LEGISLATION NOT ENACTED
UNTIL THE EXILE.

VII1. Another case of forgery isfound in the origin of the priestly legidation, if
we are to believe the higher critics. Thislegidation is contained in alarge number
of passages scattered through Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers. It hasto do
chiefly with the tabernacle and its worship, with the duties of the priests and
Levites, and with the relations of the people to the institutions of religion. It is
attributed to Moses in scores of places. It has a strong coloring of the Mosaic age
and of the wilderness life. It affirms the existence of the tabernacle, with an
orderly administration of the ritual services. But thisisall imagined, for the
legidation is alate production. Before the exile there were temple services and a
priesthood, with certain regulations concerning them, either oral or written, and
use was made of this tradition; but as a whole the legislation was enacted by such
men as Ezekiel and Ezra during and immediately after the exile, or about 444 B.
C. The name of Moses, the fiction of atabernacle, and the general coloring of the
Mosaic age, were given it in order to render it authoritative and to secure the
ready obedience of the nation. But now:

1. The moral objection here isinsuperable. The supposition of forgery, and of
forgery so cunning, so elaborate, and so minute, is abhorrent. If the forgery had
been invented and executed by wicked men to promote some scheme of
selfishness, it would have been less odious. But when it is presented to us asthe
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expedient of holy men, for the advancement of the religion of the God of
righteousness, which afterwards blossomed out into Christianity, we must revolt.

2. The theory gives us a portraiture of such men as Ezekiel and Ezrawhichis
utterly alien from all that we know of them. The expedient might be worthy of the
prophets of Baal or of Chemosh; it was certainly not worthy of the prophets of
Jehovah, and we dishonor them when we attribute it to them and place them upon
alow plane of craft and cunning of which the records concerning them are utterly
ignorant.

3. The people who returned from the exile were among the most intelligent and
enterprising of the nation, else they would not have returned, and they would not
have been deceived by the sudden appearance of Mosaic laws forged for the
occasion and never before heard of.

4. Many of the regulations of thislegidation are drastic. It subjected the priests
and Levitesto arule which must have been irksome in the extreme, and it would
not have been lightly accepted. We may be certain that if it had been a new thing
fraudulently ascribed to Moses, these men would have detected the deceit, and
would have refused to be bound by it. But we do not hear of any revolt, or even of
any criticism.

Such are some of the fundamental fallacies of the higher criticism. They
constitute an array of impossibilities. | have stated them in their more moderate
forms, that they may be seen and weighed without the remarkable extravagances
which some of their advocates indulge. In the very mildest interpretation which
can be given them, they are repugnant to the Christian faith.

NO MIDDLE GROUND.

But might we not accept a part of this system of thought without going to any
hurtful extreme? Many today are seeking to do this. They present to us two
diverse results.

1. Some, who stand at the beginning of the tide, find themselvesin a position of
doubt. If they are laymen, they know not what to believe. If they are ministers,
they know not what to believe or to teach. In either case, they have no firm
footing, and no Gospel, except afew platitudes which do little harm and little
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good.

2. The majority of those who struggle to stand here find it impossible to do so,
and give themselves up to the current. There isintellectual consistency in the
lofty church doctrine of inspiration. There may be intellectual consistency in the
doctrine that all things have had a natural origin and history, under the general
providence of God, as distinguished from His supernatural revelation of Himself
through holy men, and especially through His co-equal Son, so that the Bibleisas
little supernatural asthe "Imitation of Christ" or the "Pilgrim's Progress.” But
there is no position of intellectual consistency between these two, and the great
mass of those who try to pause at various points along the descent are swept
down with the current. The natural view of the Scripturesis a sea which has been
rising higher for three-quarters of a century. Many Christians bid it welcome to
pour lightly over the walls which the faith of the church has always set up against
it, in the expectation that it will prove a healthful and helpful stream. It is already
a cataract, uprooting, destroying, and slaying.
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It is undeniable that the universe, including ourselves, exists. Whence comesiit
all”? For any clear-thinking mind there are only three possibilities. Either the
universe has existed always, it produced itself, or it was created by aDivine, a
Supreme Being.

THE UNIVERSE NOT ETERNAL

The eternity of the universe is most clearly disproved by its evolution. From a
scientific point of view that hypothesisis now discredited and virtually
abandoned. Astronomers, physicists, biologists, philosophers, are beginning to
recognize more and more, and men like Secchi, Dubois-Reymond, Lord Kelvin,
Dr. Klein and others, unanimoudly affirm that creation has had a beginning. It
always tends towards an entropy, that is, toward a perfect equilibrium of its
forces, a complete standstill; and the fact that it has not yet reached such a
condition is proof that it has not always existed. Should creation, however, ever
come to a standstill, it could never again put itself in motion. It has had a
beginning, and it will have an end. That is demonstrated most clearly by its still
unfinished evolution. Should anyone say to us, of a growing tree or of ayoung
child, that either of these forms of life has existed forever, we would at once
reply, Why hasit not then long ago, in the past eternity, grown up so asto reach
the heaven of heavens? In like manner, reasons that great astronomer, William
Herschel, with regard to the Milky-Way, that just asits breaking up into different
parts shows that it cannot always endure, so we have, in this same fact, proof that
it has not eternally existed.

GOD THE AUTHOR OF ALL THINGS
There remains, therefore, only this aternative: either the world produced itself, or
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It was created. That all things came into existence spontaneously, and therefore
that we must suppose an origination of immeasurably great effects without any
cause, or believe that at some time a nothing, without either willing or knowing it,
and without the use of means, became a something-this is the most unreasonable
assumption that could possibly be attributed to a human being. How could
anything act before it existed? or athing not yet created produce something?
There is nothing more unreasonabl e than the creed of the. unbeliever,
notwithstanding all his prating about the excellence of reason.

But if thisworld did not produce itself, then it must have been created by some
Higher Power, some Cause of all causes, such aswasthat First Principle upon
which the dying Cicero called. Or, to use the words of Dr. Klein, that originating
cause must have been a " Supreme Intelligence that has at its command unlimited
creative power" (Kosmologische Briefe, p. 27). Hence what that Intelligence does
is both illimitable ante anfathomable, and it can at any time either change this
world or make anew one. It istherefore prima facie silly for us, with our
prodigiously narrow experience, to set any kind of bounds to the Supreme Being;
and a God who works no miracles and is the slave of his own laws implanted in
nature; such a God as the New Theology preaches, is as much lacking in being a
true Divinity asisthe unconscious, but all-wise "cosmic ether" of Spiller, or the
"eternal stuff" of other materialists. We conclude, then, that the universe was
created, or that God is the author of al things.

REVELATION IN NATURE

But now the question arises whether God, who is both the Creator of all things
and the Father of spirits, has revealed Himself to his creatures, or to His own
children, the work of His hands. Such a question might surely provoke one's
laughter. For what isthe ent_re universe? what is this created nature of which we
form a part? what isair? and water? and fire? what are all organized beings, my
body with its many parts put together in such a highly artistic and inscrutable
fashion; my soul with itsinfinite capabilities so little understood by myself? What
are all these matters but a progressive revelation of God, givento us, asit were, in
a series of concentric circles rising one above another toward their Source? For
this purpose it was that God created the visible, so that through it we might
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perceive the invisible, and for this purpose the whole creation was made, so that
through it might be manifested the invisible things of God, even his eternal power
and godhead (Rom. 1:20). Creation-is only the language of "the Word that was in
the beginning, and was with God, and was God, and by Whom all things were
made" (John 1:1-3). What does this Word declare? What el se but the great
infinite name of God the Father, the primal source of all things, the name that
must be hallowed? There was atime, however, even before the world was, when
there existed nothing but God and his name. All the different works of creation
are only lettersin this great name.

REVELATION IN THE BIBLE

But there is another revelation which God has given of Himself to men-amore
definite and personal one. Thus, e. g., he declared Himself to Adam, and through
Enoch and Noah to the antediluvians, and again after the flood to other
generations through Noah and his sons. But because at the building of the tower
of Babel men turned stubbornly away from God, He gave them up to the thoughts
of their own heart, and selected one man, Abraham, to go out from his friends and
kindred, so that in his seed al the nations of the world might be blessed. Then,
first, out of Abraham came the people of Israel, to whom were committed the
oracles of God; and from this period began the history of the written Word.

M oses narrates the beginning of things, also records the law, and holy men of
God speak and write as they are moved by the Holy Spirit. That isinspiration-a
divine in-breathing.

But here a distinction must be made. The Bible reports matters of history, and in
doing so includes many geneal ogies which were composed, first of all, not for us,
but for those most immediately concerned, and for the angels (1 Cor. 4:9). Also it
reports many sins and shameful deeds; for just as the sun first illuminates himself
and then sheds his radiance upon the ocean and the puddle, the eagle and the
worm, so the Bible undertakes to represent to us not only God, but also man just
asheis. In giving us these narratives it may be said, moreover, that God, who
numbers the very hairs of our head, exercised a providential control, so that what
was reported by His chosen men should be the real facts, and nothing else. To
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what extent He inspired those men with the very words used by them, it is not for
us to know, but probably more fully than we suspect.

But when God, after having communicated the law to Moses on Mount Sinai and
in the Tabernacle, communes with him as afriend with friend, and Moses writes
"al the words of thislaw in abook" (Dent. 28:58; 31 :24), then Moses really
becomes the pen of God. When God speaks to the prophets, "Behold, | put my
words in thy mouth," and "a?1 the words that thou hearest thou shalt say to this
people,” then these prophets become the very mouth of God. When Christ
appears to John on Patmos, and says, "To the angel of the church write these
things," thisis an instance of verbal dictation.

But just here we are amused at those weak-minded critics who, with hackneyed
phrases, talk so glibly about "mechanical instruments' and "mere verba
dictation." Does then a self-revelation of the Almighty and a making known of
His counsels, a gracious act which exalts the human agent to be a co-worker with
Jehovah, annihilate personal freedom? Or does it not rather enlarge that freedom,
and lift it up to a higher and more joyous activity? Am | then a"mechanical
instrument” when with deep devotion and with enthusiasm | repeat after Christ,
word for word, the prayer which He taught his disciples? The Bibleis,
consequently, abook which originated according to the will and with the co-
operation of God; and as such it is our guide to eternity, conducting man,
seemingly without a plan and yet with absolute certainty, all the way from the
first creation and from Paradise on to the second or higher creation and to the
New Jerusalem (Comp. Gen. 2:8-10 with Rev. 21 :1, 2).

PROOF OF THE BIBLE'SINSPIRATION

How does the Bible prove itself to be adivinely inspired, heaven-given book, a
communication from a Father to His children, and thus a revelation?

First, by the fact that, as does no other sacred book in the world, it condemns man
and all hisworks. It does not praise either his wisdom, his reason, his art, or any
progress that he has made; but it represents him as being in the sight of God, a
miserable sinner, incapable of doing anything good, and deserving only death and
endless perdition. Truly, abook which is able thus to speak, and in consequence
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causes millions of men, troubled in conscience, to prostrate themselves in the
dust, crying, "God be merciful to me a sinner,”" must contain more than mere
ordinary truth.

Secondly, the Bible exaltsitself far above all merely human books by its
announcement of the great incomprehensible mystery that, "God so loved the
world that He gave His only begotten Son; that whosover believeth in Him should
not perish, but have everlasting life" (John 3:16). Where is there a god among all
the heathen nations, be he Osiris, Brahma, Baal, Jupiter or Odin, that would have
promised those people that, by taking upon himself the sin of the world and
suffering its punishment, he would thus become a savior and redeemer to them?

Thirdly, the Bible sets the seal of its divine origin upon itself by means of the
prophecies. Very appropriately does God inquire, through the prophet Isaiah,
"Who, as |, shall call, and shall declareit, and set it in order for Me since |
established the ancient people? and the things that are coming and shall cometo
pass, let them declare" (IsaCh. 44:7). Or says again, "l am God, declaring the end
from the beginning, and from ancient times, things not yet done, saying, My
counsel shall stand, and | will do all My pleasure; calling aravenous bird from
the east, and the man of My counsel from afar country. Y ea, | have spoken, | will
also bring it to pass; | have purposed, | will also doit" ( IsaCh. 46 :10, 11) . Or,
addressing Pharaoh, "Where are thy wise men, and let them tell thee, and let them
know what the Lord of Hosts hath purposed upon Egypt" (IsaCh. 19:12). Again
we say, where isthere agod, or gods, afounder of religion, such as Confucius,
Buddha, or Mohammed, who could, with such cer, tainty, have predicted the
future of even his own people? Or where is there a statesman who in these times
can foretell what will be the condition of thingsin Europe one hundred or even
ten years from now? Neverthel ess the prophecies of Moses and his threatened
judgments upon the Israglites have been literally fulfilled. Literally also have
been fulfilled, (although who at the time would have believed it?) the prophecies
respecting the destruction of those great ancient cities, Babylon, Nineveh and
Memphis. Who in these times would believe a like prophecy respecting London,
Paris, or New Y ork? Moreover, in aliteral way has been fulfilled what the
prophets David and I saiah foresaw concerning the last sufferings of Christ-His
death on the cross, His drinking of vinegar, and the casting of lots for His
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garments. And there are other prophecies which will still be most literally
fulfilled, such as the promises made to Israel, the final judgment, and the end of
the world. "For," as Habakkuk says, "the vision is yet for an appointed time, and
will not lie. Though it tarry, wait for it; it will surely come" (Isa Ch. 2:3).

Furthermore, the Bible has demonstrated its peculiar power by its influence with
the martyrs. Think of the hundreds of thousands who, at different times and
among different peoples, have sacrificed their all, their wives, their children, all
their possessions, and finally life itself, on account of this book. Think of how
they have, on the rack and at the stake, confessed the truth of the Bible, and borne
testimony to its power. However, O ye critics and despisers of God's Word, if you
will only write such a book and then die for it, we will believe you.

Lastly, the Bible shows itself every day to be adivinely given book by its
beneficent influence among all kinds of people. It converts to a better life the
ignorant and the learned, the beggar on the street and the king upon his throne,
yonder poor woman dwelling in an attic, the greatest poet and the profoundest
thinker, civilized Europeans and uncultured savages. Despite all the scoffing and
derision of its enemies, it has been translated into hundreds of languages, and has
been preached by thousands of missionariesto millions of people. It makes the
proud humble and the dissolute virtuous; it consoles the unfortunate, and teaches
man how to live patiently and die triumphantly. No other book or collection of
books accomplishes for man the exceeding great benefits accomplished by this
book of truth.

MODERN CRITICISM AND ITSRATIONALISTIC METHOD

In these times there has appeared a criticism which, constantly growing bolder in
Its attacks upon this sacred book, now decrees, with all self-assurance and
confidence, that it is ssmply a human production. Besides other faults found with
It, it is declared to be full of errors, many of its books to be spurious, written by
unknown men at later dates than those assigned, etc., etc. But we ask, upon what
fundamental principle, what axiom, is this verdict of the critics based? It is upon
the idea that, as Renan expressed it, reason is capable of judging all things, but is
itself judged by nothing. That is surely a proud dictum, but an empty one if its
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character isreally noticed. To be sure, God has given reason to man, so that, in
his customary way of planting and building, buying and selling, he may make a
practical use of created nature by which heis surrounded. But is reason, even as
respects matters of thislife, in accord with itself ? By no means. For, if that were
so, whence comes all the strife and contention of men at home and abroad, in
their places of business and their public assemblies, in art and science, in
legidation, religion and philosophy? Doesit not all proceed from the conflicts of
reason? The entire history of our race is the history of millions of men gifted with
reason who have been in perpetual conflict one with another. Isit with such
reason, then, that sentence is to be pronounced upon a divinely given book? A
purely rational revelation would certainly be a contradiction of terms; besides, it
would be wholly superfluous. But when reason undertakes to speak of things
entirely supernatural, invisible and eternal, it talks as a blind man .does about
colors, discoursing of matters concerning which it neither knows nor can know
anything; and thus it makes itself ridiculous. It has not ascended up to heaven,
neither has it descended into the deep; and therefore a purely rational religionis
no religion at all.

INCOMPETENCY OF REASON FOR SPIRITUAL TRUTH

Reason alone has never inspired men with great sublime conceptions of spiritual
truth, whether in the way of discovery or invention; but usually it has at first
rgjected and ridiculed such matters. And just so it is with these rationalistic
critics, they have no appreciation or understanding of the high and sublimein
God's Word. They understand neither the mgjesty of Isaiah, the pathos of David's
repentance, the audacity of Moses' prayers, the philosophic depth of Ecclesiastes,
nor the wisdom of Solomon which "uttereth her voice in the streets." According
to them ambitious priests, at alater date than is commonly assigned, compiled all
those books to which we have alluded; aso they wrote the Sinaitic law, and
invented the whole story of Moses life. (A magnificent fiction"-so one of the
critics callsthat story.) But if all thisis so, then we must believe that cunning
falsifiers, who were, however, so the critics say, devout men, genuine products of
their day (although it calls for notice that the age in which those devout men lived,
should, as was done to Christ, have persecuted and killed them, when usually an
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age lovesits own children) ; that isto say, we must believe not only that shallow-
minded men have uncovered for us eternal truths and the most distant future, but
also that vulgar, interested liars, have declared to us the inexorable righteousness
of aholy God! Of course, all that is nonsense; no one can believeit.

But if these critics discourse, as sometimes they do, with great self-assurance
upon topics such as the history of Israel, the peculiar work of the prophets,
revelation, inspiration, the essence of Christianity, the difference between the
teachings of Christ and those of Paul, anyone who intelligently reads what they
say isimpressed with the idea that, although they display much ingenuity in their
efforts, after all they do not really understand the matters concerning which they
gpeak. In like manner they talk with much ingenuity and show of learning about
men with whom they have only afar-off acquaintance; and they discuss eventsin
the realm of the Spirit where they have had no personal experience. Thus they
both illustrate and prove the truth of the Scripture teaching that "the natural man
receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God." These critics say that God, not
being a man, cannot speak; consequently there is no word of God! Also, God
cannot manifest Himself in visible form; therefore all the accounts of such
epiphanies are mythical tales! Inspiration, they tell us, is unthinkable; hence all
representations of such acts are diseased imagination! Of prophecy there is none;
what purports to be such was written after the events! Miracles are impossible;
therefore all the reports of them, as given in the Bible, are mere fictions! Men
always seek, thusit is explained, their own advantage and personal glory, and just
so it was with those "prophets of Isragl." Such iswhat they call "impartial
science," "unprejudiced research,” "objective demonstration."

NOTHING NEW IN THESE "NEW" VIEWS

Moreover, these critics claim for their peculiar views that they are "new
theology," and the "latest investigation." But that also is untrue. Even in the times
of Christ the famous rabbi Hillel and his disciple Gamaliel substituted for the
Mosaic law all manner of "traditions’ (Matt. 15:2-9; 23:16-22). Since then other
learned rabbis, such as Ben Akiba, Mamonides and others, have engaged in
Bible criticism; not only casting doubts upon the genuineness of various books of
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the Old Testament, but also denying the miracles and talking learnedly about
"myths." Even eighteen hundred years ago Celsus brought forward the same
objections as those now raised by modern criticism; and in his weak and bungling
production, the "Life of Jesus," David Strauss has in part repeated them. Also
there have been other noted heretics, such as Arius (317 A. D.), who denied the
divinity of Christ, and Pelagiusin the fifth century, who rejected the doctrine of
original sin. Indeed this exceedingly new theology adopts even the unbelief of
those old Sadducees who said "there is no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit"
(Acts 23:8), and whom Christ reproved with the words, "Y e do err, not knowing
the Scriptures nor the power of God" (Matt. 22:29). It certainly does not argue for
the spiritual progress of our race, that such athreadbare and outworn unbelieving
kind of science should again, in these days, deceive and even stultify thousands of
people.

NO AGREEMENT AMONG THE CRITICS

Do these critics then, to ask the least of them, agree with one another? Far fromit.
To be sure, they unanimoudly deny the inspiration of the Bible, the divinity of
Christ and of the Holy Spirit, the fall of man and the forgiveness of sins through
Christ; also prophecy and miracles, the resurrection of the dead, the final
judgment, heaven and hell. But when it comes to their pretendedly sure results,
not any two of them affirm the same things; and their numerous publications
create aflood of disputable, self-contradictory and mutually destructive
hypotheses. For example, the Jehovah of the Old Testament is made to be some
heathen god, either a nomadic or steppe god, the weather-god Jahu, or the god of
West-Semitism. It was David who first introduced this divinity; and according to
some authors the peculiar worship of this god was, with its human sacrifices (!),
only a continuation of the Baal-Moloch worship! Of Abraham it is sometimes
affirmed that he never existed, but at other times that he was a Canaanite chief,
dwelling at Hebron. No! he isthe myth of the Aurora; and Sarah, or Scharratu, is
the wife of the moon-god Sin, and so on. The twelve sons of Jacob are very
probably the twelve months of the year. Asto Moses, some teach there never was
such aman, also that the ten commandments were composed in the time of
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Manasseh. No! the more moderate writers say that Moses is ahistorical character.
It was in Midian that he learned about Jah, the tribal god of the Kenites; and he
determined with this divinity to liberate his people. Elijah is simply a myth; or he
was some unfortunate prophet who had perhaps been struck by lightning. And so,
too, this modern criticism knows for sure that it was not Solomon, but a wholly
unknown king, living after the time of Ezra, who wrote Ecclesiastes; also that
there never was a Daniel, but that again some unknown author wrote the book
bearing that name. Moreover, Kautsch tells us that this book first made its
appearance in January, 164 B. C., while other critics are positive that it wasin
165. Query: Why could not that unknown author have been named Daniel?

So also Wellhausen knows of twenty-two different authors-all of them, to be sure,
unknown-for the books of Moses, while Kuenen is satisfied with sixteen. The
noted English critic, Canon Cheyne, is said to have taken great pains to tear the
book of Isaiah's prophecies into one hundred and sixty pieces, al by unknown
writers; which pieces were scattered through ten different epochs including four
and a half centuries ("Modern Puritan," 1907, p. 400). Likewise this critic knows
that the first chapter of 1 Samuel originated with an unknown writer living some
five hundred years after the time of that prophet; also that Hannah's glory-song,
as found in 2 Kings, was written by some other "unknown." That Eli ruled over
Israel for forty yearsis, "in al likelihood," the unauthentic statement of a later
day (Hastings Bible Dictionary). Why so? we may ask.-The book of
Deuteronomy was written, we are told, in 561 B. C., and Ecclesiastesin 264 B.C.;
and a German critic, Budde, is certain that the book of job has somehow lost its
last chapter, and that fifty-nine verses of this book should be wholly expunged.
Such are afew illustrations of the way in which Holy Scripture is treated by the
criticism we are considering. But, surely, it would not require much sagacity and
intelligence for one, by applying such peculiar methods, say, to Goethe's works,
to demonstrate critically that a good share of those productions, such as Erlkonig,
|phigenia, Gotz von Berlichingen, the Wahlverwandschaften, Faust (Parts |. and
IL), belong, if judged of by their style of composition and their historical and
philosophical views, to wholly different epochs, and that they originated with
many different authors. Moreover, it could easily be shown that none of those
authors lived in the times when Napoleon Bonaparte revolutionized Europe, since
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his name is not mentioned in any of the productions specified.

CRITICISM ASAPPLIED TO THE NEW TESTAMENT

Of course this modern criticism does not stop short of the New Testament. This
part of the Bible, Harnack says, narrates for us incredible stories respecting the
birth and childhood of Christ. "Nevermore," he goes on to assert, "shall we
believe that he walked upon the sea and commanded the storm.” It stands to
reason that He did not rise from the dead. The Fourth Gospel is spurious, and so
also is (according to late critical authority) the Epistle to the Romans. The Book
of Revelation is only the occasion for derisive laughter on the part of these
skeptical critics, and because it is so, the curse mentioned inits last chapter is
made applicable to them (vs. 18, 19). Nevertheless, these men sin most seriously
against Christ. In their view the very Son of God, the Word that wasin the
beginning with God, and that was God, and without Whom nothing exists, is only
afanatical young rabbi; entangled in the peculiar views and superstitions of his
people; and he died upon the cross only because he misconceived of the character
of his own mission and the nature of histimes. Jesus "is not indispensable to the
Gospel," so writes Harnack.

Now all thisiswhat is denominated Biblical criticism. It isajumble of mere
hypotheses, imaginings and assertions, brought forward often without even the
shadow of proof, and with no real certainty. Still, in these times it represents itself
to thousands of nominal Christians and to hundreds of miserably deceived
theological students who are to become preachers of God's word, as being the
"assured results of the latest scientific research." May God have mercy, if suchis
the casel

WHAT ARE THE FRUITS OF THIS CRITICISM?

Now, if these people were of the truth, and if they would only believe Him who
says, "l| am the way, the truth and the life," they would not be under the necessity
of tediously working their way through the numerous publications (statistics show
that there appear in Europe and America annually some eight hundred of these
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works) ; but they would find in His teaching a ssimple and sure means for testing
the character of these critical doctrines. "Y e shall know them by their fruits," is
what Christ says of the false teachers who came in His name. "Do men gather
grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles?' (Matt. 7:16). Are the fruits of modern
criticism good? Where are the grapes or figs that grow on this thornbush? Has not
this criticism already robbed, and perhaps forever, thousands of people of their
first love, their undoubting faith, and their joyous hope? Has it not sowed
dissension, fostered pride and self-conceit, and injured before all the world the
authority of both the church and its ministers? Has it not offended Christ's "little
ones?' (Matt. 18:6, 7). And does it not every day furnish the enemies of God with
opportunities for deriding and scorning the truth? Where are the souls that it has
led to God-comforting, strengthening, purifying and sanctifying them? Where are
the individuals who even in the hour of death have continued to rejoice in the
benefits of this criticism?

In the study-room it ensnares, in lecture-halls it makes great pretenses, for mere
popular lecturesit is still serviceable; but when the thunders of God's power break
in upon the soul, when despair at the loss of all one has loved takes possession of
the mind, when remembrance of amiserable lost life or of past misdeedsisfelt
and realized, when one is on a sick-bed and death approaches, and the soul,
appreciating that it is now on the brink of eternity, callsfor a Saviorjust at this
time when its help is most needed, this modern religion utterly fails. In the year
1864, in Geneva, one of those modern theol ogians was summoned to prepare for
execution ayoung man who had committed murder and robbery. But he candidly
exclaimed, "Call some one else, | have nothing to say to him." This incompetent
criticism did not know of any consolation for the sin-burdened soul; therefore an
orthodox clergyman was obtained. and the wretched man, murderer though he
was, died reconciled to God through the blood of Christ.

But suppose that all the teachings of this criticism were true, what would it avail
us? It would put usin a sad condition indeed. For then, sitting beside ruined
temples and broken-down altars, with no joy as respects the hereafter, no hope of
everlasting life, no God to help us, no forgiveness of sins, feeling miserable, all
desolate in our hearts and chaotic in our minds, we should be utterly unable either
to know or believe anything more. Can such aview of the world, such areligion,
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which, as was said of Professor Harnack's lectures in America, only destroys,
removes and tears down, be true? No! If this modern criticism is true, then away
with all so-called Christianity, which only deceives us with idle tales! Away with
areligion which has nothing to offer us but the commonplace teachings of
morality! Away with faith! Away with hope! Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow
wediel

THESE TEACHINGSIN THE LIGHT OF SCRIPTURE
But let us hear what God's word has to say regarding this topic:

2 Pet. 1 :21- "For no prophecy ever came by the will of man; but holy men of
God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost."

2 Tim. 3:16, 17- "All Scripture given by inspiration of God is profitable for
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness; that the man
of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works."

Gal. 1:11, 12- "l certify you, brethren, that the Gospel which was preached by me
Is not after man, neither was | taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ."

Rom. 1:16.- "l am not ashamed of the Gospel of Christ; for it isthe power of
God unto salvation to every one that believeth."

Acts 20:30- But "of your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to
draw away disciples after them."

2 Pet. 2:1- "There were false prophets also among the people, * * * who privily
shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that bought them."

1 Cor. 1:20, 21- "Where is the wise? where is the scribe? where is the disputer of
this world? Hath not God made foolish the wisdom of this world? For after that in
the wisdom of God the world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the
foolishness of preaching to save them that believe."

Col. 2:4-8.- "This| say, lest any man should beguile you with enticing words," or
"spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the rudiments of the world,
and not after Christ."

1 Cor. 3:19.- "For the wisdom of thisworld is foolishness with God."
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1 Cor. 2:5, "That your faith should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the
power of God."

1 Cor. 2:4.- "And my speech and my preaching was not with enticing words of
man's wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power."

1 Cor. 2:12, 13- "Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit
which is of God, that we might know the things that are freely given to us of God.
Which things also we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but
which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual.”

Col. 1:21 and 2 Cor. 10:5- Therefore "you that were sometime alienated and
enemies in your minds by wicked works," now "bring into captivity every
thought to the obedience of Christ."

Gal. 1-:9- "Aswe said before, so say | now again, If any man preach any other
gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be accursed."

1 Cor. 15:17- "Whosoever says that Christ is not risen, hisfaith isvain, heisyet
Inhissins."

2 John, vs. 7, 9, 10, 11- "For many deceivers are entered into the world, who
confess not that Jesus Christ iscome in the flesh. Thisis adeceiver and an
antichrist. * * * Whosoever transgresseth and abideth not in the doctrine of
Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the
Father and the Son. If there come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine,
receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed; for he that biddeth
him God speed is partaker of hisevil deeds."

Luke 11 :52- "Woe unto you lawyers! for ye have taken away the key of
knowledge; ye entered not in yourselves, and them that were entering in ye
hindered."

