http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Papers.htm

Fhe Canon of Serlptuee -
-
."ﬁ
o

other basis, and therefore have a solid foundation “or belief in Faul’s
apostleship?

If we have some cther basis on which to believe tha®t these books are the
inspired Word of Bod, thern we are safe in drawing from them the teaching that
Faul wag an apostle. But if we accept them on the ground that he was an
apostle, and then find cur belief that he was an apostle to be based only upon
statemerts contained in the books, it is dangerously near to arguing in &
circle. Our faith must have a stronger basis than this!

0F the twelve apostles actually appointed by the Lood Jecus while He was
here on earth, only three have left boocks that are contained in the New
Testament. If apostolicity determived canonicity, it wiuld be very strange
that we should have wothing from any of the remaining apocstles. It would alsa
b strange that we have rno explicit statemenit from the apostolic group, or
Ffraom  individual apostles, setting the seal of their approval uwpon those books
that were not written by one of their rumber.

Everi when we take up the Bospels and the book of Acis we find ourselves in

gifficulty. If we are to base ouw faith upon thiese books as infallibly
irnsgired of God and entirely free from error, we must be absolutely sure that
we are right. We must runm no risk of being wrong. e cannct gamble on the

issues of life and death. If the individual believer mist make a decisicn for
himself as to whetiier these books are apostolic ocr not, he must insist on
absolute certainty. What does he find?

0f these five books only two have ever been considered to be actually
wrritten by apostles. The other three, Mark, Luke and Acts, were written by
mer who were rnot apostles, either by the original appointment of Christ, or by
any  subsequent appointment of the Holy Spirit, as far as any evidence goes.
There 1s no claim ivn any one of these three books that the book was written
under  apostolic  supervision, or with the specific approval of an apostle.
There 1s a tradition that Mark was an associate of Peter, and the book of RActs
teils us  that Luke was closely associated with Paul. This, however, is very
far from actual proof that these books were writtern under the supervision of
the apostles, or received specific approval of apostles.

Roman Catholice claim to base their doctrine upon Holy Seripture plus

tradition. Frotestants reject tradition as a sowrce of religious knowledge,
arte ingist that Geod's Word be recognized as ocur ONLY  vule of faith and
pract boe, This being the case, they can hardly regard mere tradition as a
sale basis for determining whether & book is  apostolic and  therefore
inspired. Without real proof that Peler supervised FMaclk, no one who belisves

that apostolicity determines canonicity can safely acce;t the Bospel of Hark.

If sach individual believer is required to base hiz belief that specific
books  are  inspired wupom an ability to prove that the come from apostles or
ware written under apostolic direction, he is in a vers difficult situation
indeed. There are very few books of the New Testameri which he would be safe
in quating as the infallible Word of God. The area af individual
interpretation would have been extended to the point woere Christian life and
conduct would become extremely difficult.

When the Old Testament is considered, we find arn even mowce difficult
situation. It has beer the belief of the Christian church that the five books
of the Fentateuch were written by Moses, and this belisf is still held by
evangelical Christiarns, despite the efforts of the higher critics to demalish
it. When we come to the books of Joshua, Judges, Samue. , and Kings however,
we have no way of knowing who wrote them.  There s no claim whatever to
specific authorship cormected with the last three of +them. It is thought
likely that they were written by prophets, but there i- no proof. We have no
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