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PREFACE

The writer of the following pages does not for a moment 
suppose that he has brought forward any fresh arguments 
tending to throw doubts on the existence of a God who 
loves and governs, or to discredit the belief in dogmatic 
Christianity.

All that he has aimed at accomplishing is to set forth 
in plain and unmistakable language the objections enter
tained to the popular creed by those who recognise in 
nature not a supremely benevolent Creator, but rather a 
Spartan mother, whose purposes may in the main be good, 
but who seems to attain her ends by merciless means, 
regardless of the sufferings of her children; and in revela
tion, the progressive thoughts of man in his strivings to 
attain a knowledge of the infinite.

Nothing, assuredly, would give him greater satisfaction 
than to be convinced of the existence of a Being who “in 
perfect wisdom, perfect love, is working for the best”; but 
after much anxious thought on the subj ect he is driven to 
the conclusion that however much there may be in nature 
which fosters and supports this view, there is much more 
which discountenances and conflicts with it.

He is not, however, prepared to say that he would hail 
with equal satisfaction the proof of the truth of the 
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Christian revelation as enunciated from so-called orthodox 
pulpits, or as taught in church creeds, or Westminster con
fessions of faith. And why ? Because it seems to him 
that if it indeed be true that “ strait is the gate, and 
narrow the way that leadeth to life eternal, and few there 
be that find it”, then the prospect—and what a prospect!— 
before all but a small minority is truly appalling: i.e., if 
the popular theology be true.

Still it must be acknowledged that the question is not 
one of liking or disliking, but one of fact to be determined 
by the evidence available in the case. The second part of this 
essay is therefore devoted to the consideration of the question 
whether there are reasonable grounds for concluding that 
the Christian revelation, as generally understood and inter
preted, is a direct and stereotyped revelation from Almighty 
God; and if not, whether those are to be condemned, who, 
disregarding the moral law, act on the aphorism “Let us 
eat, drink, and be merry, for to-morrow we die
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It is impossible for those who study the religious problems 
of the day to avoid recognising the fact that, not only is 
there an ever-increasing number whose views on religious 
subjects widely diverge from our Church creeds—that 
dogma is losing its hold on the educated class—but that the 
very existence of the Deity is being called in question by 
many highly-cultivated and thoughtful minds.

It seems to be generally recognised that the old Deisti- 
cal view of the last century is no longer tenable, and that, 
as a matter of fact, there is no logical halting-ground 
between an infallible Church or book, on the one hand, 
and complete—I won’t say Atheism, but—confession of 
ignorance—on the other.

No doubt the existence of the Deity is strenuously denied 
in some quarters—that is, the Deity of the popular theology. 
The late Lord Eedesdale, not many years ago, in view to 
the prevention of the admission of Atheists into Parlia
ment, strove to introduce a Bill, the preamble of which 
ran as follows : 1 ‘ Whereas it is expedient that provision 
should be made against Atheists taking part in the legis
lation of the country, be it enacted as follows : That from 
and after the passing of this Act, every peer and every mem
ber of the House of Commons in taking his seat in Parlia
ment shall, before taking the oath of allegiance and subscrib
ing the same, in accordance with the provisions of the Act 
of Parliament of 1866, make and subscribe the following 
declaration, viz.: ‘I do solemnly and sincerely declare and 
affirm that I believe in Almighty Cod’.” The Bill was very 
properly rejected without a division, the then Bishop of 
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London deprecating its introduction on the rather strange 
ground that it would exclude Agnostics, whom he did not 
wish to exclude, as well as Atheists, whom he did. And 
the only interest the subject now evokes is that it affords 
a curious illustration of the loose and inaccurate way in 
which people sometimes express their thoughts. It does 
not appear to have occurred to the author of the Bill that 
any definition of the term was required, or that any possible 
doubt could arise in anyone’s mind as to what he was 
called upon to subscribe to.