CONCLUSION

L et us then, by repudiating this modern criticism, show our condemnation of it.
What does it offer us? Nothing. What does it take away? Everything. Do we have
any use for it? No! It neither helps usin life nor comforts us in death; it will not
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judge usin the world to come. For our Biblical faith we do not need either the
encomiums of men, nor the approbation of afew poor sinners. We will not
attempt to improve the Scriptures and adapt them to our liking, but we will
believe them. We will not criticize them, but we will ourselves be directed by
them. We will not exercise authority over them, but we will obey them. We will
trust Him who is the way, the truth, and the life. His word shall make us free.

Respice finem, "consider the end"--that is what even the old Romans said. True
rationalism adjudges all---things from the standpoint of eternity; and it asks of
every religion, What can you do for me with regard to the great beyond? \What
does this Biblical criticism offer us here? Only fog and mist, or, at best, an
endless state of indecision, something impersonal and inactive, just like its god,
whose very nature isinconceivable. "Eternal life," writes one of these modernists,
"Isonly the infinitely weak vestige of the present life." (1) Here also the maxim
provesitself true, "By their fruits ye shall know them." Just asfor our present life
this criticism offers us no consolation, no forgiveness of sins, no deliverance from
"the fear of death, through which we are all our lifetime subject to bondage," so
also it knows nothing respecting the great beyond-nothing with regard to that new
heaven and new earth wherein righteousness shall dwell, nothing with regard to
that golden city which shines with eternal light, nothing with regard to a God who
wipes away all tears from our eyes. It is utterly ignorant of the glory of God, and
on that account it stands condemned.

"Lord, to whom shall we go? Thou hast the words of eternal life. And we believe
and are sure that Thou art that Christ, the Son of the living God" (John 6:68, 69).
And He answered, "Behold, | come quickly: hold that fast which thou hast ; that
no man take thy crown" ( Rev. 3:11) .
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HOLY SCRIPTURE AND MODERN NEGATIONS
BY PROFESSOR JAMES ORR, D.D.,
United Free Church College, Glasgow, Scotland

|s there today in the midst of criticism and unsettlement a tenable doctrine of
Holy Scripture for the Christian Church and for the world; and if thereis, what is
that doctrine? That is unquestionably a very pressing question at the present time.
“Is there a book which we can regard as the repository of atrue revelation of God
and an infallible guide in the way of life, and as to our dutiesto God and man?’ is
a question of immense importance to us all. Fifty years ago, perhaps less than
that, the question hardly needed to be asked among Christian people. It was
universally conceded, taken for granted, that there is such a book, the book which
we call the Bible. Here, it was believed, is avolume which is an inspired record
of the whole will of God for man’s salvation; accept as true and inspired the
teaching of that book, follow its guidance, and you cannot stumble, you cannot
err in attaining the supreme end of existence, in finding salvation, in grasping the
prize of agloriousimmortality.

Now, a change has come. There is no disguising the fact that we live in an age
when, even within the Church, there is much uneasy and distrustful feeling about
the Holy Scriptures — a hesitancy to lean upon them as an authority and to use
them as the weapons of precision they once were; with a corresponding anxiety to
find some surer basisin external Church authority, or with others, in Christ
Himself, or again in a Christian consciousness, asit is named, — a surer basis for
Christian belief and life.

We often hear in these days reference to the substitution, in Protestantism, of an
“INFALLIBLE BIBLE FOR AN INFALLIBLE CHURCH”, and the implication is that the
oneideaisjust as baseless as the other. Sometimes the ideais taken up, quite
commonly perhaps, that the thought of an authority external to ourselves — to
our own reason or conscience or spiritual nature — must be wholly given up; that
only that can be accepted which carriesits authority within itself by the appeal it
makes to reason or to our spiritual being, and therein lies the judge for us of what
IS true and what isfalse.

That proposition has an element of truth init; it may be true or may be false
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according aswe interpret it. However, asit is frequently interpreted it leaves the
Scriptures — but more than that, it leaves Jesus Christ Himself — without any
authority for us save that with which our own minds see fit to clothe Him. But in
regard to the INFALLIBLE BIBLE AND THE INFALLIBLE CHURCH, it is proper to
point out that there is a considerable difference between these two things —
between the idea of an authoritative Scripture and the idea of an infallible Church
or an infallible Pope, in the Roman sense of that word. It may be a clever
antithesis to say that Protestantism substituted the idea of an infallible Book for
the older Romish dogma of an infallible Church; but the antithesis, the contrast,
unfortunately has one fatal inaccuracy about it. The idea of the authority of
Scripture is not younger, but older than Romanism. It is not alate invention of
Protestantism. It is not something that Protestants invented and substituted for the
Roman conception of the infallible Church; but it isthe original conception that
liesin the Scriptures themselves. Thereisagreat difference there. It isabelief —
this belief in the Holy Scripture — which was accepted and acted upon by the
Church of Christ from the first. The Bible itself claims to be an authoritative
Book, and an infallible guide to the true knowledge of God and of the way of
salvation. Thisview isimplied in

every reference madeto it, so far as it then existed, by Christ and His Apostles.
That the New Testament, the work of the Apostles and of apostolic men, does not
stand on alower level of inspiration and authority than the Old Testament, is, |
think, hardly worth arguing. And in that sense, as a body of writings of Divine
authority, the books of the Old and the New Testament were accepted by the
Apostles and by the Church of the post-apostolic age.

Take the writings of any of the early Church fathers — | have waded through
them wearily as teacher of Church History — take Tertullian or Origen, or others,
and you will find their words saturated with references to Scripture. Y ou will find
the Scriptures treated in precisely the same way as they are used in the Biblical
literature of today; namely, as the ultimate authority on the matters of which they
speak. | really do the fathers an injustice in this comparison, for | find things said
and written about the Holy Scriptures by teachers of the Church today which
those early fathers would never have permitted themselves to utter. It has now
become fashionable among a class of religious teachers to speak disparagingly of
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or belittle the Holy Scriptures as an authoritative rule of faith for the Church.

The leading cause of this has undoubtedly been the trend which the criticism of
the Holy Scriptures has assumed during the last half century or more.

By all means, let criticism have itsrights. Let purely literary questions about the
Bible receive full and fair discussion. Let the structure of books be impartially
examined. If areverent science has light to throw on the composition or authority
or age of these books, let its voice be heard. If thisthing is of God we cannot
overthrow it; if it be of man, or so far asit is of man, or so far asit comesin
conflict with the reality of thingsin the Bible, it will come to naught — asin my
opinion agreat deal of it isfast coming today through its own excesses. No fright,
therefore, need be taken at the mere word, “Criticism.” On the other hand, we are
not bound to accept every wild critical theory that any critic may choose to put
forward and assert, as the final word on this matter. We are entitled, nay, we are
bound, to ook at the presuppositions on which each, criticism proceeds, and to
ask, How far is the criticism controlled by those presuppositions? We are bound
to look at

the evidence by which the theory is supported, and to ask, Isit really borne out by
that evidence? And when theories are put forward with every confidence as fixed
results, and we find them, as we observe them, still in constant process of
evolution and change, constantly becoming more complicated, more extreme,
more fanciful, we are entitled to inquire, Isthis the certainty that it was alleged to
be? Now that is my complaint against much of the current criticism of the Bible
— not that it is criticism, but that it starts from the wrong basis, that it proceeds
by arbitrary methods, and that it arrives at results which | think are demonstrably
false results. That isagreat deal to say, no doubt, but perhaps | shall have some
justification to offer for it before | am done.

| am not going to enter into any general tirade against criticism; but it is uselessto
deny that agreat deal of what is called criticism is responsible for the uncertainty
and unsettlement of feeling existing at the present time about the Holy Scriptures.
| do not speak especially of those whose philosophical standpoint compels them
to take up an attitude of negation to supernatural revelation, or to books which
profess to convey such arevelation. Criticism of thiskind, criticism that starts
from the basis of the denial of the supernatural, has of course, to be reckoned
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with. In its hands everything is engineered from that basis. Thereisthe denial to
begin with,

that God ever has entered into human history, in word and deed, in any
supernatural way. The necessary result is that whatever in the Bible affirms or
flows from such interposition of God is expounded or explained away.

The Scriptures on this showing, instead of being, the living oracles of God,
become simply the fragmentary remains of an ancient Hebrew literature, the chief
value of which would seem to be the employment it affords to the critic to dissect
It into its various parts, to overthrow the tradition of the past in regard to it, and to
frame ever new, ever changing, ever more wonderful theories of the origin of the
books and the so-called legends they contain. Leaving, however, such futile,
rationalistic criticism out of account — because that is not the kind of criticism
with which we as Christian people have chiefly to deal in our own circles — there
Is certainly an

Immense change of attitude on the part of many who still sincerely hold faith in
the supernatural revelation of God. | find it difficult to describe this tendency, for
| am desirous not to describe it in any way which would do injustice to any
Christian thinker, and it is attended by so many signs of an ambiguous character.
Jesus is recognized by the majority of those who represent it as “the Incarnate
Son of God,” though with shadings off into more or less indefinite assertions even
on that fundamental article, which make it sometimes doubtful where the writers
exactly stand. The process of thought in regard to Scripture is easily traced. First,
there is an ostentatious throwing overboard, joined with some expression of
contempt, of what is called the verbal inspiration of Scripture — avery much
abused term. Jesus is still spoken of as the highest revealer, and it is allowed that
Hiswords, if only we could get at them — and on the whole it is thought we can
— furnish the highest rule of guidance for time and for eternity. But even
criticism, we are told, must have its rights. Even in the New Testament the
Gospels go into the crucible, and in the name of synoptical criticism, historical
criticism; they are subject to wonderful processes, in the course of which much of
the history gets melted out or is

peeled off as Christian characteristics. Jesus, we are reminded, was still a man of
His generation, liable to error in His human knowledge, and allowance must be
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made for the limitations in His conceptions and judgments. Paul is alleged to be
still largely dominated by his inheritance of Rabbinical and Pharisaic ideas. He
had been brought up a Pharisee, brought up with the rabbis, and when he became
a Christian, he carried agreat deal of that into his Christian thought, and we have
to strip off that thought when we come to the study of his Epistles. He is therefore
ateacher not to be followed further than our own judgment of Christian truth
leads us. That getsrid of agreat deal that isinconvenient about Paul’ s teaching.

THE OLD TESTAMENT AND THE CRITICS

If these things are done in the “green tree” of the New Testament, it is easy to see
what will be donein the “dry tree” of the Old. The conclusions of the more
advanced school of critics are here generally accepted as once for all settled, with
the result — in my judgment, at any rate — that the Old Testament is
Immeasurably lowered from the place it once held in our reverence. Its earlier
history, down to about the age of the kings, islargely resolved into myths and
legends and fictions. It is ruled out of the category of history proper. No doubt we
are told that the legends are just as good as the history, and perhaps alittle better,
and that the ideas which they convey to us are just as good, coming in the form of
legends, asif they came in the form of fact.

But behold, its laws, when we come to deal with them in this manner, lack
Divine authority. They are the products of human minds at various ages.

Its prophecies are the utterances of men who possessed indeed the Spirit of God,
whichisonly in fuller degree what other good men, religious teachersin all
countries, have possessed — not a spirit qualifying, for example, to give real
predictions, or to bear authoritative messages of the truth to men. And so, in this
whirl and confusion of theories— you will find them in our magazines, you will
find them in our encyclopedias, you will find them in our reviews, you will find
them in many books which have appeared to annihilate the conservative believers
— in thiswhirl and confusion of theories, isit any wonder that many should be
disquieted and unsettied, and feel asif the ground on which they have been wont
to rest was giving way beneath their feet? And so the question comes back with
fresh urgency. What is to be said of the place and value of Holy Scripture?
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ISTHERE A TENABLE DOCTRINE FOR THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH
OF TODAY?

One of the urgent needs of our time, and a prime need of the Church, isjust a
replacement of Holy Scripture, with due regard, | grant, to any really ascertained
factsin regard to its literary history, in the faith and lives of men, as the truly
inspired and divinely sealed record of God's revealed will for men in great things
of the soul. But then, is such a position tenable? In the fierce light of criticism that
beats upon the documents and upon the revelation of God'’ s grace they profess to
contain, can this position be maintained? | venture to think, indeed, | am very
sure, it can. Let metry to indicate — for | can do hardly any more — thelines
along which | would

answer the question, Have we or can we have atenable doctrine of Holy
Scripture?

For a satisfactory doctrine of Holy Scripture — and by that | mean a doctrine
which is satisfactory for the needs of the Christian Church, a doctrine which
answers to the claim the Scripture makes for itself, to the place it holdsin
Christian life and Christian experience, to the needs of the Christian Church for
edification and evangelization, and in other ways— | say, for a satisfactory
doctrine of Holy Scripture it seems to me that three things are indispensably
necessary. There is necessary, first, a more positive view of the structure of the
Bible than at present obtainsin many circles. Thereis necessary, second, the
acknowledgment of atrue supernatural revelation of God in the history and
religion of the Bible. There is necessary, third, the recognition of atrue
supernatural inspiration in the record of that revelation. These three things, to my
mind, go together — a more positive view of the structure of the Bible; the
recognition of the supernatural revelation embodied in the Bible; and a
recognition in accordance with the Bible’' s own claim of a supernatural
inspiration in the record of the Bible. Can we affirm these three things? Will they
bear the test? | think they will.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE BIBLE

First asto the structure of the Bible, there is needed a more positive idea of that
structure than is at present prevaent. Y ou take much of the criticism and you find

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund5.htm (6 of 14) [15/02/2006 06:05:32 p.m.]



HOLY SCRIPTURE AND MODERN NEGATIONS

the Bible being disintegrated in many ways, and everything like structure falling
away from it. You are told, for example, that these books — say the Books of
Moses are made up of many documents, which are very late in origin and cannot
claim historical value. Y ou are told that the laws they contain are aso, for the
most part, of tolerably late origin, and the Levitical laws especially are of post-
exilian construction; they were not given by Moses, they were unknown when the
Children of Israel were carried into captivity. Their temple usage perhapsis
embodied in the Levitical law, but most of the contents of that Levitical law were
wholly unknown. They were the construction — the invention, to use aterm
lately employed of priests and scribes in the post-exilian period. They were put
Into shape, brought before the Jewish community returned from Babylon, and
accepted by it asthe law of life. Thus you have the history of the Bible turned
pretty much upside down, and things take on a new aspect altogether.

Must | then, in deference to criticism, accept these theories, and give up the
structure which the Bible presents? Taking the Bible asit stands, | find and you
will find if you look there aso, without any particular critical learning you will
find it — what seems to be evidence of avery definite internal structure, part
fitting into part and leading on to part, making up a unity of the whole in that
Bible. The Bible has undeniably a structure as it stands. It is distinguished from
all other books of the kind, from all sacred books in the world, from Koran and
Buddhist scriptures and Indian scriptures and every other kind of religious books.
It is distinguished just

by this fact, that it is the embodiment of a great plan or scheme or purpose of
Divine grace extending from the beginning of time through successive ages and
dispensations down to its culmination in Jesus Christ and the Pentecostal
outpourings of the Spirit. The history of the Bible is the history of that
development of God’ s redemptive purpose. The promises of the Bible mark the
stages of its progress and its hope. The covenants of the Bible stand before usin
the order of its unfolding. Y ou begin with Genesis. Genesis lays the foundation
and leads up to the Book of Exodus; and the Book of Exodus, with its
introduction of the law-giving, leads up to what follows. Deuteronomy |ooks back
upon the history of the rebellions and the laws given to the people, and leads up
to the conquest. | need not follow the later developments, coming away down
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through the monarchy and the prophecy and the rest, but you find it all gathered
up and fulfilled in the New Testament. The Bible, as we have it, closes in Gospel
and Epistle and Apocalypse, fulfilling all the ideas of the Old Testament. There
the circle completesitself with the new heaven and the new earth wherein
dwelleth righteousness. Here is a structure; here is the fact; hereis a structure, a
connected story, a unity of purpose extending through this Book and binding all
its parts together. Is that structure an illusion? Do we only, and many with us,
dream that it is there? Do our eyes deceive us when we think we see it? Or has
somebody of alater date invented it, and put it al, inwrought it al, in these
earlier records, legends and stories, or whatever

you liketo call it — skillfully woven into the story until it presents there the
appearance of naturalness and truth? | would like to find the mind capable of
Inventing it, and then the mind capable of putting it in and working it into a
history once they got the ideaitself. But if not invented, it belongs to the reality
and the substance of the history; it belongsto the facts; and therefore to the Book
that records the facts. And there are internal attestations in that structure of the
Bible to the genuineness of its contents that protest against the efforts that are so
often made to reduce it to fragments and shiver up that unity and turn it upside
down. “Walk about Zion ... tell the towers thereof; mark ye well her bulwarks;”
you will find there’ s something there which the art of man will not avail to
overthrow.

“Now, that isall very well,” | hear some one say, “but there are facts on the other
side; there are those manifold proofs which our critical friends adduce that the
Bibleisreally acollection of fragments and documents of much later date, and
that the history isreally quite adifferent thing from what the Bible represents it to
be.” Well, are we to sit down and accept their dictum on that subject without
evidence? When | turn to the evidence | do not find them to have that convincing
power which our critical friends assign to them. | am not regjecting this kind of
critical theory because it goes against my prejudices or traditions; | reject it
simply because it seems to me the evidence does not sustain it, and that the
stronger evidenceis against it. | cannot go into details; but take just the one point
that | have mentioned —

this post-exilian origin of the Levitical law. | have stated what is said about that
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matter — that those laws and institutions that you find in the middie of the Books
of the Pentateuch — those laws and institutions about priests and Levites and
sacrifices and all that — had really no existence, had no authoritative form, and to
alarge extent had not existence of any kind until after the Jews returned from
Babylon, and then they were given out as a code of laws which the Jews
accepted. That is the theory which is stated once and again. But let the reader put
himself in the position of that returned community, and see what the thing means.
These exiles had

returned from Babylon. They had been organized into a new community. They
had rebuilt their Temple, and then long years after that, when things had got into
confusion, those two great men, Ezra and Nehemiah, came among them, and by
and by Ezra produced and publicly proclaimed this law of Moses — what he
called the law of Moses, the law of God by the hand of M oses — which he had
brought from Babylon. A full description of what happened is given in the eighth
chapter of the Book of Nehemiah.

Ezrareads that [aw from his pulpit of wood day after day to the people, and the
interpreter gives the sense. Now, mind you, most of the thingsin thislaw, in this
book that he is reading to the people, had never been heard of before — never had
existed, in fact; priests and Levites such as are there described had never existed.
The law itself was long and complicated and burdensome, but the marvelous
thing is that the people meekly accept it all as true — meekly accept it as law, at
any rate — and submit to it, and take upon themselves its burdens without a
murmur of dissent. That is avery remarkable thing to start with. But remember,
further, what that community was. It was not a community with oneness of mind,
but it was a community keenly divided in itself. If you read the narrative you will
find that there were strong opposing factions in that community; there were
parties strongly opposed to Ezra and Nehemiah and their reforms; there were
many, as you see in the Book of Malachi, who were religioudly faithless in that
community. But marvelous to say, they all join in accepting this new and
burdensome and hitherto unheard of law as the law of Moses, the law coming
down to them from hoary antiquity. There were priests and Levitesin that
community who knew something about their own origin; they had geneal ogies
and knew something about their own past. According to the new theory, these
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L evites were quite a new order; they had never existed at all before the time of
the exile, and they had come into existence through the sentence of degradation
that the prophet Ezekiel had passed upon them in the 44th chapter of his book.
History is quite silent about this degradation. If anyone asks who carried out the
degradation, or why was it carried out, or when was it done, and how came the
priests to submit to the degradation, there is no answer to be given at all. But it
came about

somehow, so we are told.

And so these priests and Levites are there, and they stand and listen without
astonishment as they learn from Ezra how the Levites had been set apart long
centuries before in the wilderness by the hand of God, and had an ample tithe
provision made for their support, and cities, and what not, set apart for them to
live in. People know a little about their past. These cities never had existed except
on paper; but they took it all in. They are told about these cities, which they must
have known had never existed as Levitical cities. They not only hear but they
accept the heavy tithe Burdens without aword of remonstrance, and they make a
covenant with God pledging themselves to faithful obedience to all those
commands. Those tithes laws, as we discover, had no actual relation to their
situation at all. They were drawn up for atotally different case. They were drawn
up for a state of thingsin which there were few priests and many Levites. The
priests were only to get the tithe of atenth, But in this restored community there
were agreat many priests and few Levites. The tithe laws did not apply at al, but
they accepted these as laws of Moses.

And so I might go over the provisions of the law one by one — tabernacle and
priests and ritual and sacrifices and Day of Atonement — these things, in their
post-exilian form, had never existed; they were spun out of the inventive brains of
scribes; and yet the people accepted them all as the genuine handiwork of the
ancient law-giver. Was ever such athing heard of before? Try it in any city. Try
to get the people to take upon themselves a series of heavy burdens of taxation or
tithes or whatever you like, on the ground that it had been handed down from the
middle agesto the present time. Try to get them to believeit; try to get them to
obey it, and you will find the difficulty. Isit credible to anyone who |leaves books
and theories in the study and takes abroad view of human nature with open eyes?
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| aver

that for me, at any rate, it isnot; and it will beamarvel to measlong as| am
gpared to live, how such atheory has ever gained the acceptance it has done
among unguestionably able and sound-minded men. | am convinced that the
structure of the Bible vindicates itself, and that these counter theories break down.

A SUPERNATURAL REVELATION

| think it is an essential element in a tenable doctrine of Scripture, in fact the core
of the matter, that it contains arecord of atrue supernatural revelation; and that is
what the Bible claims to be not a development of man’ s thoughts about God, and
not what this man and that one came to think about God, how they came to have
the ideas of a Jehovah or Y ahveh, who was originally the storm-god of Sinai, and
how they manufactured out of thisthe great universal God of the prophets — but
a supernatural revelation of what God revealed Himsalf in word and deed to men
in history. And if that claim to a supernatural revelation from God falls, the

Bible falls, because it is bound up with it from beginning to end. Now, it isjust
here that agreat deal of our modern thought parts company with the Bible. | am
guite well aware that many of our friends who accept these newer critical
theories, claim to be just as firm believersin Divine revelation as | am myself,
and in Jesus Christ and all that concerns Him. | rgjoice in the fact, and | believe
that they are warranted in saying that there isthat in the religion of Israel which
you cannot expunge, or explain on any other hypothesis but Divine revelation.
But what | maintain is that this theory of the religion of the Bible which has been
evolved, which has peculiarly come to be known as the critical view, had avery
different origin in men who did not believe in the supernatural revelation of God
in the Bible. This school as awhole, as awide-spread school, holds the
fundamental position — the position which its adherents call that of the modern
mind that miracles did not happen and cannot happen. It takes the ground that
they are impossible; therefore its followers have to rule everything of that kind
out of the Bible record. | have never been able to see how that position is tenable
to abeliever in aliving personal God who really loves His creatures and has a
sincere desire to bless them. Who dare to venture to assert that the power and will
of such aBeing as we must believe God to be the God and Father of our Lord
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Jesus Christ — is exhausted in the natural creation? That there are no higher
things to be attained in God'’ s providence than can be attained through the
medium of natural law? That thereisin such a Being no capability of revealing
Himself in words and deeds beyond nature? If there is a dogmatism in the world,
it isthat of the man who claims to limit the Author of the universe by thisfinite
bound. We are told sometimes that it is afar higher thing to see God in the natural
than to see Him in something that transcends the natural; afar higher thing to see
God in the orderly regular working of nature than to suppose that there has ever
been anything transcending that ordinary natural working. | think we all do see
God, and try to see Him more and more, in the ordinary and regular working of
nature. | hope all try every day to see God there. But the question is, Has this
natural working not its limits? I's there not something that nature and natural
workings cannot reach, cannot do for men, that we need to have done for us? And
are we so to bind God that He cannot enter into communion with manin a
supernatural economy of grace, an economy of revelation, an economy of
salvation? Are we to deny that He has done

so? That isreally the dividing line both in Old Testament and New between the
different theories. Revelation, surely, al must admit if man isto attain the clear
knowledge of God that is needed; and the question is one of fact, Has God so
revealed Himself? And | believe that it is an essential part of the answer, the true
doctrine of Scripture, to say, “Yes, God has so revealed Himself, and the Bibleis
the record of that revelation, and that revelation shinesin its light from the
beginning to the end of it.” And unless there is a whole-hearted acceptance of the
fact that God has entered, in word and deed, into human history for man’s
salvation, for man’ s renovation, for the deliverance of thisworld, arevelation
culminating in the great Revealer Himself — unless we accept that, we do not get
the

foundation for the true doctrine of Holy Scripture.

THE INSPIRED BOOK

Now, just aword in closing, on Inspiration. | do not think that anyone will weigh
the evidence of the Bible itself very carefully without saying that at least it claims
to be in apeculiar and especial manner an inspired book. There is hardly anyone,
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| think, who will doubt that Jesus Christ treats the Old Testament in that way.
Christ treats it as an imperfect stage of revelation, no doubt. Christ, as the Son of
Man, takes up alordly, discretionary attitude towards that revelation, and He
supersedes very much what isin, it by something higher, but Christ recognizes
that there was true Divine revelation there, that He was the goal of it all; He came
to fulfill the law and the prophets. The Scriptures are the last word with Him —
“Have ye not read?“Y e do err, not knowing the Scriptures.” And itisjust as
certain that the Apostles treated the Old Testament in that way, and that they
claimed in a peculiar sense the Spirit of God themselves. They claimed that in
them and in their word was laid “the foundation on which the Church was built,”
Jesus Christ Himself, as the substance of their testimony, being the chief corner-
stone; “built upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets.” And if you say,
“Well, are these New Testament Apostles and Prophets?’ That isin Ephesians,
2nd chapter. Y ou go to the fifth verse of the third chapter and you find this
mystery of Christ which God had revealed to His holy Apostles and Prophets by
His Spirit; and it is on that the Church was built. And when you come to Timothy
(2 Timothy 3:14-17) to that classical passage, you find the marks there by which
Inspired Scripture is distinguished.

Take the book of Scripture and ask just this question: Does it answer to the claim
of thisinspired volume? How are we to test this? | do not enter here into the
guestion that has divided good men as to theories of inspiration — questions
about inerrancy in detail, and other matters. | want to get away from these things
at the circumference to the center. But take the broader test.

THE BIBLE'SOWN TEST OF INSPIRATION

What does the Bible itself give us asthetest of itsinspiration? What does the
Bible itself name as the qualities that inspiration imparts to it? Paul speaksin
Timothy of the Sacred Writings that were able to make wise unto salvation
through faith which isin Christ Jesus. He goes on to tell usthat ALL Scriptureis
given by inspiration of God and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for
correction, for instruction in righteousness, in order that the man of God may be
perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works.

When you go back to the Old Testament and its praise of the Word of God you
will find the qualities of inspiration are just the same. “The law of the Lord is
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perfect”, etc. Those are the qualifies which the inspired Book is alleged to sustain
— qualities which only atrue inspiration of God’ s Spirit could give; qualities
beyond which we surely do not need anything more.

Does anyone doubt that the Bible possesses these qualities? Look at its structure;
look at its completeness; look at it in the clearness and fullness and holiness of its
teachings; look at it in its sufficiency to guide every soul that truly seeks light
unto the saving knowledge of God. Take the Book as awhole, initswhole
purpose, its whole spirit, its whole aim and tendency, and the whole setting of it,
and ask, Isthere not manifest the power which you can only trace back, as it
traces back itself, to God' s Holy Spirit really in the men who wrote it?
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Christ and Criticism

by
Sir Robert Anderson, KCB., LLD.,
Author of "The Bible and Modern Criticism," etc., etc., London,

England

In his"Founders of Old Testament Criticism" Professor Cheyne of Oxford gives
the foremost place to Eichhorn. He hails him, in fact, as the founder of the cult.
And according to this same authority, what led Eichhorn to enter on his task was
"his hope to contribute to the winning back of the educated classes to religion."
The rationalism of Germany at the close of the elghteenth century would accept
the Bible only on the terms of bringing it down to the level of a human book, and
the problem which had to be solved was to get rid of the element of miracle which
pervades it. Working on the labors of his predecessors, Eichhorn achieved thisto
his own satisfaction by appealing to the oriental habit of thought, which seizes
upon ultimate causes and ignores intermediate processes. This commended itself
on two grounds. It had an undoubted element of truth, and it was consistent with
reverence for Holy Scripture. For of the founder of the "Higher Criticism" it was
said, what cannot be said of any of his successors, that "faith in that which is holy,
even in the miracles of the Bible, was never shattered by Eichhorn in any youthful
mind."

In the view of his successors, however, Eichhorn's hypothesis was open to the
fatal objection that it was altogether inadequate. So the next generation of critics
adopted the more drastic theory that the M osaic books were "mosaic” in the sense
that they were literary forgeries of alate date, composed of materials supplied by
ancient documents and the myths and legends of the Hebrew race. And though
this theory has been modified from time to time during the last century, it remains
substantially the "critical" view of the Pentateuch. But it is open to two main
objections, either of which would be fatal. It is inconsistent with the evidence.
And it directly challenges the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ as a teacher; for
one of the few undisputed facts in this controversy isthat our Lord accredited the
books of Moses as having divine authority.
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THE TRUE AND THE COUNTERFEIT

It may be well to deal first with the least important of these objections. And
here we must distinguish between the true Higher Criticism and its counterfeit.
The rationalistic "Higher Criticism," when putting the Pentateuch upon itstrial,
began with the verdict and then cast about to find the evidence; whereas, true
criticism enters upon its inquiries with an open mind and pursues them without
prejudice. The difference may be aptly illustrated by the position assumed by a
typical French judge and by an ideal English judge in acriminal trial. The one
aims at convicting the accused, the other at elucidating the truth. "The proper
function of the Higher Criticism isto determine the origin, date, and literary
structure of an ancient writing." Thisis Professor Driver's description of true
criticism. But the aim of the counterfeit is to disprove the genuineness of the
ancient writings. The justice of this statement is established by the fact that
Hebraists and theologians of the highest eminence, whose investigation of the
Pentateuch problem has convinced them of the genuineness of the books, are not
recognized at all.

In Britain, at least--and | am not competent to speak of Germany or America--no
theologian of the first rank has adopted their "assured results." But the judgment
of such men as Pusey, Lightfoot and Salmon, not to speak of men who are still
with us, they contemptuously ignore; for the rationalistic Higher Critic is not one
who investigates the evidence, but one who accepts the verdict.

THE PHILOLOGICAL INQUIRY

If, asits apostles sometimes urge, the Higher Criticism is a purely philological
inquiry, two obvious conclusions follow. Thefirst isthat its verdict must be in
favor of the Mosaic books; for each of the books contains peculiar words suited to
the time and circumstances to which it is traditionally assigned. This is admitted,
and the critics attribute the presence of such wordsto the jesuitical skill of the
priestly forgers. But this only lends weight to the further conclusion that Higher
Criticism is wholly incompetent to deal with the main issue on which it claimsto
adjudicate. For the genuineness of the Pentateuch must be decided on the same
principles on which the genuineness of ancient documentsis dealt with in our
courts of justice. And the language of the documentsis only one part of the
needed evidence, and not the most important part. And fitness for dealing with
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evidence depends upon qualities to which Hebraists, as such, have no special
claim. Indeed, their writings afford signal proofs of their unfitness for inquiries
which they insist on regarding as their specia preserve.

Take, for example, Professor Driver's grave assertion that the presence of two
Greek words in Danidl (they are the names of musical instruments) demand a date
for the book subsequent to the Greek conquest. It has been established by
Professor Sayce and others that the intercourse between Babylon and Greece in,
and before, the clays of Nebuchadnezzar would amply account for the presence in
the Chaldean capital of musical instruments with Greek names. And Colonel
Conder, moreover,--a very high authority--considers the words to be Akkadian,
and not Greek at all! But apart from all this, we can imagine the reception that
would be given to such a statement by any competent tribunal. The story bears
repeating-it isarecord of facts-that at a church bazaar in Lincoln some years ago,
the alarm was raised that pickpockets were at work, and two ladies had lost their
purses. The empty purses were afterwards found in the pocket of the Bishop of
the Diocese! On the evidence of the two purses the Bishop should be convicted as
athief, and on the evidence of the two words the book of Daniel should be
convicted as aforgery!

HISTORICAL BLUNDER

Here is another typical item in the Critics indictment of Daniel. The book
opens by recording Nebuchadnezzar's siege of Jerusalem in the third year of
Jehoiakim, a statement the correctness of which is confirmed by history, sacred
and secular. Berosus, the Chaldean historian, tells us that during this expedition
Nebuchadnezzar received tidings of his father's death, and that, committing to
others the care of hisarmy and of his Jewish and other prisoners, "he himself
hastened home across the desert." But the German sceptics, having decided that
Daniel was aforgery, had to find evidence to support their verdict. And so they
made the brilliant discovery that Berosus was here referring to the expedition of
the following year, when Nebuchadnezzar won the battle of Carchemish against
the army of the king of Egypt, and that he had not at that time invaded Judea at
al. But Carchemish is on the Euphrates, and the idea of "hastening home" from
there to Babylon across the desert is worthy of a schoolboy's essay! That he
crossed the desert is proof that he set out from Judea; and his Jewish captives
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were, of course, Daniel and his companion princes. His invasion of Judea took
place before his accession, in Jehoiakam'.s third year, whereas the battle of
Carchemish was fought after his accession, in the king of Judah's fourth year, as
the biblical books record. But this grotesque blunder of Bertholdt's “"Book of
Daniel" in the beginning of the nineteenth century is gravely reproduced in
Professor Driver's "Book of Daniel" at the beginning of the twentieth century.

CRITICAL PROFANITY

But to return to Moses. According to "the critical hypothesis," the books of the
Pentateuch are literary forgeries of the Exilic Era, the work of the Jerusalem
priests of those evil days. From the Book of Jeremiah we know that those men
were profane apostates; and if "the critical hypothesis' be true, they were
Infinitely worse than even the prophet's inspired denunciations of them indicate.
For no elghteenth century atheist ever sank to alower depth of profanity thanis
displayed by their use of the Sacred Name. In the preface to his "Darkness and
Dawn," Dean Farrar claims that he "never touches the early preachers of
Christianity with the finger of fiction." When his story makes Apostles speak, he
has "confined their words to the words of arevelation." But ex. hyp., the authors
of the Pentateuch "touched with the finger of fiction" not only the holy men of the
ancient days, but their Jehovah God. "Jehovah spake unto Moses, saying." This
and kindred formulas are repeated times without number in the Mosaic books. If
this be romance, alower type of profanity isinconceivable, unlessit be that of the
man who fails to be shocked and revolted by it.

But no; facts prove that this judgment is unjust. For men of unfeigned piety
and deep reverence for divine things can be so blinded by the superstitions of
"religion” that the imprimatur of the church enables them to regard these
discredited books as Holy Scripture. As critics they brand the Pentateuch asa
tissue of myth and legend and fraud, but as religionists they assure us that this
"Implies no denial of itsinspiration or disparagement of its contents.(" The Higher
Criticism: Three Papers," by Professors Driver and Kirkpatrick)

ERRORSREFUTED BY FACTS
In controversy it is of the greatest importance to allow opponents to state their
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position in their own words; and here is Professor Driver's statement of the case
against the Books of Moses:

"We can only argue on grounds of probability derived from our view of the
progress of the art of writing, or of literary composition, or of the rise and growth
of the prophetic tone and feeling in ancient Israel, or of the period at which the
traditions contained in the narratives might have taken shape, or of the
probability that they would have been written down before the impetus given to
culture by the monarchy had taken effect, and similar considerations, for
estimating most of which, though plausible arguments on one side or the other
may be advanced, a standard on which we can confidently rely scarcely admits of
being fixed." ("Introduction," 6th ed., page 123.)

This modest reference to "literary composition™" and "the art of writing" is
characteristic. It isintended to gloss over the abandonment of one of the chief
pointsin the original attack. Had "Driver's Introduction” appeared twenty years
earlier, the assumption that such aliterature as the Pentateuch could belong to the
age of Moses would doubtless have been branded as an anachronism. For one of
the main grounds on which the books were assigned to the latter days of the
monarchy was that the Hebrews of six centuries earlier were an illiterate people.
And after that error had been refuted by archaeological discoveries, it was still
maintained that a code of laws so advanced, and so elaborate, as that of Moses
could not have originated in such an age. This figment, however, wasin its turn
exploded, when the spade of the explorer brought to light the now famous Code
of Khammurabi, the Amraphel of Genesis, who was king of Babylon in the time
of Abraham.

Instead, however, of donning the white sheet when confronted by this new
witness, the critics, with great effrontery, pointed to the newly-found Code as the
original of the laws of Sinai. Such a conclusion is natural on the part of men who
treat the Pentateuch as merely human. But the critics cannot have it both ways.
The Moses who copied Khammurabi must have been the real Moses of the
Exodus, and not the mythical Moses of the Exile, who wrote long centuries after
Khammurabi had been forgotten!

AN INCREDIBLE THEORY
The evidence of the Khammurabi Code refutes an important count in the
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critics indictment of the Pentateuch; but we can call another witnhess whose
testimony demolishes their whole case. The Pentateuch, as we all know, and the
Pentateuch alone, constitutes the Bible of the Samaritans. Who, then, were the
Samaritans? And how and when did they obtain the Pentateuch? Here again the
critics shall speak for themselves. Among the distinguished men who have
championed their crusade in Britain there has been none more esteemed, none
more scholarly, than the late Professor Robertson Smith; and here is an extract
from his"Samaritans' article in the "Encyclopaedia Britannica':

"They (the Samaritans) regard themselves as | sraglites, descendants of the ten
tribes, and claim to possess the orthodox religion of Moses* * * The priestly law,
which is throughout based on the practice of the priests in Jerusalem before the
Captivity, was. reduced to form after the Exile, and was published by Ezra as the
law of the rebuilt temple of Zion. The Samaritans must, therefore, have derived
their Pentateuch from the Jews after Ezra's reforms." And in the same paragraph
he says that, according to the contention of the Samaritans, "not only the temple
of Zion, but the earlier temple of Shiloh and the priesthood of Eli, were
schismatical." And yet, as he goes on to say, "the Samaritan religion was built on
the Pentateuch alone."

Now mark what thisimplies. We know something of racial bitterness. We
know more, unfortunately, of the fierce bitterness of religious strife. And both
these elements combined to alienate the Samaritans from the Jews. But more than
this, in the post-exilic period distrust and dislike were turned to intense hatred--
"abhorrence" is Robertson Smith's word--by the sternness and contempt with
which the Jews spurned their proffered help in the work of reconstruction at
Jerusalem, and refused to acknowledge them in any way. And yet we are asked to
believe that, at this very time and in these very circumstances, the Samaritans,
while hating the Jews much as Orangemen hate the Jesuits, and the whole Jewish
cult as schismatical, not only accepted these Jewish books relating to that cult as
the "service books" of their own ritual, but adopted them as their "Bible," to the
exclusion even of the writings of their own |sraglite prophets, and the venerated
and sacred books which record the history of their kings. In the whole range of
controversy, religious or secular, was there ever propounded a theory more utterly
Incredible and preposterous!
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ANOTHER PREPOSTEROUS POSITION

No less preposterous are the grounds on which this conclusion is commended
to us. Here is a statement of them, quoted from the standard textbook of the cult,
Hasting's "Bible Dictionary":

"Thereis at least one valid ground for the conclusion that the Pentateuch was
first accepted by the Samaritans after the Exile. Why was their request to be
allowed to take part in the building of the second temple refused by the heads of
the Jerusalem community? Very probably because the Jews were aware that the
Samaritans did not as yet possess the Law-Book. It is hard to suppose that
otherwise they would have met with this refusal. Further, anyone who, like the
present writer, regards the modern criticism of the Pentateuch as essentially
correct, has a second decisive reason fro adopting the above view." (Professor
Konig's article, "Samaritan Pentateuch," page 68.)

Here are two "decisive reasons’ for holding that "the Pentateuch was first
accepted by the Samaritans after the Exile." First, because "very probably" it was
because they had not those forged books that the Jews spurned their help; and so
they went home and adopted the forged books as their Bible! And, secondly,
because criticism has proved that the books were not in existencetill then. To
characterize the writings of these scholars as they deserve is not a grateful task
but the time has come to throw off reserve, when such drivel asthisis gravely put
forward to induce usto tear from our Bible the Holy Scriptures on which our
Divine Lord based His claims to Messiahship.

THE IDEA OF SACRIFICE A REVELATION

The refutation of the Higher Criticism does not prove that the Pentateuch is
Inspired of God. The writer who would set himself to establish such athesis as
that within the limits of a Review Article might well be admired for his
enthusiasm and daring, but certainly not for his modesty or discretion. Neither
does it decide questions which lie within the legitimate province of the true
Higher Criticism, as ex. gr., the authorship of Genesis. It isincredible that for the
thousands of years that elapsed before the days of Moses, God |eft His people on
earth without arevelation: It is plain, moreover, that many of the ordinances
divinely entrusted to Moses were but arenewal of an earlier revelation. The
religion of Babylon is clear evidence of such a primeval revelation. How else can
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the universality of sacrifice be accounted for? Could such a practice have
originated in a human brain?

If some demented creature conceived the ideathat killing a beast before his
enemy's door would propitiate him, his neighbours would no doubt have
suppressed him. And if he evolved the belief that his god would be appeased by
such an offensive practice, he must have supposed his god to be as mad as
himself. The fact that sacrifice prevailed among all races can be explained only by
aprimeval revelation. And the Bible student will recognize that God thus sought
to impress on men that death was the penalty of sin, and to lead them to look
forward to agreat blood shedding that would bring life and blessing to mankind.
But Babylon was to the ancient world what Rome has been to Christendom. It
corrupted every divine ordinance and truth, and perpetuated them as thus
corrupted. And in the Pentateuch we have the divine re-issue of the true cult. The
figment that the debased and corrupt version was the original may satisfy some
professors of Hebrew, but no one who has any practical knowledge of human
nature would entertain it.

INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

At this stage, however, what concerns usis not the divine authority of the
books, but the human error and folly of the critical attack upon them. The only
historical basis of that attack is the fact that in the revival under Josiah, "the book
of the law" was found in the temple by Hilkiah, the high priest, to whom the
young king entrusted the duty of cleansing and renovating the long neglected
shrine. A most natural discovery it was, seeing that Moses had in express terms
commanded that it should be kept there (2 Kings 22:8; Deut. 31 :26). But
according to the critics, the whole business was a detestabl e trick of the priests.
For they it was who forged the books and invented the command, and then hid the
product of their infamous work where they knew it would. be found.

And apart from this, the only foundation for "the assured results of modern
criticism," as they themselves acknowledge, consists of "grounds of probability"
and "plausible arguments'! In no civilized country would an habitual criminal be
convicted of petty larceny on such evidence asthis; and yet it is on these grounds
that we are called upon to give up the sacred books which our Divine Lord
accredited as "the Word of God" and made the basis of His doctrinal teaching.
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CHRIST OR CRITICISM?

And this brings us to the second, and incomparably the graver, objection to
"the assured results of modern criticism.” That the Lord Jesus Christ identified
Himself with the Hebrew Scriptures, and in avery specia way with the Book of
Moses, no one disputes. And this being so, we must make choice between Christ
and Criticism. For if "the critical hypothesis' of the Pentateuch be sustained, the
conclusion is seemingly inevitable, either that He was not divine, or that the
records of His teaching are untrustworthy.

Which alternative shall we adopt? If the second, then every claim to
Inspiration must be abandoned, and agnosticism must supplant faith in the case of
every fearless thinker. Inspiration is far too great a question for incidental
treatment here; but two remarks with respect to it may not be inopportune. Behind
the frauds of Spiritualism there lies the fact, attested by men of high character,
some of whom are eminent as scientists and scholars, that definite
communications are received in precise words from the world of spirits. (The fact
that, as the Christian believes, these spirits are demons who imper sonate the
dead, does not affect the argument) And this being so, to deny that the Spirit of
God could thus communicate truth to men, or, in other words, to reject verbal
Inspiration on a priori grounds, betrays the stupidity of systematized unbelief.
And, secondly, it is amazing that any one who regards the coming of Christ as
God's supreme revelation of Himself can imagine that (to put it on no higher
ground than "Providence") the Divine Spirit could fail to ensure that mankind
should have atrustworthy and true record of His mission and His teaching.

A MORE HOPELESSDILEMMA

But if the Gospel narrative be authentic, we are driven back upon the
alternative that He of whom they speak could not be divine. "Not so," the critics
protest, "for did He not Himself confess His ignorance? And is not this explained
by the Apostl€e's statement that in His humiliation He emptied Himself of His
Deity?' And the inference drawn from this (to quote the standard text-book of the
cult) isthat the Lord of Glory "held the current Jewish notions respecting the
divine authority and revelation of the Old Testament." But even if this conclusion--
as portentous as it is profane--could be established, instead of affording an escape
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from the dilemma in which the Higher Criticism involvesits votaries, it would
only serve to make that dilemma more hopeless and more terrible. For what
chiefly concerns usis not that, ex. hyp., the Lord's doctrinal teaching was false,
but that in unequivocal terms, and with extreme solemnity, He declared again and
again that His teaching was not His own but His Father's, and that the very words
in which He conveyed it were God-given.

A few years ago the devout were distressed by the proceedings of a certain
Chicago "prophet," who claimed divine authority for hislucubration’s. Kindly
disposed people, regjecting a severer estimate of the man and his platform
utterances, regarded him merely as a profane fool. Shall the critics betray usinto
forming a similarly indulgent estimate of ----- My pen refuses to complete the
sentence!

And will it be believed that the only scriptural basis offered us for this
astounding position is averse in one of the Gospels and aword in one of the
Epistles! Passing strange it is that men who handle Holy Scripture with such
freedom when it conflicts with their "assured results' should attach such
enormous importance to an isolated verse or a single word, when it can be
misused to support them. The verseis Mark 13:32, where the Lord says, with
reference to His coming again: "Of that day and hour knoweth no one; no, not the
angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father." But this follows
Immediately upon the words:. "Heaven and earth shall pass away, but My words
shall not pass away."

THE WORDS OF GOD

The Lord's words were not "inspired”; they were the words of God in astill
higher sense. "The people were astonished at His teaching,” we aretold, "for He
taught them as one having exousia." The word occurs again in Acts 1 :7, where
He says that times and seasons "the Father hath put in His own exousia." And this
Isexplained by Phil. 2:6, 7: "He counted it not a prize (or athing to be grasped) to
be on an equality with God, but emptied Himself"--the word on which the kenosis
theory of the critics depends. And He not only stripped Himself of His glory as
God; He gave up His liberty as a man. For He never spoke His own words, but
only the words which the Father gave Him to speak. And this was the limitation
of His "authority"; so that, beyond what the Father gave Him to speak, He knew
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nothing and was silent.

But when He spoke, "He taught them as one who had authority, and not as
their scribes." From their scribes. they were used to receive definite teaching, but
It was teaching based on "the law and the prophets.” But here was One who stood
apart and taught them from awholly different plane. "For," He declared, "I spake
not -from Myself; but the Father which sent Me, He bath given Me a
commandment what | should say and what | should speak. * * * The things,
therefore, which | speak, even as the Father bath said unto Me, so | speak™ ( John
12:49,50,R. V.).

And let us not forget that it was not merely the substance of His teaching that
was divine, but the very language in which it was conveyed. So that in His prayer
on the night of the betrayal He could say, not only "l have given them Thy word,"
but "l have given them the words which Thou gavest Me." (* Both the logoj and
the rhmata John 17:5, 14; as again in Chap. 14:10; 24.) His words, therefore,
about Moses and the Hebrew Scriptures were not, as the critics, with such daring
and seeming profanity, maintain, the lucubration’s of a superstitious and ignorant
Jew; they were the words of God, and conveyed truth that was divine and eternal.
When in the dark days of the Exile, God needed a prophet who would speak only
as He gave him words, He struck Ezekiel dumb. Two judgments already rested on
that people the seventy years Servitude to Babylon, and then the Captivity -and
they were warned that continued impenitence would bring on them the still more
terrible judgment of the seventy years desolations. And till that last judgment fell,
Ezekiel remained dumb (Ezek. 3:26; 24:27; 33:22). But the Lord Jesus Christ
needed no such discipline. He came to do the Father's will, and no words ever
passed His lips save the words given Him to speak.

In this connection, moreover, two facts which are strangely overlooked claim
prominent notice. Thefirst isthat in Mark 13 the antithesisis not at all between
man and God, but between the Son of God and the Father. And the second is that
He had been re-invested with all that, according to Phil. 2, Helaid aside in
coming into the world. "All things have been delivered unto Me of My Father,"
He declared; and this at atime when the proofs that ""He was despised and
rgjected of men" were pressing on Him. His reassuming the glory awaited His
return to heaven, but here on earth the all things were already His (Matt. 11:27).
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AFTER THE KENOSIS

The foregoing is surely an adequate reply to the kenosis figment of the critics,
but if any should still doubt or cavil, there is another answer which is complete
and crushing. Whatever may have been the limitations under which He rested
during His ministry on earth, He was released from them when He rose from the
dead. And it was in His post-resurrection teaching that He gave the fullest and
clearest testimony to the Hebrew Scriptures. Then it was that, "beginning at
Moses, and all the prophets, He expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the
things concerning Himself." And again, confirming all His previous teaching
about those Scriptures, "He said unto them, These are the words which | spake
unto you while | was yet with you, that al things must be fulfilled which were
written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the psalms, concerning
Me."

And the record adds: "Then opened He their mind that they might understand
the Scriptures." And the rest of the New Testament is the fruit of that ministry,
enlarged and unfolded by the Holy Spirit given to lead them into all truth. And in
every part of the New Testament the Divine authority of the Hebrew Scriptures,
and especially of the Books of Moses, is either taught or assumed.

THE VITAL ISSUE

Certainitis, then, that the vital issue in this controversy is not the value of the
Pentateuch, but the Deity of Christ. And yet the present article does not pretend to
deal with the truth of the Deity. Its humble aim is not even to establish the
authority of the Scriptures, but merely to discredit the critical. attack upon them
by exposing its real character and its utter feebleness. The writer's method,
therefore, has been mainly destructive criticism, the critics favourite weapon
being thus turned against themselves.

A DEMAND FOR CORRECT STATEMENT

One cannot but feel distress at having to accord such treatment to certain
distinguished men whose reverence for divine things is beyond reproach. A like
distressisfelt at times by those who have experience in dealing with sedition, or
In suppressing riots. But when men who are entitled to consideration and respect
thrust themselvesinto "the line of fire," they must take the consequences. These
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distinguished men will not fail to receive to the full the deference to which they
are entitled, if only they will dissociate themselves from the dishonest claptrap of
this crusade ("'the assured results of modern criticism"; "all scholars are with us';
and so on--bluster and falsehood by which the weak and ignorant are browbeaten
or deceived) and acknowledge that their "assured results' are mere hypotheses,
repudiated by Hebraists and theol ogians as competent and eminent as themsel ves.

THINGSTO FEAR

The effects of this"Higher Criticism" are extremely grave. For it has
dethroned the Bible in the home, and the good, old practice of "family worship" is
rapidly dying out. And great national interests also are involved. For who can
doubt that the prosperity and power of the Protestant nations of the world are due
to the influence of the Bible upon character and conduct? Races of men who for
generations have been taught to think for themselves in matters of the highest
moment will naturally excel in every sphere of effort or of enterprise. And more
than this, no one who istrained in the fear of God will fail in hisduty to his
neighbour, but will prove himself a good citizen. But the dethronement of the
Bible leads practically to the dethronement of God; and in Germany and America,
and now in England, the effects of this are declaring themselvesin ways, and to
an extent, well fitted to cause anxiety for the future.

CHRIST SUPREME

If a persona word may be pardoned in conclusion, the writer would appeal to
every book he has written in proof that he is no champion of arigid, traditional
"orthodoxy." With asingle limitation, he would advocate full and free criticism of
Holy Scripture. And that one limitation is that the words of the Lord Jesus Christ
shall be deemed a bar to criticism and "an end of controversy" on every subject
expressly dealt with in His teaching. "The Son of God iscome”; and by Him came
both grace and TRUTH. And from His hand it is that we have received the
Scriptures of the Old Testament.

Return to Table of Contents
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OLD TESTAMENT CRITICISM AND NEW

TESTAMENT CHRISTIANITY
BY
PROFESSOR W. H. GRIFFITH THOMAS, D. D.,
Wycliffe College, Toronto, Canada

A large number of Christians feel compelled to demur to the present attitude of
many scholars to the Scriptures of the Old Testament. It is now being taught that
the patriarchs of Jewish history are not historic persons; that the records
connected with Moses and the giving of the law on Sinai are unhistorical; that the
story of the tabernacle in the wilderness is afabricated history of the time of the
Exile; that the prophets cannot be relied on in their references to the ancient
history of their own people, or in their predictions of the future; that the writers of
the New Testament, who assuredly believed in the records of the Old Testament,
were mistaken in the historical value they assigned to those records; that our Lord
Himself, in His repeated references to the Scriptures of His own nation, and in His
assumption of the Divine authority of those Scriptures, and of the reality of the
great names they record, was only thinking and speaking as an ordinary Jew of
His day, and was as liable to error in matters of history and of criticism as any of
them were.

The present paper is intended to give expression to some of the questions that
have arisen in the course of personal study, in connection with collegiate work
and also during several years of ordinary pastoral ministry. It is often urged that
problems of Old Testament criticism are for experts alone, and can only be
decided by them. We venture to question the correctness of this view, especially
when it is remembered that to many people "experts' means expertsin Hebrew
philology only. By all means let .us have all possible expert knowledge; but, as
Biblical questions are complex, and involve several considerations, we need
expert knowledge in archaeology, history, theology, and even spiritual experience,
aswell asin philology. Every available factor must be taken into account, and the
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object of the present paper isto emphasize certain el ements which appear liable to
be overlooked, or at least insufficiently considered.

We do not question for an instant the right of Biblical criticism considered in
itself. On the contrary, it is anecessity for all who use the Bible to be "critics' in
the sense of constantly using their "judgment” on what is before them. What is
called "higher" criticism is not only alegitimate but a necessary method for all
Christians, for by its use we are able to discover the facts and the form of the Old
Testament Scriptures. Our hesitation, consequently, is not intended to apply to the
method, but to what is believed to be an illegitimate, unscientific, and unhistorical
use of it. In fact, we base our objections to much modern criticism of the Old
Testament on what we regard as a proper use of atrue higher criticism.

1. ISTHE TESTIMONY OF NINETEEN CENTURIES OF CHRISTIAN
HISTORY AND EXPERIENCE OF NO ACCOUNT IN THISQUESTION?

For nearly eighteen centuries these modern views of the Old Testament were
not heard of. Yet thisis not to be accounted for by the absence of intellectua
power and scholarship in the Church. Men like Origen, Jerome, Augustine,
Thomas Aquinas, Erasmus, Calvin, Luther, Melancthon, to say nothing of the
English Puritans and other divines of the seventeenth century, were not
intellectually weak or inert, nor were they wholly void of critical acumen with
reference to Holy Scripture. Y et they, and the whole Church with them, never
hesitated to accept the view of the Old Testament which had come down to them,
not only as a heritage from Judaism, but as endorsed by the apostles. Omitting all
reference to our Lord, it isnot open to question that the views of St. Paul and St.
Peter and St. John about the Old Testament were the views of the whole Christian
Church until the end of the eighteenth century. And, making every possible
allowance for the lack of historical spirit and of modern critical methods, are we
to suppose that the whole Church for centuries never exercised its mind on such
subjects as the contents, history, and authority of the Old Testament?

Besides, thisis a matter which cannot be decided by intellectual criticism
alone. Scripture appeals to conscience, heart and will, as well as to mind; and the
Christian consciousness, the accumulated spiritual experience of the body of
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Chrigt, isnot to be lightly regarded, much less set aside, unlessit is proved to be
unwarranted by fact. While we do not say that "what is new is not true," the
novelty of these modern critical views should give us pause before we virtually
set aside the spiritual instinct of centuries of Christian experience.

2. DOESTHE NEW CRITICISM READILY AGREEWITH THE
HISTORICAL POSITION OF THE JEWISH NATION?

The Jewish nation isafact in history, and its record is given to us in the Old
Testament. There is no contemporary literature to check tile account there given,
and archaeology affords us assistance on points of detail only, not for any long or
continuous period. This record of Jewish history can be proved to have remained
the same for many centuries. Y et much of modern criticism is compelled to
reconstruct the history of the Jews on several important pints. It involves, for
instance, a very different idea of the character of the earliest form of Jewish
religion from that seen in the Old Testament as it now stands; its views of the
patriarchs are largely different from the conceptions found on the face of the Old
Testament narrative; its views of Moses and David are essentially altered from
what we have before usin the Old Testament.

Now what is there in Jewish history to support all this reconstruction?
Absolutely nothing. We see through the centuries the great outstanding objective
fact of the Jewish nation, and the Old Testament is at once the means and the
record of their nationa life. It rose with them, grew with them, and it isto the
Jews alone we can look for the earliest testimony to the Old Testament canon.

In face of these facts, it is bare truth to say that the fundamental positions of
modern Old Testament criticism are utterly incompatible with the historic growth
and position of the Jewish people. Are we not right, therefore, to pause before we
accept this subjective reconstruction of history? Let anyone read Wellhausen's
articleon "lsrael" in the Encyclopaedia Britannica, and then ask himself whether
he recognizes at all therein the story as given in the Old Testament.

3.ARE THE RESULTSOF THE MODERN VIEW OF THE OLD
TESTAMENT REALLY ESTABLISHED?
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It is sometimes said that modern criticism is no longer a matter of hypothesis;
it has entered the domain of facts. Principal George Adam Smith has gone so far
asto say that "modern criticism has won its war against the traditional theories. It
only remains to fix the amount of the indemnity." But isthisreally so? Can we
assert that the results of modern criticism are established facts? Indeed Dr. Smith
has himself admitted, since writing the above words, that there are questions still
open which were supposed to be settled and closed twenty years ago.

In the first place, isthe excessive literary analysis of the Pentateuch at all
probable or even thinkable on literary grounds? Let anyone work through a
section of Genesis as given by Dr. Driver in his"Introduction”, and see whether
such a complex combination of authorsisat all likely, or whether, even if likely,
the various authors can now be distinguished? I's not the whole method far too
purely subjective to be probable and reliable?

Further, the critics are not agreed as to the number of documents, or as to the
portions to be assigned to each author. A simple instance of this may be given. It
IS not SO many years ago when criticism was content to say that 1sa. 40-66, though
not by Isaiah, was the work of one author, an unknown prophet of the Exile. But
the most recent writers like Duhm, Macfadyen and Wade consider these chapters
to be the work of two writers, and that the whole Book of Isaiah (from three
authors) did not receive its present form until long after the return from the Exile.

Then, these differencesin literary analysis involve differences of interpretation
and differences of date, character, and meaning of particular parts of the Old
Testament. To prove this, we ask attention to the following extracts from a review
of awork on Genesis by Professor Gunkel of Berlin. The review is by Professor
Andrew Harper of Melbourne, and appeared in the "Critical Review" for January,
1902. Professor Harper's own position would, we imagine, be rightly
characterized as generally favourable to the moderate position of the critical
movement. His comments on Gunkel's book are, therefore, all the more
noteworthy and significant.