“ I believe in an Almighty God.” These are momentous 
and solemn words; but words are, after all, but intellectual 
counters, and by no means invariably convey the same 
meaning to all who hear them. What would an Agnostic 
say to them ? Could he conscientiously make such a 
declaration ? He might—the Bishop of London notwith
standing—for an Agnostic does not, so far as I am aware, 
deny the existence of a Supreme Being. Though he may 
say he does not know, he assuredly recognises some power 
or force in the universe, to which in his ignorance he may, 
if he be so inclined, apply the term “Almighty God”. 
Nevertheless, a conscientious thinker not in accord with the 
popular theology, if pressed for an answer, would probably 
ask for an explanation of the sense in which the words 
are used. He might fairly rejoin that people’s views differ 
considerably as to the meaning of the term, and enquire 
whether he was called upon to subscribe to a belief in the 
God of the Old Testament; or in Matthew Arnold’s “power 
which makes for righteousness” ; or merely in some un
known and inscrutable power which has proved adequate 
to the production of all phenomena; or in the Deity 
of Professor Plint, viz., a self-existent eternal Being, 
infinite in wisdom, power, and holiness, righteous and 
benevolent, the maker of heaven and earth, and all things 
therein.

For the purpose I have in view, I shall assume that this 
last definition describes the nature and attributes of the 
Deity intended, and shall therefore now proceed to enquire 
what evidence nature affords for the existence of such a 
Being.

I must, however, start on my enquiry with an assump
tion, which, I suppose, no one. with whom I have dis
cussed these subjects will care to dispute, viz., that 
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there is a power behind phenomena, by which all things 
are sustained and governed. (Whether this power forms 
part of the universe, or whether it is distinct from and stands 
outside of it, as it were, and governs the universe, I do. not 
know, nor do I think it would be profitable to enquire.) 
This being granted, I shall at once proceed to the considera
tion of the question whether this power is intelligent, as we 
understand the term, or merely mechanical or uncon
scious. The argument for intelligence or mind is briefly 
this : We see and know that mind exists ; our own minds 
and the minds of others with whom we are brought into 
contact excludes the possibility of doubting the fact; hence 
it may be fairly argued that as nothing but mind or in
telligence could have produced mind, the cause of our 
known minds must have been an antecedent mind; or, to 
put it in other words, “intelligent beings.now exist, but 
as intelligent beings did not always exist, intelligence 
began to be, but as nothing from nothing can come, as 
intelligence cannot come out of non-intelligence, the cause 
of intelligence or mind must itself have been intelligent ”.

Endeavors have been made to answer this in various 
ways. Mr. Mill says: “If the existence of the human 
mind is supposed to require as a necessary antecedent 
another mind, greater or more powerful, the difficulty is 
not removed by going back a step. The creating mind 
stands as much in need of another mind to be the source of 
its existence as the created mind. An eternal mind is simply 
an hypothesis to account for the minds which we know to 
exist. Now it is essential to a true hypothesis that it 
should remove the difficulty and account for the facts, but 
this it does not do.” And again, it has been argued that 
we don’t know, or at any rate are not justified in dogmati
cally asserting, that nothing but mind could possibly pro
duce mind. Where is the proof, it is asked, that nothing 
can have produced a mind excepting another mind, or that 
intelligence must spring from pre-existing intelligence? 
It has also been suggested that there may be, for aught we 
know to the contrary, a power in the universe as much 
transcending mind, as mind transcends mechanical force or 
motion. Although we are totally unable to conceive such 
a power, nevertheless we are told it may exist. The re
joinder is this: It is not intended to explain mind in the 
abstract, much less to explain the existence of an eternal 
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mind j what I have to account for is the existence of my 
own individual mind, which I know to have had a begin
ning in time, and, though it may possibly be true that 
mind, may be due to some other cause than mind, and 
that intelligence may in some way or other have sprung 
from non-intelligence, I have no right, by all the rules 
of sound logic, to. resort to a remote or improbable hypo
thesis for a solution of the difficulty when a nearer and 
more probable one is close at hand, viz., the hypothesis 
that the human mind has been caused by some other mind 
more powerful than its own; nor is the argument vitiated 
because I can form no conception how the original mind 
was formed, or whether it was even formed at all. While 
admitting that it is not possible to demonstrate the exist
ence of an eternal mind, I yet hold that, looking at all 
the. facts which come under our observation, it is much 
easier to think, of the power which has given rise to all 
phenomena as intelligent, than to think of it as non-intelli- 
gent, or as possessing some power superior to intelligence. 
A power superior to and excluding intelligence is an un
thinkable hypothesis, and to assert the possibility of the 
existence of something to account for a fact which we 
know, that something being in itself unthinkable, is, it 
seems to me, unnecessarily travelling out of our way to 
encounter a difficulty.
. The argument for the existence of an intelligent power 
is further supplemented by the argument from the exist
ence of life on this planet of ours. It is admitted, by all 
who are competent to pronounce an opinion, that a time 
was when life did not exist on our earth. Whence came 
it then? As nothing from nothing can come, as life cannot 
spring out of non-life, life must have been produced by 
some pre-existing intelligent power. The whole force of 
the argument depends on the truth of the premiss that life 
requires, for its explanation, antecedent life; whether, in 
short, nothing but life could have produced life.