"It will change the whole direction of the conflict asto the early books of the
Pentateuch and lead it into more fruitful directions, for it has raised the
fundamental question whether the narrativesin Genesis are not far older than the
authors of the documents marked J. E. P., and whether they are not faithful
witnesses to the religion of Israel before prophetic times." "His conclusion will, in
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many respects, be welcome to those who have felt how incredible some of the
assumptions of the Kuenen-Wellhausen school of critics are.”

"It will be obvious at a glance what an upsetting of current conceptionsin
regard to the history of religion must follow if it be accepted.”

"They are sufficient, if made good, to upset the whole of the current
reconstructions of the religion of Israel. To most readers it will be seen that he has
in large part made them good."

"There can be no doubt that his book most skilfully begins a healthy and much-
needed reaction. It should, therefore, be read and welcomed by all students of the
Old Testament whose minds are open."

In view of Gunkel's position thus endorsed by Professor Harper, isit fair to
claim victory for the modern critical theories of the Old Testament? When an able
scholar like Professor Harper can speak of a new work as "sufficient to upset the
whole of the current reconstructions of the religion of Israel," it issurely
premature to speak even in a moment of rhetorical enthusiasm, as Dr. George
Adam Smith does, of "victory" and "indemnity." Dr. Smith himself now admits
that Gunkel has overturned the Wellhausen theory of the patriarchal narratives.
And the same scholar has told us that distinction in the use of the name for God is
"too precarious’ asthe basis of arguments for distinctions of sources. For
ourselves we heartily endorse the words of an American scholar when he says:

"We are certain that there will be no final settlement of Biblical questions on
the basis of the higher criticism that is now commonly called by that name. Many
gpecific teachings of the system will doubtless abide. But so far forth as it goes
upon the assumption that statements of fact -in the Scriptures are pretty generally
false, so far forth it isincapable of establisning genuinely permanent results.” (Dr.
G. A. Smith, "Modern Criticism and the Preaching of the Old Testament", p. 35.
Dr. Willis J. Beecher, in "The Bible Student and Teacher", January, 1904) Sir W.
Robertson Nicoll, editor of the "British Weekly," remarked quite recently that the
"assured results' seem to be vanishing, that no one really knows what they are.

4. ISTHE POSITION OF MODERN CRITICISM REALLY COMPATIBLE

WITH A BELIEF IN THE OLD TESTAMENT ASA DIVINE REVELATION?
The problem before us is not merely literary, nor only historical; itis

essentially religious, and the whole matter resolvesitself into one question: Isthe
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Old Testament the record of a Divine revelation? Thisis the ultimate problem. It
Is admitted by both sides to be almost impossible to minimize the differences
between the traditional and the modern views of the Old Testament. As areviewer
of Dr. George Adam Smith's book, "Modern Criticism and the Preaching of the
Old Testament", rightly says:

"The difference isimmense; they involve different conceptions of the relation
of God to the world; different views as to the course of Israel's history, the process
of revelation, and the nature of inspiration. We cannot be lifted from the old to the
new position by the influence of a charming literary style, or by the force of the
most enthusiastic eloguence." ("American Journal of Theology", Vol. VI., p. 114)

In view of this fundamental difference, the question of the trustworthiness of
the Old Testament becomes acute and pressing. In order to test thisfairly and
thoroughly, let us examine some of the statements made on behalf of the modern
view.

We may consider first the rise and progress of religion in Isragl. Dr. G. A.
Smith says. "It is plain, then, that to whatever heights the religion of Isra€l
afterwards rose, it remained before the age of the great prophets not only similar
to, but in all respects above-mentioned identical with, the general Semitic
religion; which was not a monotheism, but a polytheism with an opportunity for
monotheism at the heart of it, each tribe being attached to one god, asto their
particular Lord and Father." ("Modern Criticism", p. 130)

Consider what is meant by the phrase, "in all respects above-mentioned
Identical with the general Semitic religion,” as applied to the religion of |srael
previous to the eighth century B. C. Can this view be fairly deduced from the Old
Testament as we now have it? Still more, is such aview conceivable in the. light
of the several preceding centuries of God's special dealings with Israel? Wherein,
on this assumption, consisted the uniqueness of Israel from the time of Abraham
to the eighth century B. C.?

We may next take the character of the narratives of Genesis. The real question
at issue is the historical character. Modern criticism regards the account in
Genesis as largely mythical and legendary. Yet it is certain that the ,Jews of the
later centuries accepted these patriarchs as veritable personages, and the incidents
associated with them as genuine history. St. Paul and the other New Testament
writers assuredly held the same view. If, then, they are not historical, surely the

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund7.htm (6 of 18) [15/02/2006 06:05:37 p.m.]



OLD TESTAMENT CRITICISM AND NEW

truths emphasi zed by prophets and apostles from the patriarchal stories are so far
weakened in their supports?

Take, again, the legislation which in the Pentateuch is associated with M oses,
and almost invariably introduced by the phrase, "The Lord spake unto M oses."
Modern criticism regards this legislation as unknown until the Exile, or a
thousand years after the time of Moses. Isit really possible to accept this as
satisfactory? Are we to suppose that "The Lord spake to Moses" is only awell-
known literary device intended to invest the utterance with greater importance and
more solemn sanction? This position, together with the generally accepted view of
modern criticism about the invention of Deuteronomy in the days of Josiah,
cannot be regarded as in accordance with historial fact or ethical principle.

Canon Driver and Dr. G. A. Smith, it istrue, strongly assert the compatibility
of the new views with abelief in the Divine authority of the Old Testament, and
so far as they themselves are concerned we of course accept their statements ex
animo. But we wish they would give us more clearly and definitely than they have
yet done, the grounds on which this compatibility may be said to rest. To deny
historicity, to correct dates by hundreds of years, to reverse judgments on which a
nation has rested for centuries, to traverse views which have been the spiritual
sustenance of millions, and then to say that all thisis consistent with the Old
Testament being regarded as a Divine revelation, is at least puzzling, and does not
afford mental or moral satisfaction to many who do not dream of questioning the
bona fides of scholars who hold the views now criticized. The extremes to which
Dr. Cheyne has gone seem to many the logical outcome of the principles with
which modern criticism, even of a moderate type, starts. Facilis descensus
Averno, and we .should like to be shown the solid and logical halting-place where
those who refuse to go with Cheyne think that they and we can stand.

Sir W. Raobertson Nicoll, commenting March 12, 1903, on a speech delivered
by the then Prime Minister of Great Britain (Mr. Balfour) in connection with the
Bible Society's Centenary, made the following significant remarks: "The
Immediate results of criticism are in ahigh degree disturbing. So fat they have
scarcely been understood by the average Christian. But the plain man who has
been used to receive everything in the Bible as a veritable Word of God cannot
fail to be perplexed, and deeply perplexed, when he istold that much of the Old
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Testament and the New is unhistorical, and when he is asked to accept the
statement that God reveals Himself by myth and legend as well as by the truth, of
fact. Mr. Balfour must surely know that many of the higher critics have ceased to
be believers. More than twenty years ago the present writer, walking with Julius
Wellhausen in the quaint streets of Greifswald, ventured to ask him whether, if his
views were accepted, the Bible could retain its place in the estimation of the
common people. | cannot see how that is possible,’ was the sad reply."

It is no mere question of how we may use the Old Testament for preaching, or
how much isleft for use after the critical views are accepted. But even our
preaching will lack agreat deal of the note of certitude. If. we are to regard certain
biographies as unhistorical, it will not be easy to draw lessons for conduct, and if
the history islargely legendary, our deductions about God's government and
providence must be essentially weakened. But the one point to be faced is the
historic cre6ibility of those parts of the Old Testament questioned by modern
criticism, and the historical and religious value of the documents of the
Pentateuch. Meanwhile, we ask to have char proof of the compatibility of the
modern views with the acceptance of the Old Testament as the record of a Divine
revelation.

5. MODERN CRITICISM BASED ON A SOUND PHILOSOPHY SUCH AS
CHRISTIANS CAN ACCEPT?

At the foundation of much modern thought is the philosophy known as
|dealism, which, as often interpreted, involves atheory of the universe that finds
no room for supernatural interpositions of any kind. The great law of the universe,
including the physical, mental, and moral realms, is said to be evolution, and
though this doubtless presupposes an original Creator, it does not, on the theory
now before us, permit of any subsequent direct intervention of God during the
process of development. This general philosophical principle applied to history
has assuredly influenced, if it has not almost moulded, agreat deal of modern
criticism of the Old Testament. It is not urged that all who accept even the
position of a moderate criticism, go the full length of the extreme evolutionary
theory; but there can be no reasonable doubt that most of the criticism of the Old
Testament is materially affected by an evolutionary theory of all history which
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tends to minimize Divine intervention in the affairs of the people of Isradl. It is
certainly correct to say that the presupposition of much present-day critical
reasoning isadenia of the supernatural, and especially of the predictive element
In prophecy.

Asto the theory of evolution regarded as a process of uninterrupted
differentiation of existences, under purely natural laws, and without any Divine
intervention, it will sufficeto say that it is"not proven" in the sphere of natural
science, while in the realms of history and literatureit is palpably false. The
records of history and of literature reveal from time to time the great fact and
factor of personality, the reality of personal power, and this determinative element
has a peculiar way of setting at naught all idealistic theories of a purely natural
and uniform progressin history and letters. The literature of today is not
necessarily higher than that produced in the past; the history of the last century is
not in every way .and always superior to that of its predecessors. Even a
"naturalistic" writer like Professor Percy Gardner testifies to the fact and force of
personality in the following remarkable terms:

"Thereis, in fact, agreat force in history which is not, so far as we can judge,
evolutional, and the law of which isvery hard to trace-the force of personality and
character." And quite apart from such instances of personality as have arisen from
time to time through the centuries, there is one Personality who has not yet been
accounted for by any theory of evolution--the Person of Jesus of Nazareth.

There are sufficient data in current Old Testament criticism to warrant the
statement that it proceeds from presuppositions concerning the origins of history,
religion, and the Bible, which, in their essence, are subversive of belief in a
Divine revelation. And such being the case, we naturally look with grave
suspicion on results derived from so unsound a philosophical basis.

6. CAN PURELY NATURALISTIC PREMISESBE ACCEPTED WITH
OUT COMING TO PURELY NATURALISTIC CONCLUSIONS?

Kuenen and Wellhausen are admittedly accepted as masters by our leading Old
Testament "higher critics' in England, Scotland, and America, and the results of
their literary analysis of the Pentateuch are generally regarded as conclusive by
their followers. On the basis of this literary dissection, certain conclusions are
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formed as to the character and growth of Old Testament religion, and, as aresullt,
the history of the Jews is reconstructed. The Book of Deuteronomy is said to be
mainly, if not entirely, a product of the reign of Josiah, the accounts of the
tabernacle and worship are of exilic date; monotheism in Israel was of late date,
and was the outcome of a growth from polytheism; and the present Book of
Genesis reflects the thoughts of the time of its composition or compilation in or
near the date of the Exile.

Now it is known that Kuenen and Wellhausen deny the supernatural element in
the Old Testament. Thisis the "presupposition” of their entire position. Will
anyone say that it does not materially affect their conclusions? And is there any
safe or logical halting-ground for those who accept so many of their premises?
The extreme subjectivity of Canon Cheyne ought not to be a surprise to any who
accept the main principles of modern higher criticism; it is part of the logical
outcome of the general position. We gladly distinguish between the extremists
and the other scholars who see no incompatibility between the acceptance of
many of the literary and historical principles of Kuenen and Wellhausen and a
belief in the Divine source and authority of the Old Testament. But we are bound
to add that the unsatisfying element in the writings of moderate men like Canon
Driver and Principal George Adam Smith is that, while accepting so much of the
"naturalism" of the German school, they do not give us any clear assurance of the
strength of the foundation on which they rest and ask us to rest. The tendency of
their position is certainly towards a minimizing of the supernatural in the Old
Testament.

Take, as one instance, the Messianic element. In spite of the universal belief of
Jews and Christians in apersonal Messiah, abelief derived in the first place solely
from the Old Testament, and supported for Christians by the New, modern
criticism will not allow much clear and undoubte(4 prediction of Him. Insight into
existing conditions is readily granted to the prophets, but they are not allowed to
have had much foresight into future conditions connected with the Messiah. Y et
|saiah's glowing words remain, and demand afair, full exegesis such as they do
not get from many modern scholars. Dr. James Wells, of Glasgow, wrote in the
"British Weekly" some time ago of the new criticism on this point:

"The fear of prediction in the proper sense of the term is ever before its eyes. It
gladly enlarges on fore-shadowings, a moral historical growth which reaches its
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culmination in Christ; and anticipations of the Spirit of Christ; but its tendency. is
always to minimize the prophetic element in the Old Testament."

Another example of the tendency of modern criticism to minimize and explain
away the supernatural element may be given from a book entitled, "The Theology
and Ethics of the Hebrews," by Dr. Archibald Duff, Professor in the Y orkshire
College, Bradford. Thisis his account of Moses at the burning bush:

"He was shepherding his sheegp among the red granite mountains. . . . The man
sat at dawn by the stream, and watched the fiery rocks. Y onder gleamed the level
sunlight across the low growth. Each spine glistened against the rising sun. The
man was a poet, one fit for inspiration. He felt that the dreams of his soul were the
whisperings of his God, the place His sanctuary. He bowed and worshipped,” (p.
6.) This, at least, is not the prima facie impression derived from the account given
in Exodus.

One more illustration may be given of modern critical methods of dealing with
narratives of the Old Testament which were evidently intended to be regarded as
historical. In the "International Critical Commentary" on Numbers, Dr. G. B.
Gray, of Mansfield College, Oxford, thus writes on what he terms "the priestly
section of the book"

"For the history of the Mosaic age the whole section isvalueless." "The
historical impression given by (P) of the Mosaic age is altogether unhistorical, and
much of the detail . . . can . .. be demonstrated to be entirely unreal, or at |east
untrue of the age in question." "This history isfictitious."

These statements at once set aside the history contained in more than three-
quarters of the whole Book of Numbers, while asto the rest Dr. Gray's verdict is
by no means reassuring, and he clearly does not possess much confidence in even
the small quantity that escapes his condemnation. The brazen serpent is said to be
an invention on the part of some "who had come under the higher prophetic
teaching" before Hezekiah, and is meant "to controvert the popular belief" in the
healing power of the serpent by ascribing it to Jehovah. Asto the story of Balaam,
Dr. Gray wrote: [SiC]

"It may, indeed, contain other historical features, such as the name of Balak,
who may have been an actual king of Moab; but no means at present exist for
distinguishing any further between the historical or legendary elements and those
which are supplied by the creative faculty and the religious feeling of the writers."
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What is any ordinary earnest Christian to make of all these statements? The
writer of the Book of Numbers evidently composed what professes to be history,
and what he meant to be read as history, and yet according to Dr. Gray all this has
no historical foundation. We can only say that the Christian Church will require
very much more convincing proofs before they can accept the critical position,
and it does not facilitate our acceptance of this wholesale process of invention to
be told that it is due to "the creative faculty and the religious feeling of the
writers."

Asto the fact that so many of our British and American "higher critics' are
firm believersin the Divine authority of the Old Testament, and of a Divine
revelation embodied in it, we cannot but feel the force of the words of the late Dr.
W. H. Green, of Princeton: "They who have themselves been thoroughly
grounded in the Christian faith may, by a happy inconsistency, hold fast their old
convictions, while admitting principles, methods, and conclusions that are
logically at war with them. But who can be surprised if others shall with stricter
logic carry what has been thus commended to them to its legitimate conclusions?"

7. CAN WE OVERLOOK THE EVIDENCE OF ARCHAEOLOGY?

It iswell known that during the last sixty years a vast number of archaeological
discoveries have been made in Egypt, Palestine, Babylonia, and Assyria. Many of
these have shed remarkable light on the historical features of the Old Testament.
A number of persons and periods have been illuminated by these discoveries and
are now seen with a clearness which was before impossible.

Now it isasimple and yet striking fact that not one of these discoveries during
the whole of this tune has given any support to the distinctive features and
principles of the higher critical position, while, on the other hand, many of them
have afforded abundant confirmation of the traditional and conservative view of
the Old Testament.

et us consider afew of these discoveries. Only alittle over forty years ago the
conservative "Speaker's Commentary" actually had to take into consideration the
critical arguments then so prevalent in favour of the late invention of writing. This
Is an argument which is never heard now in critical circles. The change of attack
Is most striking. While forty or fifty years ago it was argued that M oses could not
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possibly have had sufficient learning to write the Pentateuch, now it isargued as
the result of these modern discoveries that he would have been altogether behind
his contemporaries if he had not been able to write. Again, the Babylonian story
of the flood agrees in long sections with the account in Genesis, and it is known
that the Babylonian version was in existence for ages before the dates assigned. to
the Genesis narrative by the critical school. Professor Sayce rightly callsthisa
crucial test of the critical position. The historicity of the kings mentioned in
Genesis 14 was once seriously questioned by criticism, but thisisimpossible
today, for their historical character has been proved beyond all question, and, in
particular, it is now known that the Amraphel of that chapter isthe Hammurabi of
the Monuments and a contemporary with Abraham. The puzzling story of Sarah
and Hagar is also now seen to be in exact agreement with Babylonian custom.
Then again, the Egypt of Joseph and Moses is true to the smallest details of the
life of the Egypt of that day and is altogether different from the very different
Egypt of later ages. Sargon, who for centuries was only known from the one
referenceto himin Isa. 20:1, is now seen to have been one of the most important
kings of Assyria. And the Aramaic language of Daniel and Ezra, which has so
often been accused of lateness, is proved to be in exact accord with the Aramaic
of that age, as shown by the Papyri discovered at Elephantine in Egypt.

Now these, and others like them, are tangible proofs which can be verified by
ordinary people. Hebrew philology is beyond most of us and istoo subjective for
any convincing argument to be based upon it, but archaeology offers an objective
method of putting historical theoriesto the test.

Not the least important feature of the archaeological argument is that a number
of leading archaeol ogists who were formerly in hearty agreement with the critical
school, have now abandoned this view and opposeit. As Sir William Robertson
Nicoll hasforcibly said: "The significant fact is that the great first-hand
archaeologists as a rule do not trust the higher criticism. This means a great deal
more than can be put on paper to account for their doubt. It means that they are
living in an atmosphere where arguments that flourish outside do not thrive."

Professor Flinders Petrie, the great Egyptologist, uttered these words not long
ago: "I have come to the conclusion that thereis afar more solid basis than seems
to be supposed by many critics. . . . | have not the slightest doubt that
contemporary documents give atruly solid foundation for the records contained in
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the Pentateuch . . . . The essential point isthat some of these critical people
support from an a priori basis instead of writing upon ascertained facts. We
should remember that writing at the time of the Exodus was as familiar asitis
now . ... Thefactisthat it is hopeless for these people by means merely of verbal
criticism to succeed in solving al difficulties that arise.”

8. ARE THE VIEWS OF MODERN CRITICISM CONSISTENT WITH
THE WITNESSOF OUR LORD TO THE OLD TESTAMENT?

The Christian Church approaches the Old Testament mainly and
predominantly from the standpoint of the resurrection of Christ. We naturally
inquire what our Master thought of the Old Testament, for if it comesto us with
His authority, and we can discover His view of it, we ought to be satisfied.

In the days of our Lord's life on earth one pressing question was, "What think
ye of the Christ?' Another was, "What is written in the Law? How readest thou?"
These questions are still being raised in one form or another, and today, as of old,
the two great problems--two "storm-centres'; as they have well been called-are
Christ and the Bible.

The two problems really resolve themselves into one, for Christ and the Bible
areinseparable. If we follow Christ, He will teach us of the Bible; and if we study
our Bible, it will point usto Christ. Each is called the Word of God.

Let us, first of all, be quite clear asto our meaning of our Lord as"The Word
of God." "In the beginning was the Word." A word isan oral or visible expression
of an invisible thought. The thought needs the word for its expression, and the
word is intended to represent the thought accurately, even if not completely. We
cannot in any degree be sure of the thought unless we can be sure of the word.
Our Lord asthe Word, therefore, isthe personal and visible expression of the
invisible God. (John 14; Heb. 1:3.) We believe that He is an accurate "expression”
of God, and that as the Word He reveals God and conveys God's will to usin such
away asto beinerrant and infallible. Asthe Incarnate Word He isinfallible.

He came, among other things, to bear witness to the truth (John 18:37), and it
IS anecessary outcome of this purpose that He should bear infallible witnhess. He
came to reveal God and God's will, and thisimplies and requires special
knowledge. It demands that every assertion of His be true. The Divine knowledge
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did not, because it could not, undergo any change by the Incarnation. He
continued to subsist in the form of God even while He existed in the form of man.
(Phil. 2:6. See Dr. Gifford's "The Incarnation:")

In view of this position, we believe that, as Bishop Ellicott says (" Christus
Comprobator") we have aright to make this appeal to the testimony of Christ to
the Old Testament. The place it occupied in His life and ministry is sufficient
warrant for referring to His use of it. It iswell known that, as far asthe Old
Testament canon is concerned, our highest authority isthat of our Lord Himself;
and what is true of the Old Testament as awhole, is surely true of these partsto
which our Lord specifically referred.

L et us be clear, however, as to what we mean in malting this appeal. We do not
for an instant intend thereby to close all possible criticism of the Old Testament.
There are numbers of questions quite untouched by anything our Lord said, and
there is consequently ample scope for sober, necessary, and valuable criticism.
But what we do say is, that anything in the Old Testament stated by our Lord asa
fact, or implied asafact, is, or ought to be, thereby closed for those who hold
Christ to be infallible. Criticism can do anything that is not incompatible with the
statements of our Lord; but where Christ has spoken, surely "the matter is closed."

What, then, isour Lord's genera view of the Old Testament? There is no doubt
that His Old Testament was practically, if not actually, the same as ours, and that
He regarded it as of Divine authority, asthe final court of appeal for al questions
connected with it. The way in which He quotes ft shows this. To the Lord Jesus
the Old Testament was authoritative and final, because Divine.

No one can go through the Gospels without being impressed with the deep
reverence of our Lord for the Old Testament, and with His constant use of it in all
matters of religious thought and life. His question, "Have ye never read?' His
assertion, "It iswritten," Histestimony, "Y e search the Scriptures' (R. V), are
plainly indicative of Hisview of the Divirie authority of the Old Testament as we
haveit. He sets His sedl to its historicity and its revelation of God. He
supplements, but never supplantsit. He amplifies and modifies, but never nullifies
it. He fulfils, i.e. fillsfull, but never makes void.

This general view is confirmed by His detailed referencesto the Old
Testament. Consider His testimonies to the persons, and to the facts of the old
covenant.
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Thereis scarcely a historical book, from Genesis to 2 Chronicles, to which our
Lord does not refer; whileit is perhaps significant that His testimony includes
references to every book of the Pentateuch, to Isaiah, to Jonah, to Daniel, and to
miracles-the very parts most called in question today.

Aboveall, it issurely of the deepest moment that at His temptation He should
use three times as the Word of God the book about which there has, perhaps, been
most controversy of all.

Again, therefore, we say that everything to which Christ can be said, on any
honest interpretation, to have referred, or which He used as afact, is thereby
sanctioned and sealed by the authority of our Infallible Lord. "Dominus locutus
est; causafinitaest."

Nor can this position be turned by the statement that Christ ssmply adopted the
beliefs of His day without necessarily sanctioning them as correct. Of thisthereis
not the slightest proof, but very much to the contrary. On some of the most
important subjects of His day He went directly against prevailing opinion. His
teaching about God, about righteousness, about the Messiah, about .tradition,
about the Sabbath, about the Samaritans, about women, about divorce, about the
baptism of John, were diametrically opposed to that of the time. And this
opposition was deliberately grounded on the Old Testament which our Lord
charged them with misinterpreting. The one and only question of difference
between Him and the Jews as to the Old Testament was that of interpretation. Not
avestige of proof can be adduced that He and they differed at all in their general
view of its historical character or Divine authority. If the current Jewish views
were wrong, can we think our Lord would have been silent on a matter of such
moment, about a book which He cites or alludes to over four hundred times, and
which He made His constant topic in teaching concerning Himself? If the Jews
were wrong, Jesus either knew it, or He did not. If He knew it, why did He not
correct them as in so many other and detailed instances? If He did not know it--
but | will not finish.

Nor can this witness to the Old Testament be met by asserting that the
limitation of our Lord's earthly life kept Him within current views of the Old
Testament which need not have been true views. This statement ignores the
essential force of His personal claim to be "the Word."

On more than one occasion our Lord claimed to speak from God, and that
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everything He said had the Divine warrant. Let us notice carefully what this
involves. It is sometimes said that our Lord's knowledge was limited, and that He
lived here as man, not as God. Suppose we grant this for argument's sake. Very
well; as man He lived in God and on God, and He claimed that everything He said
and did was from God and through God. If, then, the limitations were from God,
so also were the utterances; and, as God's warrant was claimed for every one of
these, they are therefore Divine and infallible. (John 5:19; 5:30; 7:13; 8:26; 12:49;
14:24; 17:8.) Even though we grant to the full atheory that will compel usto
accept atemporary disuse or non-use of the functions of Deity in the Person of
our Lord, yet the words actually uttered as man are claimed to be from God, and
therefore we hold them to be infallible. We rest, therefore, upon our Lord's
personal claim to say all and do all by the Father, from the Father, for the Father.

Thereis, of course, no question of partial knowledge after the resurrection,
when our Lord was manifestly free from all limitations of earthly conditions. Y et
it was after His resurrection also that He set His seal to the Old Testament. (Luke
24 :44.)

We conclude that our Lord's positive statements on the subject of the Old
Testament are not to be rgjected without charging Him with error. If, on these
points, on which we can test and verify Him, we find that He is not reliable, what
real comfort can we have in accepting His higher teaching, where verification is
Impossible? We believe we are on absolutely safe ground when we say that what
the Old Testament was to our Lord, it must be and shall be to us.

CONCLUSION

We ask a careful consideration of these eight inquiries. Taken separately, they
carry weight, but taken together they have a cumulative effect, and should be
serioudly pondered by all who are seeking to know the truth on this momentous
subject.

We may be perfectly sure that no criticism of the Old Testament will ever be
accepted by the Christian Church as a whole, which does not fully satisfy the
following conditions:

1. It must admit in all its assumptions, and take fully into consideration, the
supernatural e ement which differentiates the Bible from all other books.
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2. It must be in keeping with the enlightened spiritual experience of the saints
of God in all ages, and make an effectual appeal to the piety and spiritual
perception of those who know by personal experience the power of the Holy
Ghost.

3. It must be historically in line with the general tradition of Jewish history and
the unique position of the Hebrew nation through the centuries.

4. It must be in unison with that apostolic conception of the authority and
inspiration of the Old Testament,. which is so manifest in the New Testament.

5. Above all, it must be in accordance with the universal belief of the Christian
Churchin our Lord'sinfalibility as a Teacher, and as "the Word made flesh."

If and when modern higher criticism can satisfy these requirements, it will not
merely be accepted, but will command the universal, loyal, and even enthusiastic
adhesion of all Christians. Until then, we wait, and also maintain our position that
"the old is better."
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The Tabernaclein the Wilderness: Did it Exist?

A Question Involving the Truth or Falsity of the Entire Higher -
Critic Theory

by David Heagle, Ph.D., D.D.,
Professor of Theology and Ethics, Ewing College;
Tranglator " Bremen Lectures'; Author of " Moral Education”; " That
Blessed Hope," etc

INTRODUCTON

The guestion as to whether or not the old Mosaic Tabernacle ever existed is

one of far greater conseguence than most people imagine. It is so, particularly
because of the very intimate connection existing between it and the truth or falsity
of the highercritic theory in general. If that theory is all that the critics claim for

It, then of course the Tabernacle had no existence; and thisis the view held by at
least most of the critics. But if, on the other hand, the old Mosaic Tabernacle did
really exist, and the story of it as given in the Bible is not, as the critics assert,
merely afiction, then the highercritic scheme cannot be true.

The question, therefore, to be discussed in the following pages, viz., whether
the Mosaic Tabernacle really did or did not exist, is certainly one of great and
wide-reaching significance; which significance will become more and more
apparent as the discussion goes forward. With this brief introduction we take up
the subject; merely premising further, that this article was originally prepared as a
booklet, in which shape it contained a considerable amount of matter not
appearing here.

THE DISCUSSION
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One peculiarity of the higher criticism iswhat may be called its unbounded
audacity in attacking and attempting to destroy many of the most solidly
established facts of the Bible. No matter with what amount of evidence any
particular Scripture fact may be capable of demonstration, if it happens to oppose
any of the more fundamental notions of the critical hypothesis, away it must go as
unworthy of acceptance by so-called "science,” or at all events, the entire array of
critical doubts and imaginingsis brought to bear, in order to cast suspicion upon
iIt, or to get rid of it in some way.

|. THE BIBLE SIDE OF THE QUESTION

A striking illustration of such procedure is furnished by the peculiar treatment
accorded by the criticsto that old religious structure which, being built by Moses
near Mt. Sinai, is usualy named the Tabernacle, or the Tabernacle in the
Wilderness. That such a structure not only existed, but was for some five hundred
years avery conspicuous object in ancient Israelitish history, is afact to which
the Bible itself lends no small amount of evidence. For example, there are found
in the book of Exodus alone some thirteen chapters devoted to a minute
description of the plan and construction of that building. Then, as explanatory of
the Tabernacle's services, its dedication, means of transportation, the work of the
priests and Levites to some extent., and various other matters connected with the
structure, the entire book of Leviticus with some ten chapters in Numbers may be
cited. Besides, scattered all through both the Old and New Testaments there are
many allusions and notices--some of them merely incidental, but others more
historical in nature--all of which go toward establishing the Tabernacle's
historicity. And finally--which is perhaps the most convincing testimony of all--
we have given us in the New Testament one whole book, the Epistle to the
Hebrews, which concerns, especially explaining from a Christian point of view,
the typology and religious significance of that old building.

II. THE HIGHER-CRITIC VIEW

With so much evidence, therefore, to be adduced,. even from the Scriptures, in
support of the Tabernacle's historicity, one would think that it requires at |east

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund8.htm (2 of 42) [15/02/2006 06:05:42 p.m.]



The Tabernacle in the Wilderness: Did it Exist

some literary bravery, not to say presumptuous audacity, for any individual or
class of men to assail, with the expectation of overthrowing, afact so solidly
established as would seem to be that of the Tabernacle's real existence.
Nevertheless, difficult as such task may appear, the critics have not hesitated most
vigorously to undertake it. According to their notion the whole story of the
Tabernacle, asrecorded in the Bible, issimply afiction, or, more properly
speaking, aliterary forgery-a concoction gotten up perhaps by some of those
priestly scribes who returned with Ezra from the Babylonian exile; their special
purpose in devising such a story being to help in the introduction of a new temple
ritual at Jerusalem, or perhapsit was also to glorify the distant past in the history
of the Israglites.*

*As explained by Nodelke, another purpose of thisforgery was"to
give pre-existence to the temple and to the unity of worship." But
thisisvirtually included in the two purposes above named.

1. THE QUESTION MORE FULLY STATED

Thus we have presented to us two widely different and opposing views
respecting the Tabernacl€'s existence. One of them, which isthe view of at |east
most higher critics, isthat this old structure never existed at all; while, on the
other hand, the orthodox and Biblical conception is that not only in the days of
Moses but long afterwards this fabric had a most interesting and important
history. Which, then, of these two so widely different doctrines are we pleased to
accept?

V. IMPORTANCE OF THISDISCUSSION

1. Whichever oneis accepted by us, certain it is that an earnest discussion,
such as we hope to effect, of the question above stated, is a matter of no little
consequence. Such adiscussion isimportant, first of all, because of the light
which it will throw upon all the history of God's first chosen people--the
|sraelites. It will at least tell us something about the kind of civilization this
ancient people must have had; and more particularly will it tell us whether that

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund8.htm (3 of 42) [15/02/2006 06:05:42 p.m.]



The Tabernacle in the Wilderness: Did it Exist

civilization was, as the higher critics represent, one low down on the scale, or
whether these Israelites had already made a good degree of progressin all the
arts, disciplines, and branches of knowledge which usually belong to a
moderately high state of civilizatipn. Surely, then, thereis at least some benefit to
be derived from the study before us.

2. But another advantage which will come from this same study isthat it will
help us to a solution of a somewhat curious, but yet important, historical problem;
viz., whether as a matter of history the Temple preceded the Tabernacle, as the
higher -critics claim, and, therefore, that the Tabernacle must be regarded as only
"adiminutive copy" of the Temple; or vice versa, whether, asistaught by the
Bible, the Tabernacle went first, and hence that the Temple was in its
construction patterned after the Tabernacle. To be sure, at first sight this does not
appear to be avery important question; yet when the historical, literary and other
connections involved in it are considered, it does after all become a question of
no little significance.

3. But the most determinative and, therefore the most significant interest we
have in a discussion of the question as proposed, is the bearing which it has upon
the truth or falsity of the higher criticism. Asis known to persons conversant with
that peculiar method of Bible study, one of its main contentions is that the whole
Levitical or ceremonial law--that is, the law of worship. as recorded especialy in
Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers--did not originate, or at all events did not make
its appearance, until somewhere near the close of the Babylonian exile, or about
the time when Ezrafirst appears in Jewish history. By thus removing all that part
of the Pentateuch down the centuries, from the time of Moses to the time of Ezra,
the critics are able not only to deny the Mosaic authorship of this Pentateuchal
literature, but also to construct a scheme of their own by which all the separate
"documents" into which they are accustomed to divide the Pentateuch can be put
together in akind of whole; each particular document being singled out and
designated according to its date, authorship, and other peculiarities, such asthe
critics suppose belong to it. Moreover, in this way the Pentateuch is all torn to
pieces, and instead of its being really a connected, organic whole, such asthe
orthodox world has always conceived it to be, it is by this peculiar higher-critic
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method transformed into a mere patch-work, a digjointed affair, having no more
divine authority or inspiration connected with it than any other piece of human
literature that has come into being through the law of evolution.

Such, however, is exactly what the critics would make of the Pentateuch, and
indeed of much elsein the Bible, if they could have their way.

But now suppose that after all the old Mosaic Tabernacle did really exist, what
effect would that have upon the success of the critical hypothesis? It would
absolutely frustrate all attemptsto carry this hypothesis successfully through.
Such would necessarily be the result, because, first of all, if that portion of the
Pentateuch which contains the ceremonial or Levitical law istransferred down to
Ezra'stime, the old Tabernacle, for the services of which this law was designed,
must necessarily come with it. But then, in the second place, areally existing
Tabernacle so far down the centuries, or long after the Temple at Jerusalem had
been built and was regarded by the Jews as their great central place of worship,
would have been not only an architectural curiosity, but an anachronism such as
even the critical imagination could scarcely be accused either of devising or
accepting.

The only way, therefore, open for the critics, if they are still to hold fast their
theory, isfor them to do precisely what they have undertaken; namely, to blot out
or destroy the Tabernacle as areal existence, entire story of it, asgiven in the
Bible, in the form of afiction. Thisthey have really attempted.

But by so doing the critics must, after all, confess that the foundation upon
which they build is very insecure, because it is simply an assumption. If,
therefore, in opposition to such assumption, this article shall be able to
demonstrate that the old Mosaic Tabernacle actually existed, then the
underpinning of the critical hypothesisis at once removed, and the entire edifice
with all of its many stories must collapse. And if al thisistrue, then it is not too
much to say, asis affirmed in the sub-title of this article, that the whole truth or
falsity of the critical scheme depends upon what may be proven true respecting
the Tabernacle's non-existence or existence.

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund8.htm (5 of 42) [15/02/2006 06:05:42 p.m.]



The Tabernacle in the Wilderness: Did it Exist

And thus, moreover, is made to appear the exceeding importance of the
discussion we have undertaken.

V.QUOTATIONSFROM THE HIGHER CRITICS

But what do the higher critics themselves say with regard to this matter of the
Tabernacle's real existence? To quote from only afew of them, Wellhausen, e. g.,
who is the great coryphaeus of the higher-critic doctrine, writes as follows: "The
Temple, which in reality was not built until Solomon's time, is by this document
[the so-called Priestly Code] regarded as so indispensable, even for the troubled
days of the wilderness before the settlement, that it is made portable, and in the
form of atabernacle set up in the very beginning of things. For the truth is that the
Tabernacle is a copy, not the prototype, of the temple at Jerusalem" (Proleg., Eng.
trans., p. 37). So aso Graf, who preceded Wellhausen in higher-critic work,
affirms that the Tabernacle is only "a diminutive copy of the Temple," and that
"all that is said about this structure in the middle books of the Pentateuch is
merely post-exilic accretion.”" Once more, to hear from a more recent authority,
Dr. A. R. S. Kennedy, in Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible, has these words: "The
attitude of modern Old Testament scholarship to the priestly legislation as now
formulated in the Pentateuch, and in particular to those sections of it which deal
with the sanctuary and its worship, is opposed to the historicity of Ps[that is, the
old Mosaic] Tabernacle." The same or asimilar representation is given by
Benzinger in the Encyclopaedia Biblica; and in fact thisis, and must necessarily
be, the attitude of all consistent higher critics toward the matter under
consideration. For it would never do for the adherents of the critic theory to admit
that away back in the old Mosaic times the Tabernacle, with all its elaborate
ritual, and with the lofty moral and spiritual ideas embodied in it, could have
existed; because that would be equivalent to admitting the falsity of their own
doctrine. Accordingly with one voice the critics al, or nearly all, stoutly proclaim
that no historicity whatever must be allowed to Moses Tabernacle.

VI. CERTAIN GREAT PRESUMPTIONS
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To come then to the actual discussion of our subject, it might be said, in the
first place, that there are certain great presumptions which lie in the way of our
accepting the higher critic theory as true.

1. One of these presumptionsis, that this whole critic hypothesis goes on the
assumption that what the Bible tells us regarding the real existence of the
Tabernacle is not true, or, in other words, that in alarge part of its teachings the
Bible speaks falsely. Can we believe that? Most assuredly not, so long as we have
any real appreciation of the lofty system of moral truth which istaught in this
wonderful booka book which, more than any other ever produced, has taught the
entire world common honesty, whether in literary work or other acts. Therefore
we say, regarding this whole matter of the Bible's speaking falsely, Judaeus
Apella credat, non ego! Let the higher critics believe that if they will, but surely
not wel

Robert Burns has a poem, in which he says of lying in general:

"Some books are lies frae end to end,
And some great lies were never penned,;
E'en ministers, they hae been kenned,

In holy rapture,
A rousing whid at times to vend,
An' nall it wi' Scripture.”

Surely, the higher critics would not undertake to reduce our Christian
Scripturesto the level of abook that hasin it no truth from beginning to end; and
yet it must be confessed that one serious tendency of their theory is greatly to
lessen the general credibility of this sacred volume.

2. But another presumption lying against the truthfulness of this higher
criticism s, that it makes al the civilized ages from Ezra ,down to the present
time to be so utterly lacking both in historic knowledge and literary sagacity, that,
excepting afew higher critics, no one ever supposed the whole world was being
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deceived by this untrue story of the Tabernacl€e's real existence; when, if the facts
were told, all these numerous ages have not only been themselves deceived, but
have been also instrumental, one after another, in propagating that same old
falsehood down the centuries| Again we say: Judaeus Apella credat, non ego!
The higher-critic pretensions to having a greater wisdom and knowledge than is
possessed by all the rest of the world, are very well known; but thisillustration of
that peculiarity seemsto us rather to cap the climax.

3. And here, if we choose to go farther, it might be shown that, if this peculiar
doctrine is true, then the Savior and all of his Apostles were mistaken. For
certainly Christ (see Matt. 12:3, 4) and perhaps all the Apostles without
exception, did believe in the Tabernacle as areal existence; and one of the
Apostles, or at least an apostolic writer, went so far, in the Book of Hebrews, as
to compose what may be termed an extensive and inspired commentary on that
sacred structure--on its apartments, furniture, priesthood and services; bringing
out particularly, from a Christian point of view, the rich typical significance of all
those matters. Now that all these inspired men and the Savior Himself should
either have been themselves decelved or should try to deceive others with regard
to an important matter of Old Testament history is surely incredible.

VII. EXTERNAL EVIDENCE

1. Just here, however, we desire to introduce some considerations of a
different nature. There exists, even outside of the Bible, a small amount of
evidence in support of the Tabernacle's existence, and although we have aready
alluded to a part of thistestimony, under the head of favoring presumptions, yet it
will bear repetition or rather afuller consideration. Now, as we conceive of this
evidence, it consists, in the first place, of various notices or even of full
descriptions of the Tabernacle as ,areal existence, which are found in very
ancient writings, some of these writings being quite different from our Christian
Scriptures. To be sure, alarge part of thisliterature is copied in one way and
another from the Bible, and none of it dates anything like so far back in time as
do at least the earlier books of the Old Testament; and yet, as we shall see, some
of itisvery old, sufficiently so to giveit akind of confirmatory force in support
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of what the Bible has to say concerning the matter in hand.

The first testimony, then, of this sort to which we allude, is afull description
of the Tabernacle in all its parts, services, priesthood and history, very nearly the
same as that which is given in our modern Bibles, which can be found in the
earliest tranglation ever made of the Old Testament-that is, the Septuagint. This
tranglation appeared some two or three centuries before the time of Christ, and
therefore it ought to be pretty good evidence of at least what its contemporaries,
or those far-off times, held to be true with regard to the matter under
consideration. Then another testimony of like character comes from the Greek
Apocryphato the Old Testament, awork which appeared, or at least most of it,
before the time of Christ; in which production there are found various allusions to
the Tabernacle, and all of them to it asareal existence; as, €, g., in Jud. 9:8; Wis.
of Sol. 9:8; Eccl. 24 :10, 15 ; and 2 Mac. 2 :5. Moreover, in his Antiquities,
Josephus, who wrote toward the end of the first century, gives another full
description of that old structure in its every part, including also something of its
history. ( See Antiq., Bk. Ill., Chs. V1. to XII. ; aso Bk. V., Ch. L, Sec. 19; Ch.
IL, Sec. 9; Ch. X., Sec. 2; Bk. VIII., Ch. V., Sec. 1.) And findlly, in that vast
collection of ancient Jewish traditions, comments, laws, speculations, etc., which
goes under the name of the Talmud, there are not infrequent references made to
this same old structure; and one of the treatises (part of the Bereitha)* in that
collection is devoted exclusively to a consideration of this building.

*The Bereitha (or Baraitha) is an apocryphal part of the Talmud;
but it is very old, and embodies about the same quality of tradition
in general as does the compilation made by Jehudah ha-Nasi,
which is usually considered the genuine Mishna, or basis of the
Tamud.

With so much literature, therefore, of one kind and another, all telling us
something about the Tabernacle, and all or at least most of it going back for its
origin to very near the time when at least the last part of the Old Testament was
written, we have in these various sources, considered as awhole, if not an
independent or direct testimony to the Tabernacle's existence, certainly something
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that points clearly in that direction. Or, in other words, inasmuch as these old
writings, containing the various notices and descriptions which we have
mentioned, existed away back so near to Old Testament times, these must have
been acquainted with the best traditions of their day regarding what is taught in
that part of our Bible; and, therefore, they must have known more about the truth
of things as connected with the Tabernacle and its real existence than any
authorities existing in these late times of ours possibly could. Or, at all events,
they knew more about those matters than any of the mere guesswork speculations
of modern higher critics possibly can, or are in a condition to know.*

*The value of this evidenceisof course only that which belongsto
tradition; still it should be remembered that thistraditionisa
written one, dating away back to near the times of the Old
Testament. Moreover, it could be shown that this same kind of
written tradition reaches back through the later books of the Old
Testament, at least in al negative way, even to 'the time of Ezra;
who surely ought to know whether, as the critics say, the story of
the Tabernacle as afact of history was invented in his own day and
generation. But inasmuch as Ezra does not tell us anything about
that matter, it stands to reason, that as has since been reported by
thislong line of tradition, most of it being of a positive nature, no
such invention ever took place, but that this story issimply a
narrative of actual fact. At all events, assaid in the text, itisfar
more likely that this old and long-continued tradition ais correct in
what it asserts, than is any of the denials of the higher critics.

2. But there is another kind of evidence, of this external nature. which is more
direct and independent, and therefore more significant with regard to the
Tabernacle's existence. That evidence is what may be called the archaeol ogical
contribution to our argument. Part of it will be given later but here we will ssimply
call attention, first, to the fact that in all the region of Mt. Sinai there are to be
seen at least some evidences of the possible presence there, even asisrecorded in
the Bible of the Israglites, at the time when they built the Tabernacle. Moreover,
there have recently been made some discoveries in the Holy Land connected with
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the different places where the Bible locates the Tabernacle during the long period
of its history in that country, which, to say the least, are not contradictory, but
rather confirmatory of Biblical statements. One such discovery, aswe will call it,
Is connected with a fuller exploration recently made of that old site where for
some 365 years, according to Jewish tradition, the old Mosaic Tabernacle stood,
and where it underwent the most interesting of its experiencesin the Holy Land.
That site was, asiswell known, the little city of Shiloh, located near the main
thoroughfare leading up from Bethel to Shechem. In the year 1873 the English
Palestine Exploration Fund. through some of its agents, made a thorough
examination of this old site, and among other of its very interesting ruins was
found a place which Colonel Charles Wilson thinksisthe very spot where, once
and for so long atime, the Tabernacle stood. That particular placeis at the north
of arather low "tell," or mound, upon which the ruins are located; and, to copy
from Colonel Wilson's description, thistell "slopes down to a broad shoulder,
across. which a sort of local court, 77 feet wide and 412 feet long, has been cut
out. Therock isin places scarped to a height of five feet, and along the sides are
several excavations and afew small cisterns." Thisisthe locality where, as
Colonel Wilson thinks, the Mosaic Tabernacle once really stood; and as
confirmatory of his conclusion he farther says that this spot istile only one
connected with the ruins which is large enough to receive a building of the
dimensions of the Tabernacle. Therefore hisjudgment isthat it is"not
Improbable” that this place was originally "prepared” as asite for that structure.

Now whether the general judgment of men either at present or in the future
will coincide with Colonel Wilson as to the matter in hand we do not know; but
we will ssimply repeat Colonel Wilson's words, and say that it is not improbable
that this site, asindicated, isareal discovery asto the place where the old
Tabernacle once stood. We need not dwell longer here on the matter, but will
only observethat if the very ruins of the old Tabernacle, so far asits siteis
concerned, can still be seen, that surely ought to be pretty good evidence that this
building once existed.
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VIIl. POSITIVE BIBLICAL EVIDENCES

But to come now to the more positive and conclusive evidences regarding the
matter under consideration, we may observe that these consist particularly of
various historical notices scattered throughout the Old Testament; and so
numerous and clear in their testimony are these notices that they would seem to
prove, beyond all possibility of doubt, that the old Mosaic Tabernacle really
existed.* However, the critics claim here that it is only the earlier historical books
of the Old Testament that can be legitimately used for proving a matter so far in
the past as was this structure.

* According to Bishop Hervey, in his Lectures on Chronicles (p.
171), mention is made of the Tabernacle some eighteen timesin
the historical books following the Pentateuch--that is, in Joshua,
Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, 1. and 2 Kings, and 1 and 2 Chronicles,
and in the Pentateuch itself, which the higher critics have by no
means proven to be unhistorical, that structure is mentioned over
eighty times.

1. TESTIMONY OF FIRST KINGS

Complying then with that requirement, at least in part, we begin our
investigation with the First Book of Kings. Thisis apiece of literature against the
antiquity and general credibility of which the critics can raise no valid objection;
hence it should be considered particularly good evidence. Moreover, it might be
said of this book, that having probably been constructed out of early court-records
as they were kept by the different kings of Judah and Israel, those original
documents, or at least some of them, take us away back to the very times of
Solomon and David, or to the period when, as we shall soon see, the Mosaic
Tabernacle was still standing at Gibeon. Thiswas aso, it may be observed, the
genera period during which the Tabernacle, having been taken down, was
removed from Gibeon and stored away in Solomon's temple at Jerusalem; and it
IS to the account of this transference that our attention is now, first of al, directed.
In 1 Kings, Chap. 8, v. 4, we read: "And they brought up the ark of Jehovah, and
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the tent of meeting, and all the holy vessels that were in the tent; even these did
the priests and Levites bring up." A mere cursory reading of these words gives
one the impression that the "tent of meeting," which was brought up from
somewhere by the priests and L evites, was nothing else than the old Mosaic
Tabernacle; and as to the place f rom which it was brought, that is not told usin
the Scriptures; but a comparison of texts (see 2 Chron. 1 :3; 1 Kings, 3:1, 4)
would seem to indicate that the Tabernacle was first transported from Gibeon to
Mt. Zion, where the ark of the covenant was at this time, and then afterwards it
was, with other sacred matters, carried up to Mt. Moriah, where it was put away
In the temple.

All this seems to be sufficiently clear; only now the question arises whether,
after all, thiswas really the old Mosaic structure or some other tent, as, e. g., the
one built by David in Jerusalem, and which seems, at this time, to have been still
In existence (See 2 Sam. 6:17 and 7:2; 1 Chron. 15:1 and 16:1. Cf. 1 Kings 1 :29)
Most of the critics, including even Wellhausen, are agreed that the words, "tent of
meeting" (ohel moed), as used in this and various other texts of. Scripture, do
really signify the old Mosaic structure; and one reason for their so holding is that
those words form a kind of technical expression by which that old structure was
commonly, or at least often, denoted in the Bible (The words ohel moed seem to
have been used first to designate the smaller tent (see p. 37 with footnote) which
Moses used as a place of communion between Jehovah and his people; hence it
was called the "tent of meeting." But afterwards, when the regular tabernacle
became such a place, the words were applied also to that structure which was
carried by the priests and Levites up to Mt. Moriah and stored away in the
temple, was really the old Mosaic Tabernacle). Only one other term is used as
frequently asthisisto indicate that structure; this other term being, in Hebrew,
mishkan, which is usually translated, in our English versions, "tabernacle," and
means "dwelling-place."” Now if this rendering of those words s correct, we
would seem to have already reached the goal of our endeavor. That isto say, we
have actually found the Tabernacle in existence. It existed, as an undeniable
reality in the times of David and Solomon, or at least in those of Solomon; and a
positive proof of that matter are these words we have just quoted from 1 Kings
8:4.
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But the higher critics, or especialy Wellhausen, are not so easily to be caught
with an admission as to an interpretation of words; for even though Wellhausen
does concede that the words "tent of meeting" signify as we have stated;
nevertheless he undertakes to get rid of their real force by asserting that in this
passage they are an interpolation, or that they do not belong to the original
Hebrew text. However, neither he nor any other higher critic has ever yet been
able to give any textual authority for such an assertion; they only try to argue the
matter from internal evidence. But internal evidence alone, and especially such
slim evidence of that kind as the critics have been able to adduce in this
connection, isinsufficient to establish the end desired. Besides, those words, "tent
of meeting," are certainly found in our present Hebrew text, as also in the
Septuagint version; both of which items being so, it isnot at all likely that
Wellhausen'sipse dixit will have the effect of changing them. Such being the
case, we may conclude that the structure which was carried by the priests and
Levites up to Mt. Moriah and stored away in the Temple, wasreally the old
Mosaic Tabernacle.

We quote only one other passage from this First Book of Kings. It isa part of
the account of Solomon's going to Gibeon, and of his offering sacrifice there. The
words are found in v. 4, Chap. 3, and read as follows: "And the king went to
Gibeon, to sacrifice there; for that was the great high place." Then in the second
verse of this same chapter the king's conduct in thus going to Gibeon is farther
explained by the statement that the people sacrificed in the high places, because
"there was no house built for the name of Jehovah until those days." The "days"
here indicated are, asis 'explained by the preceding verse, those in which
" Solomon made an end of building his own house and the house of Jehovah;" and
the entire passage then would signify that at least one reason why Solomon
offered sacrifice in Gibeon was because this was the customary way among the
people. They offered sacrifices in the high places before the temple at Jerusalem
was built, but not ordinarily, or legitimately, afterwards. Then there is another
reason indicated why Solomon went particularly to Gibeon--because this was the
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"great high place." Why it was so called, must have been because of some specia
fact or circumstance connected with it; and among the explanations given none
appears so natural or to accord so well with other teachings of Scripture asthe
suggestion that this distinction was applied to Gibeon because the old Mosaic
Tabernacle, with the brazen,altar, was still there. That would certainly be a
sufficient reason for accrediting peculiar eminence to this one of al the many
high places which at that time seem to have existed in the Holy Land.
Accordingly, Solomon went over to Gibeon, and offered sacrifice there; and then
we read that, in the night following this devotional act, the king had adream in
which Jehovah appeared unto him and made to him very extraordinary promises.
Now this epiphany of Jehovah at Gibeon isreally another reason for one's
believing that the Tabernacle was located at this place. For it is not to be
supposed that any Jewish author, writing after the temple was built (when this
account of Solomon's dream was written), would allow it to be said that the great
and idolatry-hating God of the Israelites had made a gracious and extraordinary
revelation. of himself at any of the common high placesin the Holy Land, half-
heathenish and largely devoted to the service of idols, as these places generally
were.

But if it must be admitted that the Tabernacle was really located at Gibeon,
then all becomes clear, both why Solomon went there to offer sacrifice, and why
Jehovah made at this place a gracious revelation of himself; also why this, of all
the high placesin the Holy Land, was called emphatically "great:" Then,
moreover, it might be said that we have surely demonstrated the existence of the
Tabernacle, not only as taught by this passage from First Kings, but also by the
other one which we have noticed.

2. TESTIMONY OF CHRONICLES

But now turning over to the two books of Chronicles; we find here quite a
number of passages which teach in the clearest and most positive manner that the
Tabernacle existed at Gibeon not only in the time of Solomon, but also before.
These two books of Chronicles, it should be remembered, are really a kind of
commentary, or an extension made, upon Samuel and Kings. Such is the opinion
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of many competent scholars; and one reason for their so holding, isthat very
evidently the books of Samuel and Kings were among the principal sources from
which the author of Chronicles drew his information; although it must be
acknowledged also that he used still other sources besides those named. Writing
then at a somewhat distant date, say one or two hundred years from the time of
the final composition, or redaction, of Kings and Samusel, (It is claimed by the
criticsthat all the historical books of the Old Testament underwent a revision
during the exile; and according to the best authorities, Chronicles was composed
shortly after the Persian rule, or about 330 B. C. Sdlecting, then, about the
middle of the exilic period {586 to 444 B. C.} asthe date for the final revision of
Kings and Samuel, this would make the composition of Chronicles fall near 200
years after that revision. But of course Samuel and Kings were originally
composed, or compiled, at a much earlier date; the former appearing probably
about 900, and the latter about 600 B. C.) and doubtless having at his command a
considerable amount of tradition, besides his written sources, the Chronicler must
have been in very good condition to write what may be considered a kind of
interpretive commentary upon not only the books of Samuel, but also upon the
First Book of Kings, two passages from which we have just noticed. If that was
so, and the two books of Chronicles are to be understood then as giving us some
additional information as to what is found in Kings, then the historical noticesin
First Kings which we have examined become asit were illuminated and made
stronger and more positive in their nature than when considered alone. For
instance, in First Kings we were told that Solomon went to Gibeon and offered
sacrifice there, because "that was the great high place ;" bilt now in | Chron. 1:3
we have it al explained, both how Gibeon came to be so called, and what was
Solomon's special reason for going there to offer sacrifice. It was, asis taught
very plainly here in Chornicles, because "the tent of meeting of God which Moses
the servant of Jehovah had made in the wilderness' was at that time in Gibeon.
Thus the rather uncertain mention of matters at Gibeon which isgivenin First
Kingsis made clear and positive by what issaid in Chronicles. Soasoin 1
Chron. 21:29, which is a part of the account given of David's offering sacrifice on
the threshing-floor of Ornan, we have again stronger language used than is found
In Kings, telling us of the existence of the old Mosaic Tabernacle. For in
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explaining David's conduct the Chronicler says as follows: "For the tabernacle of
Jehovah which Moses made in the wilderness and the altar of burnt offering were
at that time in the high place at Gibeon:" Whatever of uncertainty, therefore, or
lack of positive indication, may exist as connected with the passages we have
guoted from Kings, there is no such uncertainty or lack of positive ness herein
Chronicles. On the contrary, these two books, which give us quite an amount of
information respecting the Tabernacle, are always, or at least generaly, very clear
and positive; and on this account, it might be added, the statements made in
Chronicles have sometimes been taken as a kind of guide to the study of the
Tabernacle history in general.

It is claimed by the critics that all the historical books of the Old
Testament underwent a revision during the exile; and according to
the best authorities, Chronicles was composed shortly after the
Persian rule, or about 330 B. C. Selecting, then, about the middie
of the exilic period (586 to 444 B. C.) asthe date for the final
revision of Kings and Samuel, this would make the composition of
Chronicles fall near 200 years after that revision. But of course
Samuel and Kings were originally composed, or compiled, at a
much earlier date; the former appearing probably about 900, and
the latter about 600 B. C.

But here again the critics make their appearance, and are "all up in arms’
against any use to be made of these two books of Chronicles for determining a
matter of ancient history. Of all the untrustworthy historical literature to be found
In the Old Testament there is nothing quite so bad, so the criticstell us, asisin
general Chronicles; and Wellhausen goes so far asto say that one special purpose
served by these two booksis that they show how an author may use his origina
sources with such freedom as to make them say about what he pleases, or
anything according to his own ideas. (See Proleg., Eng. trans., p. 49.) So also
Graf, DeWette, and others, have very energetically attacked the credibility of
these two books. But over against all that is said by the critics as to the
Chronicler's lack of veracity and his violent dealing with his sources, we will
simply, or first, put the testimony of one of the higher critics themselves. It is
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what Dillman, who in point of learning and reliability is acknowledged to be
among the very foremost of all the critics, says with regard to this very matter in
hand: "It is now recognized," affirms that eminent critic, "that the Chronicler has
worked according to sources, and there can be no talk, with regard to him, of
fabrications or misrepresentations of the history." So also Dr. Orr observes that
there is no reason for doubting "the perfect good faith" of the author of
Chronicles; and Prof. James Robertson, of Glasgow University, farther adds that
all such matters as the critics have urged against the Chronicler's veracity or
misuse and even invention of sources, are "superficial and unjust;” and that "there
IS no reason to doubt the honesty of the author in the use of such materials as he
has command of, nor is there any to question the existence of the writings to
which herefers.”

We take it, therefore, that these two books of Chronicles embody not only the
best historical knowledge, but also the best traditions still in existence at their
date; and such being the casg, it is clearly incontrovertible that, asis so
unmistakably taught in these books, the old Mosaic Tabernacle must have
existed. And so long as the critics are unable to impeach the testimony of these
books, which would seem to be impossible, that testimony must stand.