That life has arisen out of dead matter has never yet 
been proved. Bastian thought he had demonstrated the 
fact, but his proofs were shown by Professor Tyndall to 
be. fallacious. Tyndall, however, and other eminent phy
sicists do not deny that life may have arisen at some time 
or other out of non-living matter. Nature’s laboratory is 
very different from the chemist’s. The earth was at one 
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time undergoing chemical processes which have no parallel 
in the present day. Professor Huxley says somewhere: 
** If it were given me to look back through the abyss of 
time geological I should expect to see the evolution of 
living from non-living matter.” And Tyndall writes: 
** Evolution in its complete form postulates the necessity of 
Ufe springing out of non-life, but the proofs of this 
are still wanting.” Still however it is pretty clear that 
Tyndall is himself a thorough evolutionist, believing not 
only in the possibility of life springing out of dead matter, 
but in the certainty of its having done so. Both these 
distinguished professors with many others who think with 
them may be wrong in holding such opinions; nevertheless 
in the face of such authority we are not justified in dog
matically asserting that fife could not by any possibifity 
have sprung out of non-life. Virchow, the great German 
physiologist, even when rebuking Heeckel for his extreme 
materiafistic utterances never ventured to assert the im- 
possibihty of fife proceeding from non-living matter: . all 
that he presumed to assert was that the proof of its having 
done so is still wanting.

As pertinent to the present inquiry it may be asked 
**h,ow did smallpox and other cognate diseases arise?”. 
In the present day, and as far as our experience carries us 
back, we know that they require for their development the 
pre-existing germ, but how came this pre-existing germ ? 
If you reply, it was latent in matter from the very commence
ment of things from the time the earth began to cool, and to 
become fit for the abode of living creatures; then I rejoin, 
life too may have been latent in inorganic substances, only re
quiring favorable conditions to bring it forth. One hypothesis 
is about as difficult to grasp as the other. Bishop Temple, 
in his Bampton lecture for 1884, says : 11 Then came a time 
when the earth became ready for life to exist upon it; and 
the life came, and no laws of inorganic matter can account 
for its coming. As it stands this is a great miracle.” Here, 
it appears to me, is an assumption without a particle of 
proof; in other words our ignorance is employed to play 
the part of knowledge. Because we do not know dis
tinctly, or even remotely, how an alleged transaction has 
taken place, it is assumed that some miraculous agency 
must have been at work to produce it! But this by the 
way.
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If, then, it be admitted that life may have originated in 
some other way than by creative intelligence, or by what 
we call a miracle, the existence of life on the globe at the 
present time does not materially strengthen the argument, 
for the existence of a creative mind. Should it be re
plied that, admitting for the sake of argument, life did 
spring far back in the world’s history from non-living 
matter, a supreme power must have endowed non-living 
matter with the power to develop the germ of life, I reply : 
“ Certainly there must have been some power or force at 
work to enable it to do so; ” and it seems difficult to avoid 
the conclusion that this power possessed intelligence.