(It isclaimed by the critics, and especially by Wellhausen, that
during the exile the Jewish notions respecting the past of their
national and tribal history underwent a radical change, so much
so that nearly all the religious features of that history were
conceived of as having been very different fromwhat they really
were. Or in other words, the Jewish writers of the exilic period
were, so the criticstell us, accustomed to project religious and
priestly matters belonging to their history in a much later period
away back to the earliest times. Consequently the general ideas of
the temple and of the temple service were thus projected back even
to the days of Moses;, and in thisway, it is explained, the notion of
a Mosaic Tabernacle with an elaborate ritualistic service came
into being. But really thereis no evidence in all the Old Testament
writings, or at all events no evidence that the Jews knew anything
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about, that such a change ever took place. Hence the critics are
decidedly wrong when they represent that the author of Chronicles
was only influenced by the spirit of his age when he undertook to
misrepresent, asit is claimed he did, numerous matters connected
with the past history of this people. The truth is that the Chronicler
was either a base falsifier, or what he tells usin his history must
be received as genuine facts.)

3. TESTIMONY OF SAMUEL

Now, however, let us give attention to the books of Samuel. Here is certainly
another piece of literature against the general credibility of which the critics can
have but little to say. And what do these books tell us respecting the Tabernacle's
history? Very much, indeed; far more than we shall have space here fully to
examine. In the first place, these books tell us that during at least part of the times
which they in general describe, the Mosaic Tabernacle was located at Shiloh, up
in the Ephraimite district. Then next we learn that at least one of the great
festivals connected with the Tabernacle services-the "yearly sacrifice" it is called-
was still being observed. Also we learn that thisis the place where Samuel's
parents, Elkanah and Hannah, went up every year, in order to take part in that
sacrifice. Moreover, it was in the sanctuary at Shiloh, or in some one of its
apartments, that Samuel slept at the time when he had those extraordinary
revelations of Jehovah talking with him, and where also he came into such
intimate and important relations with the aged Eli and his house.

And among still other items reported in those books there is one that invites
our special attention. In 1 Sam., Chap. 2, v. 22, mention is made of certain
"women that did service at the door of the tent meeting." And it was with these
women, as we farther learn, that Eli's two sons, Hophni and Phinehas, committed
at least a part of their wickedness, for which they were so severely condemned,
and afterward punished by Jehovah. Now whatever else this passage may signify,
It certainly intends to teach, by its use of the words "tent of meeting," that in the
time of Samuel the old Mosaic Tabernacle was in existence at Shiloh. For, aswe
have already seen, those words, "tent of meeting,'-' formed a characteristic
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expression by which in Old Testament times the Tabernacle was, quite often at
least, designated and known. This much, as we have already noticed, even
Wellhausen iswilling to admit.

However, the critics raise here two objections. One of them is that the
sanctuary at Shiloh was not really atent or tabernacle, but rather a solid structure,
built perhaps out of stone, wood, or some other material; and the special reason
given by the critics for this view isthat, in Samuel's account of the structure at
Shiloh, there are "posts,” "doors," and some other matters usually indicative of a
solid structure mentioned. But this difficulty can be very easily explained from a
statement made in the Jewish Mishna, (See Conder's " Tent Work in Palestine," -
Vol. 2, p. 84.) which isthat the lower part of the sanctuary at Shiloh "was of
stone,”" but that above this there was atent. Or a more decisive answer to this
objection is that in various Scriptures (such as 2 Sam. 7:6; Psa. 78:60; 1 Kings
8:4; Josh. 18:1, and still others) the structure under consideration is positively
called "atent" and "atabernacle.”

Then the other objection raised by the criticsis that these words, "tent of
meeting," asfound in 1 Sam. 2:22, are an interpolation, or that the whole passage
containing those words is spurious. The reason which they give for such an
assertion is that this passage is not found in the Septuagint. But in reply to such
objection it may be said, firgt, that thisis not the only passage in the Biblein
which mention is made of these women "at the door of the tent of meeting." In
Ex. 38:8, like mention is made; and, as Dr. Orr has observed, it isinconceivable
even on the supposition, which he does not accept, of a post-exilic origin of the
last indicated passage, that just this one mention of the matter alluded to should
occur, unless there was behind this matter some old and wellestablished tradition;
or, in other words, the genuineness of the text in Exodus argues for the
genuineness of the text in Samuel. Besides, as Dr. Orr has again suggested, there
may have been some special reason of delicacy or of regard for the good moral
reputation of the Israglites, on the account of which the makers of the Septuagint
version threw out this item respecting the wickedness of Hophni and Phinehas as
connected with these women. Then, moreover, as an offset to the Septuagint's
authority--which, owing to the known faultiness of its present text and its general

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund8.htm (20 of 42) [15/02/2006 06:05:42 p.m.]



The Tabernacle in the Wilderness: Did it Exist

Inexactness as atranglation, is surely not great-it can be urged that the entire
clause containing the words "tent of meeting" isfound alike in the old Syriac or
Peshitaversion, in the Vulgate, and in the only extant Targum (that of Jonathan
Ben Uzzidl) on this particular passage; all of which very ancient authorities (The
Targum on Samuel, which is attributed to Jonathan Ben Uzziel, is commonly
believed to have been produced some time during the first century; the Peshito
version of the Scriptures is thought to have been made somewhat later, probably
In the second century; while the Latin Vulgate, by Jerome, was completed
between the years 390 and 405 A. D.) render it as certain as anything of atextual
nature could well be made, that the old original text in 1 Sam. 2:22 was exactly as
it isnow in our present-day Hebrew Bible.

And, finally, as perhaps the crowning feature of this array of evidence for the
genuineness of the text under consideration, it can be affirmed that, for English
readers at least, there exists one authority, easy to be consulted, which would
seem to put beyond all reasonable doubt the genuineness of this text. That
authority is our Revised English Version of the Scriptures-aliterary work that in
point of scholarship and general reliability stands perhaps second to none
produced in recent years. And now, if anybody will take the trouble to consult
this Revised Version, he will see that this entire disputed passage is retained, or
that the many eminent scholars, both English and American, who wrought on this
trangdlation are agreed that the words, "tent of meeting," or ohel moed, asin
Hebrew, are genuine, and properly belong to this passage.

Such being the case, the critics are put in a bad plight; and anyway it does not
argue much to the credit of their hypothesis when, in order to carry it through, it
becomes necessary so often to make the claim of interpolation. Of course, anyone
can make what he pleases of any passage of Scripture, provided he only has the
privilege of doctoring it sufficiently beforehand. And with regard to this particulat
passage it may be said that neither Wellhausen nor any other higher critic can do
anything to alter it; because so long as those words ohel moed, or "tent of
meeting," remain in the various textual authorities which we have quoted, so long
It will be impossible to expunge them from our present Hebrew Bible; and no
matter what authorities the critics may be able to quote as omitting these words,
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the preponderance of authority, as matters now stand, will always be in favor of
their retention. We claim then areal victory here, in being able to substantiate so
conclusively, as we think we have done, the genuineness of this text in Samuel.

But what now is the general result of our examinations with regard to the
testimony which Samuel gives us? If our conclusion with regard to the passage
just examined is correct, and we are fully persuaded that it is, then we surely have
demonstrated in the clearest way that not only in the days of Samuel, but
probably long before, the Tabernacle did exist, and was located at Shiloh.

4. TESTIMONY OF JEREMIAH AND PSALM 78

And here, if we careto go still further in thisinvestigation of passages, we
might find some very interesting testimony to the Tabernacl€e's historicity in
Psalm 78 and in the prophecy of Jeremiah. But since we wish to be as brief as
possible, while not neglecting the real strength of our argument, we will simply
indicate, or quote, the Scriptures referred to, and leave the discussion or
interpretation of them to the reader himself. One of these passagesisfound, as
said, isPsa. 78, VS. 59, 60, and reads as follows: "When God heard this he was
wroth, and greatly abhorred Isragl; so that he forsook the tabernacle of Shiloh, the
tent which he placed among men." Another passage, from Jer. 7:12-14, reads
thus: "But go ye now unto my place which wasin Shiloh, where | caused my
name to dwell at the first, and see what | did to it for the wickedness of my people
Israel. Therefore will | do unto the house which is called by my name, wherein ye
trust [the temple at Jerusalem], and unto the place which | gave to you and to
your fathers, as | have done to Shiloh." Still another passage may be found in Jer.
26:6, and reads. "Then will | make this house like Shiloh, and will make this city
(Jerusalem) a curse to al nations of the earth.”

(These passages in Jeremiah are very important as evidence in
favour of the Tabernacle's real existence, since even the higher
critics must admit that the chapters containing them were written
a considerable time before the exile; and therefore these passages
could not, except upon the violent theory of redaction, have been
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affected by writings appearing either during or after the exile. And
asto Psalm 78, which is even more explicit about the structure at
Shiloh's being the old Mosaic Tabernacle, it is much easier to say,
asthe critics do, that this Psalmis post-exilic, than it isto prove
such assertion.)

All these passages, it should be observed, compare the Temple at Jerusalem
with the Tabernacle at Shiloh; and they express the threat, that, unless the
|sraelites repented, God would destroy the Temple at Jerusalem as he had long
before destroyed, or removed, the Tabernacle at Shiloh.

5. TESTIMONY OF JUDGES AND JOSHUA

Y et once more, in order to make our story of the Tabernacle complete, it is
necessary for usto go back somewnhat in history; and so we now quote from the
books of judges and Joshua. Injosh. 18 :1 we read: "And the whole congregation
of the children of Israel assembled themselves together at Shiloh and set up the
tent of meeting there." Then, turning over to Judg. 18:31, we again read, about the
Idolatrous images set up in Dan, that these continued there "all the time that the
house of God was at Shiloh." From these two passages we learn not only how the
"house of God" came to be located at Shiloh-because the children of Isradl,
probably under the leadership of Joshua, set it up there but we learn also that the
two descriptive terms, "tent of meeting" and "house of God," signify the same
thing; for it

Is hardly possible that the "tent of meeting” erected at Shiloh in the days of
Joshua had been replaced in the time of the judges by another structure, different
in kind, and now called the "house of God."

6. ARGUMENT FROM HISTORY OF THE SACRED ARK

But now yet, before we give the entire story of the Tabernacle, we desire to
notice another kind of argument, which is drawn from the history of the sacred
ark. There does not seem to be any notice of the Tabernacle as a structure by
itself in the book of Deuteronomy; but in the tenth chapter of this book, verses 1
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to 5, there is given an account of the construction, not of the Tabernacle, but of
what must be considered as its most important piece of furniture, that is, the Ark
of the Covenant, asit isusually called, or asthe critics prefer to term it, the Ark
of Yahweh (Jehovah). Now, although the critics take a very different view
regarding the date and authority of Deuteronomy from that which has always
been accepted by orthodox scholars, yet especially upon the ground of the
passage referred to, they are willing to admit that at least some kind of a sacred
ark was constructed even in the days of Moses. Moreover, if consistent with the
facts as recorded in the Bible, the critics cannot deny that this same sacred ark,
whatever was its form or purpose, was not only carried by the Israglites on all
their journeys through the wilderness; but was aso finally located by them at
Shiloh; whence, after undergoing various fortunes, it was deposited in the .holy of
holies of Solomon's Temple. Thisthe criticsin general admit; and they are
compelled to do so by their own accepted documents of "J," "E," etc.

Now, that being the casg, it follows that if the history of the sacred ark can be
traced all the way through, or rather all the way 'back from the days of Solomon's
Temple to the days of Moses, somewhat the same thing can be done also with the
Tabernacle. For the Tabernacle, asis very evident from what the critics call the
Priestly Document, was built, among other purposes, for the housing of this
sacred ark; and the same documentary evidence which establishes that fact
establishes also the farther fact that for along period such was really the case.
That isto say, the sacred ark and the old Mosaic Tabernacle went together,
according to Biblical history, down to the times of Shiloh; and they were, after
some period of separation, even brought together again at the dedicatory services
of Solomon's Temple. To be sure, not al of thisis admitted by the critics; but
they cannot deny that the same old ark, which, according to Deut. 10:1-5, was
built by Moses, was finally deposited in Solomon's Temple (Wellhausen
positively states that according to the Law, that is, the Priestly Document, the
Tabernacle is "the insgparable companion of the ark," and that "The two things
necessarily belong to each other." He also admits, on the ground of other”
Biblical evidence, that toward the end of the period of judges there are distinct
traces of the ark as existing: moreover, that this same "ark of Jehovah" was
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finally deposited m Solomon's Temple. (See Proleg., Eng. Trans,, pp. 41, 42.).
With this much conceded, all the rest that we have claimed must necessarily
follow; or, in other words, the admitted history of the Ark of Jehovah establishes
also the historicity of the Mosaic Tabernacle, or at least helps to do so.

| X. ENTIRE STORY OF THE TABERNACLE

Now then we are prepared to give the entire story of that old structure which
was built at Mt. Sinai; only one item being still lacking. This we can learn from 1
Sam., Chaps. 21 and 22; and it is, that for abrief period the Tabernacle seemsto
have been located at Nob, some distance south of Shiloh. With thisitem then
supplied, our story may go forward. As vouched for by the different historic
notices we have been considering, it isas follows:

Built by the Israglites near Mt. Sinal, it was afterward carried by that people
all through the wilderness. Then, having crossed the Jordan with them, and being
set up at Shiloh, it seems for along time to have remained in that place. Next, for
abrief period, it would appear to have been located at Nob, down in the
Benjaminite country; and from this point being carried alittle to the north and
west, it was set up at Gibeon, where it seems to have remained for many years.
And finally upon the erection of the temple in Jerusalem, it was transferred to that
place, and stored away there for safe-keeping; and thisis the last notice which the
Bible gives of it as a matter of history. It had served its purpose, and the time
came now for it to belaid aside as a memorial, or to give place for another and a
more imposing structure.

X. INTIMATE CONNECTION OF THISSTORY WITH OTHER
BIBLICAL HISTORY

Speaking somewhere of the extraordinary influence exerted by Christianity in

our world, Renan says that any attempt to separate this religion from the history
of humanity would be like "tearing up the tree of civilization by itsroots." Very
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much like that, it seemsto us, is the intimacy of relation existing between the
history of the Tabernacle and all the rest of the history recorded in the Old
Testament. Any attempt, therefore. such as that which is made by the critics, to
remove the Tabernacle as a matter of fact from Old Testament history, or to turn
it into amere fiction, would necessarily result in failure. It would do so because
the effect of it would be really to destroy all the surrounding and connected
history given in the Old Testament; which is, of course, impossible. The very
extravagance, therefore, of this higher-critic theory, or the vastness of its
undertaking, is a sure proof of itsinherent falsity. Dr. Vapy French, considering
only the peculiar construction of this Tabernacle story, how wide reaching it is,
and how it is made to conform so accurately with many details of archaeology
and topography, pronouncesit, if viewed as amerefiction, "aliterary
impossibility;" and he suggests that a simpler method to be employed by the
critics, in getting rid of this troublesome story, would be for them "to credit the
last redactor with the authorship of the whole Old Testament Scriptures.”" So aso
Professor Sayce affirms that, regarded as an invention, the Tabernacle story is
"too elaborate, too detailed to be conceivable."

X1.OBJECTIONSOF THE HIGHER CRITICS

It remains for usyet, in order to render our discussion really complete, to
notice afew of the many objections which the higher critics have brought forward
against the Tabernacle's historicity. These objections, however, are, for the most
part, so very frivolous in character, or so utterly lacking in support either from
fact or reason, that they do not really deserve an answer. Nevertheless, to furnish
the reader with some notion of their real character, we will undertake to give
them a cursory examination.

They may all be divided into four classes. The first class embraces all those
objections which are based upon the idea that the account given in the Bible of
the Tabernacle's construction and services, is very unrealistic or impractical inits
nature.

A second class proceeds on the notion that the Mosaic Tabernacle is altogether
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too costly, highly artistic, and ponderous an affair, to have been produced by the
|sraelites at Mt. Sinai, and afterward carried by them all through the wilderness.

Another of these classes--which isreally only one objection--representsthat in
the very oldest sources out of which the Pentateuch was, according to the critic
notion, constructed, there is mention made of another tent, much smaller than was
the Mosaic Tabernacle, and different from that structure also in other respects,
and that, therefore, this second tabernacle, asit may be called, being better
substantiated by literary documents than is the Mosaic structure, it is not
consistent with an acceptance of all the factsin the case to alow that the larger or
Mosaic tent really existed.

And finally, thereis still one class, or a single objection, which makes bold to
affirm that in all the earlier historic books of the Old Testament, even from judges
to 2 Kings, there is no sure mention made of the Tabernacle as areal existence.

Now, if we wereto try to answer all these objections, it might be said of the
last one, that it is already answered. We have answered that objection by showing
not only that there is mention made in those earlier historic books of the Old
Testament of the Tabernacle as areal existence, but aso that this mention is both
sure and abundant. The many historical notices which we have examined, all
telling about the Tabernacle's construction and history, is positive proof to that
effect.

Then, furthermore, with regard to the alleged fact that in the earliest sources,
out of which according to the critic theory the Pentateuch was constructed, there
IS mention made of another or second tent, different from the Mosaic structure,
we have to say with respect to this objection, first of al, that it is far from being
proven that there are in the Pentateuch any such oldest sources as the critics
allege. That item isonly apart of the still unproven theory of the higher critics, in
their interpretation of the Old Testament (The fact of the higher-critic theory
being as yet in an unproven state might be, urged as one important consideration
in favour of the Tabernacl€e's real existence; and especially could such an
argument be legitimately made, inasmuch as the proof of the correctness of that
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theory does not all come from an assured non-existence of the Mosaic structure.
But since an argument of that kind would be, to some extent at least, "reasoning
inacircle," we do not make use of it.). And then, secondly, we might say,
respecting this objection, that it is a difficulty which orthodox scholars have often
noticed and which they have explained in various ways. Perhaps the best
explanation isto allow the reality of the difficulty and to attribute it to some
obscurity or even seeming contradiction existing in the Pentateuchal notices. But
whatever the real difficulty may be, it certainly is not insuperable; and avery
good explanation of it isthat there were really two tents, but one of them, that is,
the smaller tent, was only a kind of provisional structure, perhaps the dwelling-
place of Moses, which was used also for religious purposes, while the larger or
Sinaitic Tabernacle was being prepared (Notices of such smaller tent seemto be
made in Ex. 33:7-11; Num. 11:16; 12:4, 5, and Deut. 31:14, 15; and from these
various passages the critics claimthat they can discover at |east three points of
difference existing between this smaller tent and the larger or Levitical one.
These differences are as follows: (1) The smaller tent was always pitched outside
the camp; but according to the priestly or Levitical history the larger tent was
located within the camp. (2) The smaller tent was only a place of Jehovah's
revelation, or of his communing with his people; but the larger or priestly
structure was, besides, a place of most elaborate worship. (3) Inthe Levitical or
larger tent the priests and Levites regularly served, but in the smaller structure it
was only Josnua, the "servant" of Moses, who had charge of the building. All
these differences, however, are easily explained by the theory, given above, of
there having been really two tents. Besides, it should be observed that after
Moses' death no further mention is made in the Scriptures of this smaller
structure; which fact would seem to be a strong proof that the smaller one of the
two tentswas, primarily at least. a private structure used by Moses.) . With some
allowance for one or two statements made in the Pentateuch which seem not fully
to accord with this view, it will answer all the real exigencies of the case. Or, at
al events, nearly any explanation which preserves the integrity of the
Pentateuchal literature, and triesto reconcile its seeming differences of statement,
on the ground that this literature deals with facts, and is not in large share pure
fiction, isvastly preferable to any of the theories which the critics have thus far
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advanced with regard to this matter.

There remain then only two classes of objections which need still to be
answered. And with regard to one of these classes, that is, the first in our list, it
may be stated that although the objections put forward under this head are quite
numerous, yet asingleillustration of them will show how utterly lacking in
substantial character or reasonableness

each and all of them really are. Theillustration of which we will make useis
taken from Bishop Colenso's famous attack upon the truthfulness of the
Pentateuch and the Book of Joshua. In that attack he puts forward the singular
objection that the Tabernacle was, in its dimensions, far too small to
accommodate all the vast host of the Israelites standing before its door, as the
Scriptures seem to indicate was the case with them on afew occasions.* That vast
host must have numbered, according to the data given in the Pentateuch, as many
at least as some two millions of people; and now Colenso makes the objection
that this great host, standing in ranks, as he would make it, of nine, one rank
behind another, in front of the Tabernacle door, would have formed a procession
some sixty miles long; which, surely, would have been not only a practical
Impossibility so far astheir gathering at the door of the Tabernacle was
concerned, but would have been also a complete demonstration of the
untruthfulness or unreliability of this Pentateuchal record.

*Vid. Lev. 8:35; Num. 10:3, and 27:18-22. Also comp. Num. 16
:16-19.

But there is one thing connected with this record which Bishop Colenso seems
not to have understood. It is that when the author of it was speaking of the whole
congregation of Israel as standing, or gathered, in front of the Tabernacle door, he
was speaking only in general terms. His language then would imply, not that
every individual belonging to the vast Israglitish host stood at the place
mentioned, but only that alarge and representative multitude of these people was
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thus gathered. Or the words might signify that even the whole congregation of the
|sraelites was, on afew occasions, gathered about the Tabernacle, as it had been
gathered around Mt. Sinai when the law was given-not all the people near the
Tabernacle door, but only the leaders, while the great body of the congregation
stood behind them, or around the structure, like a great sea of human beings
stretching away in the distance.

Either of these explanations would meet all the demands of the language used,;
and, as Dr. Orr has remarked, some |east particle of common sense must be
allowed to the writer of this Pentateuchal record; otherwise, with the "crude
absurdities" attributed to him by Bishop Colenso, he could never have written
anything in the least degree rational, or that would bear a moment's reflection
even by himself. Besides, as Dr. Orr has noticed, it is only a customary way of
speaking to say that a whole town or even alarge city was gathered together in
mass-convention, when the place of such meeting was perhaps only some large
hall or good-sized church. Before attacking, therefore, so eagerly with his
arithmetical calculations the truthfulness of the Biblical account, this higher-critic
bishop would have done well to have reflected alittle upon the common use of
language. That would have saved him from falling into abigger blunder than he
tries to fasten upon the writer of this Pentateuchal record.

XII. GREATEST OF THE OBJECTIONS

But there is still one objection raised by the critics which seems to be more
serious in nature. It is an objection based upon what may be called a physical
impossibility, or the incompetency of the Israglites, while at Mt. Sinai or
journeying through the desert, either to construct or carry with them such a
ponderous, highly artistic and costly afabric as was the Sinaitic Tabernacle.
These people in the desert and at Mt. Sinai, we are told, were the merest
wandering Bedouins, having but little civilization and being "poor even to
beggary;" and of course such a people possessed neither the means nor the
intellectual capability necessary for the construction and transportation of the
Tabernacle.
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This peculiar objection, however, rests upon at least two mistakes. The first
oneisthat the Israglites at this time were in such extreme poverty. The Bible tells
us that when the children of Israel left Egypt they went out "every man armed;"
and they carried with them all their herds and flocks, leaving "not a hoof behind."
Moreover, by means of .the many gifts, or exactions of "jewels of silver" and
"jewels of gold" which they received from the Egyptians, they "utterly spoiled"
that people. Such is the representation given in the Bible. And then, too, when
these | sraelites came to Mt. Sinai, here aso, according to the reports of modern
travellers and explorers, they could have found various materials necessary for
constructing the Tabernacle, such as an abundance of copper existing in mines,
various kinds of precious stones, as well as, growing in thisregionin
considerable abundance, the shittim-wood or acaciatree, out of which the boards
and pillars and most of the furniture of the Tabernacle were actually constructed.
So far, therefore, as possessing, or being able to get, the means necessary for a
construction of the Tabernacle was concerned, these people would seem to have
been pretty well supplied.

And then, with regard to the other mistake made by the critics, viz., that these
|sraelites were intellectually incompetent to build the Tabernacle, this assertion
also is not substantiated by facts. For, in the first place, it should be remembered
that all these Hebrews had from their birth dwelt in Egypt, a country which, of all
lands in the world, was at that time the most advanced in all kinds of mechanical,
architectural and industrial art. This, e. g., was the country where the great
pyramids had been produced, and where existed, at that time, at least most of the
magnificent temples, tombs, obelisks, statues and palaces, the ruins of which still
remain. Accordingly, when the children of Israel came out of Egypt, they must
have brought with them a good amount of the architectural and mechanical
wisdom peculiar to that country. Moreover, we are taught in the Bible that these
people, whilein Egypt, dwelt in houses; which, of course, they must have built
for themselves; also that, as slaves, their lives had been made bitter by "all
manner of serviceinthefield," and by "hard servicein brick and in mortar," and
that they had built "store-cities," such as Pithom and Raamses. Putting, therefore,
all these experiences which the Israglites had in Egypt together, it can be easily
seen how they could have learned, even from the Egyptians, sufficient wisdom to
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construct and transport the Tabernacle.

But if we are required yet to name any one particular achievement, ever
accomplished by these people, that was great enough to warrant the belief of their
being able to construct and carry with them all through the wilderness the Sinaitic
Tabernacle, then, both with promptness and high appreciation, we point to that
very extraordinary congquest which they made of the Holy Land, and also to the
almost equally extraordinarily long march made by them through the wilderness,
and we wish to say that any people who could accomplish two such prodigious
deeds as were these could easily have accomplished the so much easier task of
building and transporting the old Mosaic "tent of meeting.".

Our conclusion, therefore, isthat, all teachings of the higher criticsto the
contrary notwithstanding, those I sraglitish people were abundantly competent,
both in point of intellectual ability and of material supplies, to accomplish each
and all of the works which are accredited them in the Bible.

XI1. MARKSOF EGYPT AND THE DESERT

But this line of argument is one that can be pursued to a much greater extent,
and it can be shown that instead of the conditions surrounding the Israelites at Mt.
Sinai and while they were in the wilderness being against the truthfulness of the
Biblical record appertaining to those matters, such conditions are really in favour
of that record's truthfulness, as well as of the Tabernacle's real existence. For
Illustration, we are told in the Bible that the wood out of which alarge part of the
Tabernacle was constructed, was not taken from the lofty cedars growing in
L ebanon, nor from the sycamores growing in the Palestinian valleys, but from the
humble acacia or shittim-wood tree, which, as we have already seen, flourishes
quite plentifully in the Sinaitic region; all of which particulars accord fully with
the topographical factsin the case. So aso, if we are to believe in the testimonies
of ancient Egyptian monuments and the results of modern Egyptian explorations,
there is many a resemblance which can be found to exist between matters
connected with old Egyptian temples, their structure; furniture, priesthood and
services, and other like matters appertaining to the Tabernacle. Indeed, some of
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these resemblances go so far in their minute details as to an arrangement of
buildings according to the points of compass--a peculiarity which was found both
In Egypt and in connection with the Tabernacle; different apartmentsin the
structure, graded according to sanctity; the possession of a sacred ark or chest,
peculiarly built and located; strange winged figures, which as existing in the
Tabernacle were called "cherubim;" a gradation of the priests; priestly dress and
ornaments; the breast-plate and mitre worn by the high-priest; different animals
offered in sacrifice; the burning of incense, etc., that the impression left upon the
mind of a person who knows about these things as existing in ancient Egypt and
then reads in the Bible about similar matters connected with the Tabernacle s,
that whoever wrote this Biblical account must himself have been in Egypt and
have seen the old Egyptian worship and temples, in order to make his record
conform in so many respects to what was found in that country. (Prof. Sayce
undertakes to show that the foreign influences affecting the structure of the
Tabernacle and the nature of its services came rather from Babylonia and
Assyria than from Egypt, yet, so far as all the topographical items mentioned
above are concerned, they can all be abundantly substantiated by facts from
history and archaeology.)

So adso if we give attention to the peculiar experiences had by the Israglites
during their march through the wilderness, we shall see from what the Bible tells
us about their setting up and taking down the Tabernacle; about the wagons
furnished for its transportation; about the pillar of cloud going before it or resting
upon it, in connection with their long march; also about the necessity of going
outside of the camp in order to perform some of the Tabernacle services,-from all
these and various other indications given in the Bible, we can surely perceive that
the conditions of these people were such as to warrant the belief that they did
Indeed, as the Bible represents, journey through a wilderness, and that they
carried with them their tent of worship.

In his book, entitled "Nature and the Supernatural," Dr. Horace Bushnell tells
of an important legal case that once was gained by one of the lawyers noticing, in
the web of a sheet of paper which he held in his hand, certain "water-marks"
which had been made in the paper during the process of its manufacture. These
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water-marks being indelible, they served as the best kind of proof of certain facts
which it was desired to establish. And so we would characterize all those
evidences coming from a correspondence of the Bible account with
archaeological facts, which have to do with the Israelites being in Egypt and their
journeying through the Sinaitic desert, as so many water-marks left indelibly, not
upon, but in the very web of the Biblical record; proving not only the undeniable
truthfulness of this record, but also the real existence of the Tabernacle.

X1V.SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

To sum up then the different points which we have endeavoured to makein
our argument, it will be remembered that, in the first place, after having outlined
our general proposition, and after having from various considerations shown the
importance of its discussion, we affirmed that there are certain great presumptions
which lie in the way of our accepting the higher-critic theory as true. Next we
introduced some archaeological and other testimony external to the Bible, which
we found to be helpful in proving the Tabernacle's historicity. And then, by quite
an extended examination of the many historical notices respecting the Tabernacle,
or respecting the sacred ark as connected with it, which are found in the Old
Testament, we established, we think, as a matter beyond all reasonable doubt, the
actual historicity of this structure; showing how it was built near Mt. Sinai and
then was known to exist continuously for some five hundred years, or from the
time of Moses unto the time of David and Solomon. And then, finally, to make
our argument as complete as possible, we noticed, somewhat briefly and yet with
considerable fullness, the many objections which the higher critics have raised
against the Tabernacle's existence, showing that none of these objectionsisreally
valid, and turning the last one into a positive proof on our side of the question.