The next argument which may be adduced on behalf of 
the existence of an intelligent creative power is the well- 
known argument from design which Paley has so effectively 
used. Whichever way we look, to the infinitely great or 
the infinitely small, we may define the whole as of judicious 
contrivance or design. Now design, argues Paley, predi
cates a designer, and shows that he who contrived or 
designed things had consciousness or intelligence. Th® 
answer is that in case of human contrivance or design, such 
as the manufacture of a watch or a telescope, no doubt a 
designer is predicated. But why is this ? Because we 
have a prior knowledge that watches and telescopes are 
made by. man. When the African traveller Campbell 
shewed his watch to a group of savages, they started back 
in alarm, conjecturing from the sound and motion of the 
works that it was a living and supernatural thing. Like 
the poor children of the desert, we, her more civilised sons, 
attempt to explain the unknown by the known. We 
have some experience, at any rate, of the laws which 
preside over the action of physical forces, but we have no 
corresponding knowledge of the relations existing between 
a supreme Being and effects of nature of which we can 
take cognisance.

Paley remarks : “I know of no better method of intro
ducing so large a subject than that of comparing a single 
thing with a single thing: an eye, for example, with a 
telescope. As far as the examination of the instrument 
goes, there, is precisely the same proof that the eye was 
made for vision as there is that the telescope was made for 
assisting it. They are both made on the same principle, 
both being adjusted to the laws by which the transmission 
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and refraction of rays of light are regulated.. For in
stance, it is necessary that the rays of light, in passing 
through water into the eye, should be refracted by a more 
convex surface than when it passes out of air into the eye. 
Accordingly we find that the eye of a fish, in that part of it 
called the crystalline lens, is much rounder than the eye of 
a terrestrial animal.” “ What plainer manifestation of de
sign can there be”, asks Paley, “ than this dissimilai’ity ? 
Paley, of course, attributes the difference of structure be
tween the eye of a fish and that of a man to the immediate 
action of the Deity, manifested in special creation, whilst, as 
the author of “ A Candid Examination of Theism” points out, 
we in the present day are able to ascribe it to the agency of 
certain laws, to wit, inheritance and variation, survival of 
the fittest, and probably of other laws as yet undiscovered. 
Again, Paley alludes, as evidence of design in nature, to the 
ingenious mechanism of the venomous snake. Take the 
cobra, for instance. The fang of the cobra is a perforated 
tooth, loose at the root; in its quiescent state lying down 
flat on the jaw, but furnished with a muscle which enables 
the reptile to erect it. Ender the root of the tooth lies a 
small venom-bag, the contents of which are replenished from 
time to time. (How the poison is secreted is not known.) 
When the tooth is in an erect position, and the animal is 
ready to strike, the root of the tooth presses against the 
bag, and the force of the compression expels the poisonous 
fluid with a jerk through the hollow tooth into the minute 
puncture made by its point. This is all exceedingly clever 
and ingenious, no doubt; and if cobras had been created 
with the deadly contrivance as we now see it, there would 
have been some force in Paley’s, argument. But I sup
pose no naturalist would maintain this. Snakes and 
creeping things, like everything else, have followed the 
laws of evolution, and the ingenious mechanism which we 
admire is the result of those laws. The truth is that the 
theory of evolution, unknown or but dimly discerned, in 
Paley’s day, has much weakened the force of the design 
argument. It may, however, be remarked in passing that 
although the evolution theory was then unknown, Paley 
alludes to a system (apparently maintained by some in his 
day) which he terms “Appetencies A short description 
of this system is that pieces of soft ductile matter, being 
endowed with propensities or appetencies for particular 
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actions, would, by continued endeavors carried on through 
long series of generations, work themselves gradually into 
suitable forms, and at length acquire, though perhaps by 
obscure and almost imperceptible improvements, an organi
sation fitted to the action which their respective propen
sities led them to exert.