XV.CONCLUSION

And now, if there remains yet anything which needs to be said, it seemsto us
It isonly the assertion that, whether the higher critics will admit it or not, the old
Mosaic Tabernacle, surely did exist. Or if there are persons who, in spite of all the
numerous important testimonies which we have adduced from the Bible and other
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sources to the Tabernacle's historicity, still persist in denying such evidence, and
In saying that the whole matter was only a priestly fiction, then what the Saviour
says, with respect to some of the scepticsliving in hisday, is quite applicable: If
they believe not Moses and the prophets, neither would they believe though one
rose from the dead." Or to state the case a little differently and somewhat
humorously, it might be said that the fact of any person's denying the real
existence of the Tabernacle, when so much positive evidence exists in favour of
iIt, reminds one of what Lord Byron says with regard to Bishop Berkeley's
philosophical denial of the existence of matter:

"When Bishop Berkeley saysit is no matter.
Then 'tis no matter what he says."

But if the Tabernacle in the wilderness did really exist, then what becomes of
the peculiar theory of the higher critics ? That necessarily falls to the ground, or is
proven to be untrue; for, as was shown in the early part of this discussion, the
entire critic hypothesis rests upon, or has for one of its main pillars, the assumed
non-existence of the Tabernacle, or what amounts to the same thing, the alleged
late origin of the Mosaic ritualistic law. Both of these premises being now
demonstrated to be unsound, the Tabernacle "which Moses made in the
wilderness' will very likely remain where the Bible puts it--among the great
undeniable facts of the world's history, and not, as the critics would haveit,
among fictions or forgeries.

ADDENDA

VARIOUSFACTSRESPECTING PLACESWHERE THE TABERNACLE
WASBUILT OR LOCATED

|. MOUNT SINAI ITSLOCATION AND PRESENT APPEARANCE

Dr. J. W. Dawson, in his"Modern Science in Bible Lands," givesthe
following facts with regard to the location and present appearance of the
mountain near which the Tabernacle was built.
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"The actual position of Mount Sinai has been a subject of keen controversy,
which may be reduced to two questions. 1st, Was Mount Sinai in the peninsula of
that name or elsewhere? 2d, Which of the mountains of the peninsula was the
Mount of the Law? Asto thefirst of these questions, the claims of the peninsula
are supported by an overwhelming mass of tradition and of authority, ancient and
modern.

"If this question be considered as settled, then it remains to inquire which of
the mountain summits of that group of hillsin the southern end of the peninsula,
which seems to be designated in the Bible by the general name of Horeb, should
be regarded as the veritable 'Mount of the Law? Five of the mountain summits of
thisregion have laid claim to this distinction; and their relative merits the
explorers [those of the English Ordnance Survey] test by seven criteriawhich
must be fulfilled by the actual mountain. These are: (1) A mountain overlooking a
plain on which the millions of Israel could be assembled. (2) Space for the people
to 'remove and stand afar off' when the voice of the Lord was heard, and yet to
hear that voice. (3) A defined peak distinctly visible from the plain. (4) A
mountain so precipitous that the people might be said to stand under it and to
touch its base. (5) A mountain capable of being isolated by boundaries. (6) A
mountain with springs and streams of water in itsvicinity. (7) Pasturage to
maintain the flocks of the people for ayear.

"By these criteria the surveyors rgect two of the mountains, Jebel el Ejmeh
and Jebel Ummalawi, as destitute of sufficient water and pasturage. Jebel
Katharina, whose claims arise from a statement of Josephus that Sinai was the
highest mountain of the district, which this peak actually is, with the exception of
a neighboring summit twenty-five feet higher, they reect because of the fact that
it isnot visible from any plain suitable for the encampment of the Israelites.
Mount Serbal has in modern times had some advocates; but the surveyors allege
In opposition to these that they do not find, as has been stated, the Sinaitic
inscriptions more plentiful there than elsewhere, that the traces of early Christian
occupancy do not point to it any more than early tradition, and that it does not
meet the topographical requirements in presenting a defined peak, convenient
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camping-ground, or a sufficient amount of pasturage.

"There only remains the long-established and venerated Jebel Musa-the
orthodox Sinai; and this, in aremarkable and conspicuous manner, fulfils the
required conditions, and, besides, illustrates the narrative itself in unexpected
ways. This mountain has, however, two dominant peaks, that of Jebel Musa
proper, 7,363 feet in height, and that of Ras Sufsafeh, 6,937 feet high; and of
these the explorers do riot hesitate at once to prefer the latter. This peak or ridge
Is described as almost isolated, as descending precipitously to the great plain of
the district, Er Rahah, which is capable of accommodating two millions of
personsin full view of the peak, and has ample camping ground for the whole
host in itstributary valleys. Further, it is so completely separated from the
neighbouring mountains that a short and quite intelligible description would
define its limits, which could be easily marked out.

"Another remarkable feature is, that we have here the brook descending out of
the mount referred to in Exodus (Ch. 32:20), and, besides this, five other
perennial streams in addition to many good springs. The country is by no means
desert, but supplies much pasturage; and when irrigated and attended to, forms
good gardens, and isindeed one of the best and most fertile spots of the whole
peninsula. The explorers show that the statements of some hasty travelers who
have given a different view are quite incorrect, and also that there is reason to
believe that there was greater rainfall and more verdure in ancient times than at
present in this part of the country. They further indicate the Wady Shreick, in
which is the stream descending from the mount, as the probable place of the
making and destruction of the golden calf, and a hill known as Jebel Moneijeh,
the mount of conference, as the probable site of the Tabernacle. They think it not
improbable that while Ras Sufsafeh was the Mount of the Law, the retirement of
Moses during his sojourn on the mount may have been behind the peak, in the
recesses of Jebel Musa, which thus might properly bear his name."

II. SHILOH

ITSRUINSASRECENTLY INVESTIGATED
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Colonél Sir Charles Wilson thus describes the present ruins of Shiloh, in
"Exploration Fund Quarterly Statement™ for 1873, pp. 37, 38:

"The ruins of Seilun (Shiloh) cover the surface of a "tell,' or mound, on a spur
which lies between two valleys, that unite about a quarter of a mile above Khan
L ubban, and thence run to the sea. The existing remains are those of afellahin
village, with few earlier foundations, possibly of the date of the Crusades. The
walls are built with old materials, but none of the fragments of columns
mentioned by some travellers can now be seen. On the summit are afew heavy
foundations, perhaps those of a keep, and on the southern side is a building with a
heavy sloping buttress. The rock is exposed over nearly the whole surface, so that
little can be expected from excavation. Northwards, the "tell' lopes down to a
broad shoulder across which a sort of level court, 77 feet wide and 412 feet long,
has been cut out. The rock isin places scarped to a height of five feet, and along
the sides are several excavations and afew small cisterns. The level portion of the
rock is covered by afew inches of soil. It is not improbable that the place was
thus prepared to receive the Tabernacle, which, according to Rabbinical
traditions, was a structure of low stone walls, with the tent stretched over the top.
At any rate, there is no other level space on the “tell' sufficiently largeto receive a
tent of the dimensions of the Tabernacle.

"The spring of Seillnisin asmall valley which joins the main one a short
distance northeast of the ruins. The supply, which is small, after running afew
yards through a subterranean channel, was formerly led into a rock-hewn
reservoir, but now runsto waste."

To the above items Mg or Claude R Conder, R. E., inhis"Tent Lifein
Palesting;" Vol I, pp. 81, 82, adds as follows:

"There is no site in the country fixed with greater certainty than that of Shiloh.
The modern name Seil(in preserves the most archaic form, which isfound in the
Bible in the ethnic Shilonite (1 Kings 11:29). The position of the ruins agrees
exactly with the very definite description given in the Old Testament of the
position of Shiloh, as “on the north side of Bethel (now Belitin), on the east side of

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund8.htm (38 of 42) [15/02/2006 06:05:42 p.m.]



The Tabernacle in the Wilderness: Did it Exist

the highway that goeth up from Bethel to Shechem, and on the south of L ebonah'
(Lubbin) (Judg. 21:19). It isjust here that Shiloh still stands in ruins. The scenery
of the wild mountains is finer than that in Judea; the red colour of the cliffs,
which are of great height, is far more picturesgue than' the shapel ess chalk
mountains near Jerusalem; the fig gardens and olive groves are more luxuriant,
but the crops are poor compared with the plain and round Bethlehem. A deep
valley runs behind the town on the north, and in its sides are many rock-cut
sepulchres.

"The vineyards of Shiloh have disappeared, though very possibly once
surrounding the spring, and perhaps extending down the valley westwards, where
water is also found. With the destruction of the village, desolation has spread over
the barren hills around."

[11.NOB

SITEOF THE VILLAGE IDENTIFIED

So thinks Rev. W. Shaw Caldecott. See histreatise on "The Tabernacle, Its
History and Structure,”" pp. 53, 54-

"Four miles to the north of Jerusalem, anu at the distance of a quarter of amile
to the east of the main road, is a curiously knobbed and double-topped hill, named
by the Arabs Tell (or Tulell) el-Full. The crown of this hill is thirty feet higher
than Mount Zion, and Jerusalem can be plainly seen fromit. Onitstopisalarge
pyramidal mound of unhewn stones, which Robinson supposes to have been
originally a square tower of 40 or 50 feet, and to have been violently thrown
down. No other foundations are to be seen. At the foot of the hill are ancient
substructions, built of large unhewn stones in low, massive walls. These are on
the south side, and adjoin the great road.

"If we take the Scriptural indications asto the site of Nob (height), this hill and
these ruins fulfil all the conditions of the case.

"(@) Nob was so far regarded as belonging to Jerusalem, as one of its villages
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(thus involving its proximity), that David's bringing Goliath's head and sword to
the Tabernacle at Nob was regarded as bringing them to Jerusalem (1 Sam.
17:54).

"(b) A clearer indication asto its Situation is, however, gained by the record of
the restoration towns and villages in which Nob is mentioned, the name occurring
between those of Anathoth and Ananiah (Neh. 11:32). These two places still bear
practically the same names, and their sites are well known. In the narrow space
between Anata and Hanina stands the hill Tell el-Full, which we take to be
ancient Nob.

"(c) Another indication is contained in Isaiah's account of Sennacherib's march
on Jerusalem, the picturesque climax of whichis, "Thisvery day shall he halt at
Nob; he shaketh his hand at the mount of the daughter of Zion, the hill of
Jerusalem'’ (Isa. 10:28-32). There are only two hills on the north from which the
city can be seen, so asto give reality to the poet's words. One' of these is Neby
Samwil, and the other is Tell el-Full."

V. GIBEON

IDENTITY OF ANCIENT CITY WITH EL.-JIB, ALSO THE "GREAT HIGH PLACE,"
OF | KINGS 3:4, INDICATED

In Hastings Dictionary of the Bible, Art. Gibeon, J. F. Stenning says as
follows:

"The identity of Gibeon with the village of El-Jib, which lies some six or
seven miles northwest of Jerusalem, is practically beyond dispute. The modern
village still preserves the first part of the older name, while its situation agreesin
every respect with the requirements of the history of the Old Testament. Just
beyond Tell el-Full (Gibeah), the main road north from Jerusalem to Beitin
(Bethel) isjoined by a branch road leading up from the coast. The latter forms the
continuation of the most southerly of three routes which connect the Jordan valley
with the Maritime Plains. * * * Now just before this road (coming up from the
Jordan valley) leaves the higher ground and descends to the Shepheleh, it divides
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into two, the one branch leading down to the Wady Suleiman, the other running

in a more southerly direction by way of the Bethhorons. Here, on this fertile, open
plateau, slightly to the south of the main road, rises the hill on which the modern
village of El-Jib isbuilt, right on the frontier line which traverses the central

range to the south of Bethel. It was the natural pass across Palestine, which in
early times served as the political border between North and South Israel, and it
was owing to its position that Gibeon acquired so much prominence in the reigns
of David and Solomon. A short distance to the east of the village, at the foot of
the hill, thereis, further, a stone tank o. reservoir of considerable size, supplied by
a spring which risesin a cave higher up."

This spring, the explorers tell us, was probably the ancient "pool of Gibeon"
mentioned in 2 Sam. 2:13.

Also, respecting the "great high place," Smith's Dictionary has the following:

"The most natural position for the high place of Gibeon isthe twin mountain
Immediately south of El-Jib, so close asto be all but a part of the town, and yet
quite separate and distinct. The testimony of Epiphanius viz., that the "Mount of
Gibeon' was the highest round Jerusalem, by which Dean Stanley supports his
conjecture (that the present Neby Samwil was the great high place), should be
recelved with caution, standing, asit does, quite alone and belonging to an age
which, though early, was marked by ignorance and by the most improbable
conclusions.”

Some additional facts, as given by Rev. W. Shaw Caldecott (ibid. pp. 60-62),
are asfollows:

"El-Jib is built upon an isolated oblong hill standing in a plain or basin of great
fertility. The northern end of the hill is covered ‘over with old massive ruins,
which have fallen down in every direction, and in which the villagers now live.
Across the plain to the south is the lofty range of Neby Samwil. * * * Gibeon was
one of the four towns in the division of Benjamin given as residences for the sons
of Aaron (Josh. 21:17). It was thus already inhabited by priests, and this, added to
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Its other advantages, made it, humanly speaking, a not unsuitable place for the
capital of the new kingdom. No remains of (very ancient) buildings have been
discovered, such asthose of er-Ramah and Tell el-Full."
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THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE

THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE

OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL
BY

CANON G. OSBORNE TROOP, M. A.,
Montreal, Canada

The whole Bible is stamped with the Divine “Hall-Mark” ; but the Gospel
according to St. John is primus inter pares. Through it, as through a transparency,
we gaze entranced into the very holy of holies, where shines in unearthly glory
“the great vision of the face of Christ”. Y et man’s perversity has made it the
“storm center” of New Testament criticism, doubtless for the very reason that it
bears such unwavering testimony both to the deity of our Lord and Savior, Jesus
Christ, and to His perfect humanity. The Christ of the Fourth Gospel is no
unhistorical, idealized vision of the later, dreaming church, but is, asit practically
claimsto be, the picture drawn by “the disciple whom Jesus loved”, an eye-
witness of the blood and water that flowed from His pierced side. These may
appear to be mere unsupported statements, and as such will at once be dismissed
by ascientific reader. Nevertheless the appeal of this articleisto the instinct of
the “one flock” of the “one Shepherd”. “They know Hisvoice’ ... “astranger will
they not follow.”

1. There is one passage in this Gospel that flashes like lightning — it dazzles our
eyes by itsvery glory. To the broken-hearted Martha the L ord Jesus says with
startling suddenness, “I am the resurrection and the life; he that believeth on Me,
though he die, yet shall helive; and whosoever liveth and believeth in Me, shall
never die.”

It is humbly but confidently submitted that these words are utterly beyond the
reach of human invention. It could never have entered the heart of man to say, “|
am the resurrection and the life.” “ There isaresurrection and alife,” would have
been a great and notable saying, but this Speaker identifies Himself with the
resurrection and with life eternal. The words can only be born from above, and
He who utters them is worthy of the utmost adoration of the surrendered soul.

In an earlier chapter John records a certain question addressed to and answered by
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our Lord in amanner which has no counterpart in the world’ s literature. “What
shall we do,” the eager people cry; “What shall we do that we might work the
works of God?” “Thisisthework of God”, our Lord replies, “that ye believe on
Him whom He hath sent” (John 6:28,29). | venture to say that such an answer to
such aquestion has no parallel. Thisisthe work of God that ye accept ME. | am
the Root of the tree which bears the only, fruit pleasing to God. Our Lord states
the converse of thisin chapter 16, when He says that the Holy Spirit will “convict
the world of sin ... because they believe not on ME.” Theroot of all evil is
unbelief in Christ. The condemning sin of the world liesin the regjection of the
Redeemer. Here we have the root of righteousness and the root of sinin the
acceptance or regjection of His wondrous personality. Thisis unique, and
proclaims the Speaker to be “ separate from sinners’ though “the Lord hath laid
on Him theiniquity of usall.” Truly, “HeisHis own best evidence, Hiswitnessis
within.”

2. Pass on to the fourteenth chapter, so loved of all Christians. Listen to that
Voice, which is as the voice of many waters, asit sounds in the ears of the
troubled disciples:

“Let not your heart be troubled; ye believe in God, believe also in ME. In My
Father’ s house are many mansions: if it were not so, | would have told you. | go
to prepare aplace for you. And if |1 go and prepare a place for you, | will come
again, and receive you unto Myself; that where | am, there ye may be also.”

Who ishewho daresto say: “Ye believe in God, believe asoin Me’? He
ventures thus to speak because He is the Father’ s Son. Man’' s son is man can
God’' s Son be anything less than God? Elsewhere in this Gospel He says: “I and
the Father are one”. The fourteenth chapter reveals the Lord Jesus as completely
at home in the heavenly company. He speaks of His Father and of the Holy Spirit
as Himself being one of the utterly holy Family. He knows all about His Father’s
house with its many mansions. He was familiar with it before the world was.
Mark well, too, the exquisite touch of transparent truthfulness: “If it were not so, |
would havetold

you.” An ear-witness alone could have caught and preserved that touching
parenthesis, and who more likely than the disciple whom Jesus loved?

As we leave this famous chapter let us not forget to note the wondrous words in
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verse 23:

“If aman love Me, he will keep My words; and My Father will love him, and WE
will come unto him and make our abode with him.”

This saying can only be characterized as blasphemous, if it be not the true
utterance of one equal with God. On the other hand, does any reasonable man
serioudly think that such words originated in the mind of aforger?

“Every onethat is of the truth heareth My Voice’, and surely that voiceis here.

3. When we come to chapter 17 we pass indeed into the very inner chamber of the
King of kings. It records the high-priestly prayer of our Lord, when He “lifted up
His eyes to heaven and said, Father, the hour is come, glorify Thy Son that Thy
Son may also glorify Thee.” Let any man propose to himself the awful task of
forging such a prayer, and putting it into the mouth of an imaginary Christ. The
brain reels at the very thought of it. It is, however, perfectly natural that St. John
should record it. It must have fallen upon the ears of himself and his fellow-
disciples amidst an awestricken silence in which they could hear the very
throbbing of their listening hearts. For their very hearts were listening through
their ears as the Son poured out His soul unto the Father. It isarare privilege, and
one from which most men would sensitively shrink, to listen even to afellowman
alone with God. Y et the Lord Jesus in the midst of His discipleslaid bare His
very soul before His Father, asreally as if He had been alone with Him. He
prayed with the cross and its awful death full in view, but in the prayer thereis no
dightest hint of failure or regret, and there is no trace of confession of sin or need
of forgiveness. These are all indelible marks of genuineness. It would have been
impossible for a sinful man to conceive such aprayer. But all is consistent with
the character of Him who “ spake as nhever man spake”, and could challenge the
world to convict Him of sin.

With such thoughts in mind let us now look more closely into the words of

the prayer itself.

“Father, the hour is come; glorify Thy Son, that Thy Son also may glorify Thee:
As Thou hast given Him power over all flesh, that He should give eternal life to
as many as Thou hast given Him. And thisislife eternal, that they might know
Thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent.”
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Here we have again the calm placing of Himself on alevel with the Father in
connection with eternal life. And it is not out of place to recall the consistency of
this utterance with that often-called “ Johannine” saying recorded in Matthew and
Luke: “All things are delivered unto Me of My Father: and no man knoweth the
Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, and he to
whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal Him.” We read also in St.John 14.6: “No
man cometh unto the Father but by Me”. And as we reverently proceed further in
the prayer we find Him saying: “And now, O Father, glorify Thou Me with Thine
own self, with the glory which | had with Thee before the world was.” These
words are natural to the Father’ s Son as we know and worship Him, but they are
beyond the reach of an uninspired man, and who Can imagine aforger inspired of
the Holy Ghost? Such words would, however, be graven upon the very heart of an
ear-witness such as the disciple whom Jesus loved.

We have in this prayer also the fuller revelation of the “one flock” and “one
Shepherd” pictured in chapter ten:

“Neither pray | for these alone, but for them also which shall believe on Me
through their word; that they all may be one; as Thou, Father, art in Me, and | in
Thee, that they also may be onein us: That the world may believe that Thou hast
sent Me. And the glory which Thou gavest Me | have given them; that they may
be one, even aswe are one: | in them, and Thou in Me, that they may be perfected
into one; and that the world may know that Thou hast sent Me, and hast |loved
them, as Thou hast loved Me.”

In these holy words there breathes a cry for such a unity as never entered into the
heart of mortal man to dream of. It isno cold and formal ecclesiastical unity, such
as that suggested by the curious and unhappy mistranslation of “one fold” for
“one flock” in St.John 10:16. It isthe living unity of the living flock with the
living Shepherd of the living God. It is actually the same as the unity subsisting
between the Father and the Son. And according to St. Paul in Romans 8:19, the
creation iswaiting for its revelation. The one Shepherd has from the beginning
had His one flock in answer to His prayer, but the world has not yet seenit, and is
therefore

still unconvinced that our Jesus is indeed the Sent of God. The world has seen the
Catholic Church and the Roman Catholic Church, but the Holy Catholic Church
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no eye as yet has seen but God's. For the Holy Catholic Church and the
Shepherd’' s one flock are one and the same, and the world will not see either “till
He come.” The Holy Catholic Church is an object of faith and not of sight, and so
Isthe one flock. In spite of all attempts at elimination and organization wheat and
tares together grow, and sheep and wolves-in-sheep’ s-clothing are found together
in the earthly pasture grounds. But when the Good Shepherd returns He will bring
His beautiful flock with Him, and eventually the world will see and believe. “O
the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How
unsearchable are His judgments, and His ways past finding out!”

The mystery of this spiritual unity lies hidden in the high-priestly prayer, but we
may feel sure that no forger could ever discover it, for many of those who profess
and call themselves Christians are blind to it even yet.

4. The “Christ before Pilate” of St. John is aso stamped with every mark of
sincerity and truth. What mere human imagination could evolve the noble words:
“My kingdom is not of thisworld; if My kingdom were of thisworld, then would
My servants fight, that | should not be delivered to the Jews: but now is My
kingdom not from hence. To thisend was | born, and for this cause came | into
the world, that | should bear witness unto the truth. Every one that is of the truth
heareth

My voice’?

The whole wondrous story of the betrayal, the denidl, the trial, the condemnation
and crucifixion of the Lord Jesus, as given through St. John, breathes with the
living sympathy of an eye-witness. The account, moreover, is aswonderful in the
delicacy of itsreserve asin the simplicity of itsrecital. It is entirely free from
sensationalism and every form of exaggeration. It is calm and judicial in the
highest degree. If it iswritten by the inspired disciple whom Jesus loved, al is
natural and easily “understanded of the people’; while on any other supposition,
it is fraught with difficulties that cannot be explained away. “I am not credulous
enough

to be an unbeliever,” isawise saying in thisasin many similar connections.

5. The Gospel opens and closes with surpassing grandeur. With Divine dignity it
links itself with the opening words of Genesis: “In the beginning was the Word,

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund9.htm (5 of 7) [15/02/2006 06:05:44 p.m.]



THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE

and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. ... And the Word became
flesh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld His glory, the glory as of the Only
Begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.”

What alifelike contrast with this sublime description is found in the introduction
of John the Baptist: “ There came a man sent from God whose name was John”. In
the incarnation Christ did not become a man but man. Moreover in this Paul and
John are in entire agreement. “ Thereis one God”, says St. Paul to Timothy; “one
Mediator aso between God and man Himself Man — Christ Jesus.” Theredlity
of the Divine Redeemer’ s human nature is beautifully manifested in the touching
interview between the weary Savior and the guilty Samaritan woman at the well;
as also in His perfect human friendship with Mary and Martha and their brother
Lazarus, culminating in the priceless words, “ Jesus wept”.

And so by the bitter way of the Cross the grandeur of the incarnation passes into
the glory of the resurrection. The last two chapters are alive with thrilling
incident. If any one wishes to form atrue conception of what those brief chapters
contain, let him read “ Jesus and the Resurrection,” by the saintly Bishop of
Durham (Dr. Handley Moule) and his cup of holy joy will fill to overflowing. At
the empty tomb we breathe the air of the unseen kingdom, and presently we gaze
enraptured on the face of the Crucified but risen and ever living King. Mary
Magdalene, standing in her broken-hearted despair, is all unconscious of the
wondrous fact that holy angels are right in front of her and standing behind her is
her living Lord and Master. Slowly but surely the glad story spreads from lip to
lip and heart to heart, until

even the honest but stubborn Thomas is brought to his knees, crying in a burst of
remorseful, adoring joy, “My Lord and my God!”

Then comes the lovely story of the fruitless all-night toil of the seven fishermen,
the appearance at dawn of the Stranger on the beach, the miracul ous draught of
fishes, the glad cry of recognition, “It is the Lord? the never-to-be- forgotten
breakfast with the risen Saviour, and His searching interview with Peter, passing
into the mystery of St. John's old age.

In all these swiftly-drawn outlines we feel ourselves instinctively in the presence
of the truth. We are crowned with the Saviour’ s beatitude: “Blessed are they that
have not seen, and yet have believed,” and we are ready to yield aglad assent to
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the statement which closes chapter twenty:

“Many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence of His disciples, which are not
written in this book; but these are written that ye might believe that Jesusisthe
Christ, the Son of God; and that believing ye might have lifein His Name.”
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OLD TESTAMENT
BY
WILLIAM CAVEN, D. D, LL. D.,
Late Principal Of Knox College, Toronto, Canada

Both Jews and Christians receive the Old Testament as containing arevelation
from God, While the latter regard it as standing in close and vital relationship to
the New Testament. Everything connected with the Old Testament has, of recent
years, been subjected to the closest scrutiny — the authorship of its several
books, the time when they were written, their style, their historical value, their
religious and ethical teachings. Apart from the veneration with which we regard
the Old Testament writings on their own account, the intimate connection which
they have with the Christian Scriptures necessarily gives us the degpest interest in
the conclusions which may be reached by Old Testament criticism. For us the
New Testament Dispensation presupposes and grows out of the Mosaic, so the
books of the New Testament touch those of the Old at every point: In vetere
testamento novum latet, et in novo vetus patet. (In the Old Testament the New is
concealed, and in the New the Old is reveal ed).

We propose to take a summary view of the testimony of our Lord to the Old
Testament, as it is recorded by the Evangelists. The New Testament writers
themselves largely quote and refer to the Old Testament, and the views which
they express regarding the old economy and its writings are in harmony with the
statements of their Master; but, for various reasons, we here confine ourselvesto
what isrelated of the Lord Himself. Let usrefer, first, to what is contained or
necessarily implied in the Lord’ s testimony to the Old Testament Scriptures, and,
secondly, to the critical value of His testimony.

1. THELORD'STESTIMONY TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

Our Lord’ s authority — though thisis rather the argumentum silentio — may be
cited in favor of the Old Testament canon as accepted by the Jewsin Hisday. He
never charges them with adding to or taking from the Scriptures, or in any way
tampering with the text. Had they been guilty of so great asinit is hardly possible

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund10.htm (1 of 23) [15/02/2006 06:05:48 p.m.]



THE TESTIMONY OF CHRIST TO THE

that among the charges brought against them, this matter should nor even be
alluded to. The Lord reproaches His countrymen with ignorance of the Scriptures,
and with making the law void through their traditions, but He never hints that
they have foisted any book into the canon, or rejected any which deserved a place
init.

Now, the Old Testament canon of the first century is the same as our own. The
evidence for thisis complete, and the fact is hardly questioned. The New
Testament contains, indeed, no catalogue of the Old Testament books, but the
testimony of Josephus, of Melito of Sardis, of Origen, of Jerome, of the Talmud,
decisively shows that the Old Testament canon, once fixed, has remained
unaltered. Whether the steady Jewish tradition that the canon was finally
determined by Ezra and the Great Synagogueis

altogether correct or not, it is certain that the Septuagint agrees with the Hebrew
as to the canon, thus showing that the subject was not in dispute two centuries
before Christ. Nor is the testimony of the Septuagint weakened by the fact that
the common Old Testament Apocrypha are appended to the canonical books; for
“of no one among the Apocryphal

booksisit so much as hinted, either by the author, or by any other Jewish writer,
that it was worthy of a place among the sacred books’ (Kitto’s Cyclo., art.
“Canon”). The Lord, it is observed, never quotes any of the aprocryphal books,
nor refers to them.

NO PART ASSAILED

If our Lord does not name the writers of the books of the Old Testament in detalil,
it may at least be said that no word of His calls in question the genuineness of any
book, and that he distinctly assigns several parts of Scripture to the writers whose
names they pass under. The Law is ascribed to Moses; David' s name is connected
with the Psalms; the prophecies of Isaiah are attributed to Isaiah, and the
prophecies of Daniel to Daniel. We

shall afterward inquire whether these references are merely by way of
accommodation, or whether more importance should be attached to them,; in the
meantime, we note that the Lord does not, in any instance, express dissent from
the common opinion, and that, as to several parts of Scripture, He distinctly
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endorsesiit.
The references to Moses as legislator and writer are such asthese: To the
cleansed leper He says,

. “Go thy way, shew thyself to the priest, and offer the gift that Moses
commanded” (Matthew 8:4).

. “He saith unto them, Moses because of the hardness of your hearts suffered
you to put away your wives' (Matthew 19:8).

. “If they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded,
though one rose from the dead” (Luke 16:31).

. “For Moses said, Honor thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso curseth
father or mother, let him die the death” (Mark 7:10).

. “And beginning at Moses and all the prophets, he expounded unto them in
all the Scriptures the things concerning himself” (Luke 24:27).

. “All things must he fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, and in
the prophets, and in the psalms, concerning me” (Luke 24:44).

. “Thereisone that accuseth you, even Moses, in whom ye trust. For had ye
believed Moses, ye would have believed Me: For he wrote of Me. But if ye
believed not his writings, how shall ye believe My words?’ (John 5:45-47).

. “Did not Moses give you the law, and yet none of you keepeth the law?”’
(John 7:19).

. “Mosestherefore gave unto you circumcision. * * * If aman on the Sabbath
day receive circumcision, that the law of Moses should not be broken,” etc.
(John 7:22,23).

The omitted parenthetical words — “not because it is of Moses, but of the
fathers” — seem clearly to show, it may be remarked in passing, that the Lord is
not unobservant of historical exactness. The Psalms are quoted by our Lord more
than once, but only once is awriter named. The 110th Psalm is ascribed to David,;
and the vadidity of the Lord’ s argument depends on its being Davidic. The
reference, therefore, so far asit goes, confirms the inscriptions of the Psalmsin
relation to authorship. Isaiah 6:9 is quoted thus:

“In them isfulfilled the prophecy of Esaias, which saith, By hearing ye shall hear,
and shall not understand” (Matthew 13:14,15)
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Again, chapter 29:13 of Isaiah’s prophecy is cited:

“Well hath Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites. * * * This people honoreth me
with their lips, but their heart isfar from me’ (Mark 7:6).

When, in the beginning of His ministry, the Lord came to Nazareth, there was
delivered unto Him in the synagogue

“the book of the prophet Esaias. And when he had opened the book, he found the
place where it was written, The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because He hath
anointed me to preach the Gospel to the poor,” etc. (Luke 4:17,18).

The passage read by our Lord isfrom the 61st chapter of Isaiah, which belongs to
the section of the book very often, at present, ascribed to the second, or pseudo,
|saiah; but we do not press this point, asit may be said that the Evangelist, rather
than Christ, ascribes the words to Isaiah.

In His great prophecy respecting the downfall of the Jewish state the Lord refers
to “the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet:” Asin Daniel
9:27, weread that “For the overspreading of abominations he shall make it
desolate,” and in chapter 12:11, that “the abomination that maketh desolate (shall)
be set up.”

NARRATIVES AND RECORDSAUTHENTIC

When Christ makes reference to Old Testament narratives and records, He
accepts them as authentic, as historically true. He does not give or suggest in any
case amythical or allegorical interpretation. The accounts of the creation, of the
flood, of the overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah, as well as many incidents and
events of later occurrence, are taken as authentic. It may, of course, be alleged
that the Lord’ s references to the creation of man and woman, the flood, the cities
of the plain, etc., equally serve His purpose of illustration whether He regards
them as historical or not. But on weighing Hiswordsit will be seen that they lose
much of their force and appropriateness unless the events alluded to had a
historical character.

L et usrefer more particularly to this matter. When the Pharisees ask Christ
whether it islawful for aman to put away hiswife for every cause, He answers
them:

“Have ye not read, that He which made them in the beginning made them male
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and female, and said, For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall
cleave to hiswife: and they twain shall be one flesh?’ (Matthew 19:4,5).

Again:

“Asthe days of Noe were, so shall also the coming of the Son of Man be. For as
in the days that were before the flood, they were eating and drinking, marrying
and giving in marriage, until the day that Noe entered into the ark, and knew naot,
until the flood came, and took them all away; so shall aso the coming of the Son
of Man be” (Matthew 24.37,39).

Again:

“And thou, Capernaum, which art exalted unto heaven, shalt be brought down to
hell: for if the mighty works, which have been done in thee, had been donein
Sodom, it would have remained until thisday. But | say unto you, That it shall be
more tolerable for the land of Sodom in the day of judgment, than for thee”
(Matthew 11:23,24).

These utterances, every one feels, lose their weight and solemnity, if there was no
flood such asis described in Genesis, and if the destruction of wicked Sodom
may be only amyth. Illustrations and parallels may, for certain purposes, be
adduced from fictitious literature, but when the L ord would awaken the
conscience of men and alarm their fears by reference to the certainty of divine
judgment, He will not confirm His teaching by instances of punishment which are
only fabulous. His argument that the Holy and Just God will do as He has done
— will make bare His arm as in the days of old — is robbed, in this case, of all
validity. A view frequently urged in the present day is that, as with other nations,
so with the Jews, the mythical period precedes the historical, and thus the

earlier narratives of the Old Testament must be taken according to their true
character. In later periods of the Old Testament we have records which, on the
whole, are historical; but in the very earliest times we must not ook for authentic
history at all. An adequate examination of thistheory (which has, of course,
momentous exegetical consequences) cannot here be attempted. We merely
remark that our Lord’s brief referencesto early Old

Testament narrative would not suggest the distinction so often made between
earlier and later Old Testament records on the score of trustworthiness.
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THE OLD TESTAMENT FROM GOD

We advance to say that Christ accepts the Old Dispensation and its Scriptures as,
in aspecial sense, from God; as having special, divine authority. Many who
recognize no peculiar sacredness or authority in the religion of the Jews above
other religions of the world, would readily admit that it isfrom God. But their
contention isthat all religions (especially what they are pleased to call the great
religions) have elements of truth in

them, that they all furnish media through which devout souls have fellowship
with the Power which rules the universe, but that none of them should exalt its
pretensions much above the others, far less claim exclusive divine sanction; all of
them being the product of man’s spiritual nature, as molded by his history and
environment, in different nations and ages. Thisis the view under which the study
of comparative religion is prosecuted by many eminent scholars. A large and
generous study of religions — their characteristics and history — tends, it is held,
to bring them into closer fellowship with each other; and only ignorance or
prejudice (say these unbiased thinkers) can isolate the religion of the Old
Testament or of the New, and refuse to acknowledge in other religions the divine
elements which entitle them to take rank with Judaism or Christianity. The
utterances of Jesus Christ on this question of the divinity of the Old Testament
religion and cults are unmistakable; and not |ess clear and decided is His
|language respecting the writings in which thisreligion is delivered. God is the
source in the directest sense, of both the religion and the records of it. No man
can claim Christ’s authority for classing Judaism

with Confucianism, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Parseeism. There is nothing,
indeed, in the Lord’ s teaching which forbids us to recognize anything that is good
in ethnic religions — any of those elements of spiritual truth which become the
common property of the race and which were not completely lost in the night of
heathenism; but, on the other hand, it is abundantly evident that the Jewish faith
IS, to our Lord, the one true faith, and that the

Jewish Scriptures have a place of their own — a place which cannot be shared
with the sacred books of other peoples.

Samaritanism, even though it had appropriated so largely from the religion of
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Israel, He will not recognize. “For salvation is of the Jews.” Almost any reference
of our Lord to the Old Testament will support the statement that He regards the
Dispensation and its Scriptures as from God. He shows, e.g., that Old Testament
prophecy isfulfilled in Himself, or He vindicates His teaching and His claims by
Scripture, or He enjoins

obedience to the law (asin the case of the cleansed lepers), or He asserts the
inviolability of the law till its complete fulfillment, or He accuses a blinded and
self-righteous generation of superseding and vacating a law which they were
bound to observe. A few instances of explicit recognition of the Old Testament
Scriptures as proceeding from God and having divine authority, may be here
adduced. In His Sermon on the Mount the Lord

makes this strong and comprehensive statement:

“Verily, | say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or onetittle shall in no
wise pass from the law, till al be fulfilled” (Matthew 5:18).

In the context the law is distinguished from the prophets and designates,
therefore, the Pentateuch; and surely the divine origin of this part of Scriptureis
unquestionably implied. No such inviolability could be claimed for any merely
human institution or production. When the hypocritical and heartless son
pretended to devote to God what should have gone to support hisindigent
parents, he “made the commandment of God of none effect,”

“for God commanded, saying, Honor thy father and mother” (Matthew 15:4).

In purging the temple the Lord justifies His action in these words:

“It iswritten, My house shall be called the house of prayer” (Matthew 21:13).
Again:

“ As touching the resurrection of the dead, have ye not read that which was
spoken unto you by God, saying, | am the God of Abraham, and the God of |saac,
and the God of Jacob?’ (Matthew 22:32).

Again:

“Laying aside the commandment of God, ye hold the tradition of men, as the
washing of pots and cups. and many other such like thingsye do” (Mark 7:8).
So many passages of the Old Testament are quoted or alluded to by the Lord as
having received, or as awaiting fulfillment, that it is scarcely necessary to make
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citations of this class. These all most certainly imply the divinity of Scripture; for
no man, no creature, can tell what is hidden in the remote future.

We are not forgetting that the Lord fully recognizes the imperfect and provisional
character of the Mosaic law and of the Old Dispensation. Were the Old faultless,
no place would have been found for the New. Had grace and truth come by
Moses, the advent of Jesus Christ would have been unnecessary. So when the
Pharisees put the question to Christ why Moses commanded to give to awife who
has found no favor with her husband awriting of divorcement and to put her
away, Hereplied:

“Moses, because of the hardness of your hearts suffered you to put away your
wives. but from the beginning it was not so” (Matthew 19:8).

The Mosaic legislation was not in every part absolutely the best that could be
given, but it was such as the divine wisdom saw best for the time being and under
the special circumstances of the Hebrew people. Not only did the Old Testament
set forth atypical economy, which must give place to another, but it embodied
ethical elements of aprovisional kind which must pass away when the incarnate
Son had fully revealed the Father. The Old Testament is conscious of itsown
Imperfections, for Jeremiah thus writes: “ Behold the days come, saith the Lord,
that 1 will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, and with the house of
Judah: not according to the covenant that | made with their fathers, in the day that
| took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt.” But in all this
there is nothing to modify the proposition which we are illustrating, viz., that our
L ord accepts the Old Testament economy and its Scriptures as from God, as
stamped with divine authority, and as truly making known the divine mind

and will.

Marcion and the Gnostics did not receive any part of the Old Testament
Scriptures, and the Old Dispensation itself they held to be of evil origin. So
decided were they against the Old Testament that they would not admit into their
New Testament canon the books which especially bear witness to the Old. But the
Christian Church has followed its Master in regarding the Old Testament as the
Word of God, asthe Bible of the ages before the Advent, and as still part of the
Bible for the Christian Church. Not until the

days of developed rationalism was this position called in question, except among
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unbelievers. But it is obvious that the style of criticism which, in our owntime, is
frequently applied to the Old Testament (not to say anything about the New),
touching its histories, its laws, its morality, is quite inconsistent with the
recognition of any special divine characteristics or authority as belonging to it.
The very maxim so often repeated, that criticism must deal with these writings
precisely as it deals with other writingsisarefusal to Scripture, in l[imine, of the
peculiar character which it claims, and which the Church has ever recognized in
it. If aspecial divine authority can be vindicated for these books, or for any of
them, thisfact, it is clear, ought to be taken into account by the linguistic and
historical critic. Logically, we should begin our study of them by investigating
their title to such authority, and, should their claim prove well founded, it should
never be forgotten in the subsequent critical processes. The establishment

of this high claim will imply in these writings moral characteristics (not to
mention others) which should exempt them from a certain suspicion which the
critic may not unwarrantably allow to be present when he begins to examine
documents of an ordinary kind. It is not, therefore, correct to say that criticism, in
commencing itsinquiries, should know nothing of the alleged divine origin or
sacred character of a book. If the book has no good vouchers for its claims to
possess a sacred character, criticism must proceed unhindered; but correct
conceptions of critical methods demand that every important fact already
ascertained as to any writings should be kept faithfully before the mind in the
examination of them. Science must here unite with reverential feeling in requiring
right treatment of a book which claims special divine sanction, and iswilling to
have its claims duly investigated. The examination of awitness of established
veracity and rectitude would not be conducted in precisely the same manner as
that of a witnhess whose character is unknown or under suspicion. Wellhausen's
style of treating the history of Isragl can have no justification unless he should
first show that the claim so often advanced in “ Thus saith the Lord” is entirely
baseless. So far from admitting the validity of the axiom referred to, we distinctly
hold that it isunscientific. A just and true criticism must have respect to
everything already known and settled regarding the productionsto which it is
applied, and assuredly so momentous a claim as that of divine authority demands
careful preliminary examination.
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But criticism, it may be urged, is the very instrument by which we must test the
pretensions of these writings to a special divine origin and character, and, hence,
It cannot stand aside till this question has been considered. In requiring criticism
to be silent till the verdict has been rendered, we are putting it under restrictions
Inconsistent with its functions and prerogatives. The reply, however, is that the
principal external and internal evidences for the divine origin of the Scriptures
can be weighed with sufficient accuracy

to determine the general character and authority of these writings before criticism,
either higher or lower, requiresto apply its hand. “The heavenliness of the matter,
the efficacy of the doctrine, the majesty of the style, the consent of all the parts,
the scope of the whole (which isto give glory to God), the full discovery it makes
of the only way of man’s salvation, the many other incomparable excellences, and
the entire perfection thereof, are arguments whereby it doth abundantly evince
itself to be the word of God” (Conf. of Faith 1:5). But all of these considerations
can, in al that is material, be weighed and estimated before technical criticism
beginsits labors, as they have been estimated to the entire conviction of the
divinity of Scripture on the part of thousands who had no

acquaintance with criticism. Should the fair application of criticism, when its
proper time comes, tend to beget doubt as to the general conclusion already
reached regarding the Bible, it will doubtless be right to review carefully the
evidence on which our conclusion depends; but the substantive and direct proofs
of the Scriptures being from God should first be handled, and the decision arrived
at should be kept in mind, while criticism is occupied with its proper task. This
seems to us the true order of the procedure.

GOD SPEAKS

Our Lord certainly attributes to the Old Testament afar higher character than
many have supposed. God speaks in it throughout; and while He will more
perfectly reveal Himself in His Son, not anything contained in the older
revelation shall fail of its end or be convicted of error. Christ does not use the
term “inspiration” in speaking of the Old Testament, but when we have adduced
His words regarding the origin and authority of these writings, it will be evident
that to Him they are God-given in every part. It will be seen that His testimony
falls not behind that of His Apostles who say:
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“Every Scripture inspired of God” (2 Timothy 3:16),

and

“The prophecy came not in old time by the will of man; but holy men of God
spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost” (2 Peter 1:21).

WORDSAND COMMANDS OF GOD

In speaking of Christ as teaching that the Old Testament is from God we have
referred to passages in which He says that its words and commands are the words
and commands of God; e.g.,

“God commanded, saying, Honor thy father and thy mother: and He that curseth
father or mother, let him die the death” (Matthew 15:4).

Agan:

“Have ye not read that which was spoken unto you by God, saying, | am the God
of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob?’

In a comprehensive way the laws of the Pentateuch, or of the Old

Testament, are called “the commandments of God.”

“In vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.
For laying aside the commandment of God, ye hold the tradition of men. * * *
Full well ye rgect the commandment of God, that ye may keep your own
tradition” (Mark 7:8,9);

and in the context of thislast quotation the commandment of God is identified
with what “Moses spake,” showing that the words of Moses are also the words of
God. Passages like these do more than prove that the Old Testament Scriptures.
express on the whole the mind of God, and, therefore, possess very high
authority. If it can certainly be said that God spake certain words, or that certain
words and commandments are the words and commandments of God, we have
more than a general endorsement; as when, e.g., the editor of aperiodical states
that he isresponsible for the general character and tendency of articles which he
admits, but not for every sentiment or expression of opinion contained in them.

It needs, of course, no proof that the words quoted in the New Testament as
spoken by God are not the only parts of the Old which have direct divine
authority. The same thing might evidently be said of other parts of the book. The
impression left, we think, on every unprejudiced mind is that such quotations as

http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Parthenon/6528/fund10.htm (11 of 23) [15/02/2006 06:05:48 p.m.]



THE TESTIMONY OF CHRIST TO THE

the Lord made are only specimens of a book in which God speaks throughout.
There is not encouragement certainly to attempt any analysis of Scriptureinto its
divine and its human parts or elements — to apportion the authorship between
God and the human penman, for, as we have seen, the same words are ascribed to
God and to His servant Moses. The whole is spoken by God and by Moses also.
All isdivine and at the same time all is human. The divine and the human are so
related that separation isimpossible.

ABSOLUTE INFALLIBILITY OF SCRIPTURE

Attention may be specially called to three passages in which the Lord refers to the
origin and the absolute infallibility of Scripture. Jesus asked the Pharisees, “\What
think ye of Christ? Whose Son is He? They say unto Him, The Son of David. He
saith unto them, How then doth David in spirit call Him Lord?’ The referenceis
to Psalm 110, which the Lord says David spake or wrote “in spirit;” i.e., David
was completely under the Spirit’s

Influence in the production of the Psalm, so that when he calls the Messiah his
“Lord” the word has absolute authority. Such is clearly the Lord’ s meaning, and
the Pharisees have no reply to His argument. The Lord does not say that the entire
Old Testament was written “in the Spirit,” nor even that all the Psalms were so
produced; He makes no direct statement of this nature; yet the plain reader would
certainly regard thisasimplied. His

hearers understood their Scriptures to have been all written by immediate
inspiration of God, and to be the word of God; and He merely refersto Psalm 110
as having the character which belonged to Scripture at large.

In John 10:34-36 Christ vindicates Himself from the charge of blasphemy in
claiming to be the Son of God: “Jesus answered them, Isit not written in your
law, | said, Ye are gods. If he called them gods unto whom the word of God
came, and the Scripture cannot be broken; say ye of Him whom the Father hath
sanctified, and sent into the world, Thou

blasphemest; because | said, | am the Son of God?’ The Scripture cannot be
broken —ou dunatai luthenai. The verb signifies to loose, unbind, dissolve, and as
applied to Scripture means to subvert or deprive of authority. The authority of
Scripture is then so complete — so pervasive — as to extend to its individual
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terms. “Gods” is the proper word because

It is used to designate the Jewish rulers. If thisis not verbal inspiration, it comes
very near it. One may, of course, allege that the Lord’ s statement of inerrancy
implies only that the principal words of Scripture must be taken precisely as they
are, but that He does not claim the like authority for all its words. Without
arguing this point, we merely say that it is not certain or obvious that theway is
left open for this distinction. In face of Christ’s utterancesit devolves on those
who hold that inspiration extends to the thought of Scripture only, but not to the
words, or to the leading words but not to the words in general, to adduce very
cogent arguments in support of their position. The onus probandi, it seemsto us,
IS here made to rest on them. The theory that inspiration may be affirmed only of
the main views or positions of Scripture, but neither of the words nor of the
development of the thoughts, cannot, it seems clear, be harmonized with the
Lord’ s teaching. Before adverting to athird text we may be allowed to set down
these words of Augustine in writing to Jerome:

“For | acknowledge with high esteem for thee, | have learned to ascribe such
reverence and honor to those books of the Scriptures alone, which are now called
canonical, that | believe most firmly that not one of their authors has made a
mistake in writing them, And should | light upon anything in those writings,
which may seem opposed to truth, | shall contend for nothing else, than either that
the manuscript was full of errors, or that the translator had not comprehended
what was said, or that | had not understood it in the least degree.”

In His sermon on the Mount our Lord thus refers to His own relation to the Old
Testament economy and its Scriptures:

“Think not that | am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: | am not come to
destroy but to fulfil. For verily | say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot
or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matthew
5:17,18).

No stronger words could be employed to affirm the divine authority of every part

of the Old Testament; for the law and the prophets mean the entire Old Testament
Scriptures. If this declaration contemplates the moral element of these Scriptures,

It means that no part of them shall be set aside by the New Dispensation, but
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“fulfilled” — 1. e, filled up and completed by Jesus Christ as a sketch isfilled up
and completed by the painter. If, as others naturally interpret, the typical features
of the Old Testament are included in the statement, the term “fulfilled,” as
regards this element, will be taken in the more usual meaning. In either case the
inviolability and, by implication, the divine origin of the Old Testament could not
be more impressively declared. Mark how comprehensive and absol ute the words
are: “Onejot or onetittle.” “Jot” (iota) isyod, the smallest letter of the Hebrew
alphabet; “tittle,” literally little horn or apex, designates the little lines or
projections by which Hebrew letters, similar in other respects, differ from each
other. We have here, one might say, the inspiration of letters of the Old
Testament. Everything contained in it has divine authority, and must, therefore,
be divinein origin; for it is unnecessary to show that no such authority could be
ascribed to writings merely human, or

to writings in which the divine and the human interests could be separated
analytically.

Should it be said that the “law,” every jot and tittle of which must be fulfilled,
means here the economy itself, the ordinances of Judaism, but not the record of
them in writing, the reply is that we know nothing of these ordinances except
through the record, so that what is affirmed must apply to the Scriptures as well
as to the Dispensation.

The only questions which can be well raised are, first, whether the “law and the
prophets’ designate the entire Scriptures or two great divisions of them only; and,
secondly, whether the words of Jesus can be taken at their full meaning, or, for
some reason or other,, must be discounted. The first question it is hardly worth
while to discuss, for, if neither jot nor tittle of the “law and the prophets’ shall
fail, it will hardly be contended that the Psalms, or whatever parts of the Old
Testament are not included, have a less stable character. The latter question, of
momentous import, we shall consider presently.

FULFILMENT OF PROPHECY

The inspiration of the Old Testament Scripturesis clearly implied in the many
declarations of our Lord respecting the fulfilment of prophecies contained in
them. It is God’ s prerogative to know, and to make known, the future. Human
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presage cannot go beyond what is foreshadowed in events which have transpired,
or iswrapped up in causes which we plainly see in operation. If, therefore, the
Old Testament reveals, hundreds of years in advance, what is coming to pass,
omniscience must have directed the pen of the writer; i.e., these Scriptures, or at
least their predictive parts, must be inspired.

The passage already quoted from the Sermon on the Mount may be noticed as
regards its bearing on prophecy: “I am not come to destroy the law or the
prophets, but to fulfil.” While plerosal, as referring to the law, has the specia
meaning above pointed out; as referring to the prophets, it has its more common
import. We have here, then, ageneral statement as to the Old Testament
containing prophecies which were fulfilled by Christ and in Him. Here are
examples. The rejection of Messiah by the Jewish authorities, aswell asthe
ultimate triumph of His cause, is announced in the 118th Psalm; in words which
Christ applies to Himself: “The stone which the builders rgected is become the
head of the corner.” The desertion of Jesus by His disciples when He was
apprehended fulfils the prediction of Zechariah: “I will smite the shepherd, and
the sheep shall all be scattered” (Matthew 26:31). Should angelic intervention
rescue Jesus from death, “how then should the Scriptures be fulfilled, that thusiit
must be?’ All that related to His betrayal, apprehension, and death took place,
“that the Scriptures of the prophets might be fulfilled” (Matthew 26:56). “Had ye
believed Moses,” said our Lord, “ye would have believed Me, for he wrote of
Me” (<John 5:46). The 41st Psalm pre-announces the treachery of Judasin these
words: “He that eateth bread with Me hath lifted up his heel against Me;” and the
defection of the son of perdition takes place, “that the Scriptures may be fulfilled”
(John 17:12). The persistent and malignant opposition of His enemies fulfils that
which is written: “ They hated Me without a cause” (John 15:25). Finally, in
discoursing to the two disciples on the way to Emmaus, the Lord, “beginning at
Moses and all the prophets, expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things
Concerning Himself. “And He said unto them: These are the words which | spake
unto you, while | was yet with you, that all

things must be fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, and in the
prophets, and in the Psalms, concerning Me. Then opened lie their understanding
that they might understand the Scriptures, and said unto them:
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“Thusit iswritten, and thus it behooved Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead
the third day” (Luke 24:44-46).

It is not denied that in some instances the word “fulfil” is used in the New
Testament merely as signifying that some event or condition of things
corresponds with or realizes something that is written in the Old Testament; as
when the words in Isaiah, “By hearing ye shall hear and shall not understand,” are
said to be fulfilled in the blind obduracy of the Pharisees. Nor, again, isit denied
that “fulfil” has the meaning of filling, or expanding, or completing. But clearly
our Lord, in the passages here cited, employs the term in another acceptation. He
means nothing less than this: that the Scriptures which He says were “fulfilled”
were intended by the Spirit of God to have the very application which He makes
of them,; they were predictions in the sense ordinarily meant by that term. If the
Messiah of the Old Testament were merely an ideal personage, there would be
little force in saying that the Lord “ opened the understanding” of the disciples
that they might see His death and resurrection to be set forth in the prophecies.
But to teach that the Old Testament contains authentic predictionsis, as we have
said, to teach that’ it isinspired. The challenge to heathen deitiesis,

“Show the things that are to come hereafter, that we may know that ye are gods’
(Isaiah 41:23).

We thus find that our Lord recognizes the same Old Testament canon as we have,
that so far as He makes reference to particular books of the canon He ascribes
them to the writers whose names they bear, that He regards the Jewish religion
and its sacred books as in a special sense — a sense not to be affirmed of any
other religion — from God, that the writers of Scripture, in Hisview, spake in the
Spirit, that their words are so properly chosen that an argument may rest on the
exactness of aterm, that no part of Scripture shall fail of its end or be convicted
of error, and that the predictions of Scripture are genuine predictions, which must
al intheir time receive fulfilment.

We cannot here discuss the doctrine of inspiration; but on the ground of the

Lord’ s testimony to the Old Testament, as above summarized, we may surely
affirm that He claims for it throughout all that is meant by inspiration when we
use that term in the most definite sense. No higher authority could well be
ascribed to apostolic teaching, or to any part of the New Testament Scriptures,
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than the Lord attributes to the more ancient Scriptures when He declares that “jot
or tittle shall not pass from them till all be fulfilled,” and that if men

“hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded though one rose
from the dead” (Luke 16:31).

2. THE VALUE OF CHRIST'STESTIMONY

It remains that we should briefly advert to the value, for the scientific student of
the Bible, of Christ’s testimony to the Old Testament. The very announcement of
such atopic may not be heard without pain, but in view of theories with which
Biblical students are familiar, it becomes necessary to look into the question. Can
we, then, accept the utterances of Christ on the matters referred to as having value
— as of authority — in relation to the Biblical scholarship? Can we take them at
their face value, or must they be discounted? Or again, are these words of Jesus
valid for criticism on some questions, but not on others? There are two waysin
which it is sought to invalidate Christ’ s testimony to the Old Testament.

1. IGNORANCE OF JESUS ALLEGED

It is alleged that Jesus had no knowledge beyond that of His contemporaries asto
the origin and literary characteristics of the Scriptures. The Jews believed that

M oses wrote the Pentateuch, that the narratives of the Old Testament are all
authentic history, and that the words of Scripture are all inspired. Christ shared
the opinions of His countrymen on these topics, even when they werein error. To
hold this view, it is maintained, does not detract from the Lord' s qualifications for
His proper work, which was religious and spiritual, not literary; for in relation to
the religious value of the Old Testament and its spiritual uses and applications He
may confidently be accepted as our guide. His knowledge was adequate to the
delivery of the doctrines of His kingdom, but did not necessarily extend to
guestions of scholarship and criticism. Of these He speaks as any other man; and
to seek to arrest, or direct, criticism by appeal to His authority, is procedure
which can only recoil upon those who adopt it. This view is advanced, not only
by critics who regject the divinity of Christ, but by many who professto believe
that doctrine. In the

preface to hisfirst volume on the Pentateuch and Joshua, Colenso thus writes:

“It is perfectly consistent with the most entire and sincere belief in our Lord’s
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divinity to hold, as many do, that when He vouchsafed to become a‘ Son of man’
He took our nature fully, and voluntarily entered into all the conditions of
humanity, and, among others, into that which makes our growth in al ordinary
knowledge gradual and limited. * * * It is not supposed that, in His human nature,
He was acquainted more than any Jew of His age with the mysteries of all
modern sciences, nor * * * can it be seriously maintained that, as an infant or
young child, He possessed a knowledge surpassing that of the most pious and
learned adults of His nation, upon the subject of the authorship and age of the
different portions of the Pentateuch. At what period, then, of Hislife on earth, is
It to be supposed that

He had granted to Him as the Son of man, supernaturally, full and accurate
Information on these points?’ etc. (val. i., p. 32).

“It should also be observed,” says Dr. S. Davidson, “that historical and critical
guestions could only belong to His human culture, a culture stamped with the
characteristics of His age and country.” The doctrine of the Kenosisisinvoked to
explain the imperfection of our Lord’ s knowledge on critical questions, as
evidenced by the way in which He speaks of the Pentateuch and of various Old
Testament problems. The general subject of the limitation of Christ’s knowledge
during Hislifeon earth is, of course, avery difficult one, but we do not need here
to consider it. The Gospel of Mark does speak of the day and hour when the
heaven and earth shall pass away as being known to the Father only, and not to
the Son; but without venturing any opinion on a subject so mysterious, we may, at
least, affirm that the Lord’ s knowledge was entirely adequate to the perfect
discharge of His prophetical office. To impute imperfection to Him asthe
Teacher of the Church were indeed impious. Now the case stands thus: By a
certain class of critics we are assured that, in the interests of truth, in order to an
apol ogetic such as the present time absolutely requires, the traditional opinions
regarding the authorship of the Old Testament books and the degree of authority
which attaches to several, if not all of them, must be revised. In order to save the
ship, we must throw overboard this cumbrous and antiquated tackling. Much
more, we are assured, than points of scholarship are involved; for intelligent and
truth loving men cannot retain their confidence in the Bible and itsreligion,
Unless we discard the opinions which have prevailed asto the Old Testament,
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even though these opinions can apparently plead in their favor the authority of
Jesus Christ.

Now mark the position in which the Lord, as our Teacher, is thus placed. We
have followed Him in holding opinions which turn out to be unscientific, untrue;
and so necessary is it to relinquish these opinions that neither the Jewish nor the
Christian faith can be satisfactorily defended if we cling to them. Isit not,
therefore, quite clear that the Lord’ s teaching is, in something material, found in
error — that His prophetical officeis assailed? For the allegation isthat, in
holding fast to what He is freely allowed to have taught, we are imperiling the
interests of religion. The critics whom we have in view must admit either that the
points in question are of no importance, or that the Lord was imperfectly qualified
for His prophetical work. Those who have reverence for the Bible will not admit
either position. For why should scholarship so magnify the necessity to
apologetics of 