Paley, of course, makes short work of this theory, and, 
anticipating the line of argument adopted by theologians 

. our own- remarks: ‘ ‘ This theory coincides
with, the * Atheistic system, viz., in doing away with 
the necessity for final causes”; just what was sa-id of 
Darwin s theory about a quarter of a century ago. 
Recently, however, it has been discovered (see Bishop 
Temple’s Bampton Lectures for 1884) that the doctrine of 
evolution redounds more to the honor and glory of the 
Creator than its opposite—the special creation theory. 
What would Paley have said to this, had a contemporary 
of his own so spoken of the system of appetencies ? But 
we are learning to know better, or rather the evidence for 
the truth of evolution being too strong to be ignored, 
theologians are beginning to discover that it is not only a 
highly religious doctrine, but, most surprising of all, in 
harmony with revealed religion. But this by the way. 
The truth appears to be, that, if it could be shown that the 
special creation theory were the true one, e.ff., that man, 
with all his wonderful organisation, was specially created 
as he now is, some six, or even 60,000 years ago (the time 
matters not), then I think we must admit the force of 
the design argument; but if, on the other hand, the 
evolution theory in its extreme form be the true one, viz., 
that man has been evolved through countless ages from non
living matter, or even from a very low form of life, the 
design argument is much attenuated, if not deprived of 
all cogency. It seems to me, however, that when all is 
said that can be said in favor of evolution, intelligence 
must have, been at work in the beginning to set things 
going, as it were. Take the case of the human eye for 
instance. . It seems inconceivable how so delicate a struc
ture as this organ could have come into existence without 
intelligence as its primal cause. Admitting that the eye 
was. developed through countless ages by rays of light 
impinging on the most sensitive part of the original 
organism from which it sprung—or in any other way that 
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evolutionists consider the feat was accomplished, the 
question still remains, “ By what power or process was 
the first impetus given?”. It is all very well to say, Given 
force, matter and the law of gravitation everything must 
have happened that has happened. But why must ? Who 
gave the law of gravitation ? Does not a law point to a 
law giver ? For my part, I think it much easier to think 
of intelligence at the bottom of things than to think of 
everything having arisen by unconscious mechanical law. 
Probably Bacon was right when he said, “ I had rather 
believe all the fables of the Talmud and the Alcoran than 
that this universal frame was without a mind”; but there 
is an immense leap from this admission to the conclusion to 
which Paley seems to arrive in his 23rd chapter, when he 
says, “ Contrivance, if established, appears to me to prove 
everything which we wish to prove, amongst other things 
it proves the personality of the Deity, as distinguished from 
What is called nature, and sometimes a principle.” What 
has been proved—or, rather, rendered highly probable— 
is that the universe which includes and surrounds us is 
th© life-dwelling of an Eternal mind; but when we proceed 
to clothe this wondrous power with certain attributes, 
which, we think, must necessarily belong to it, e.g., omni
science, omnipotence, perfect benevolence, holiness, and 
the like, and invest it with a personality, then I assert that 
the statement is not borne out by the facts coming within 
our cognisance; but this point will be discussed further 
on. In any case, if my argument hitherto has been falla
cious, it is of no great consequence as far as the purpose I 
have in view in writing this essay is concerned; it is a matter 
of speculative interest to me whether the world we inhabit 
owes its existence to intelligence and contrivance, or to 
certain forces or laws which are non-intelligent or uncon
scious.

What really concerns me to know is this: Whether a 
Being exists with whom lamin any way enrapport-, whether, 
in short, there exists an all-wise, all-powerful, benevolent, 
and moral governor of the universe, who takes an intelli
gent and loving interest in the creatures He has brought 
into existence. A Being such as this is generally postu
lated by theologians (though a judicial character is usually 
assigned as well), and we are moreover told to think of 
him, as a personal God. But it may be fairly asked, prior 
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to discussing the evidence for the existence of a Being 
possessing the attributes just enunciated, What is meant 
by a personal God ? Press theologians on the point and 
they give an uncertain sound. Many, doubtless, think of 
God as a person—that is to say, a person with bodily parts 
and organs like ourselves, and with a mental organisation 
akin to our own—and I have no doubt that the earlier 
Biblical writers so thought and spoke of God, and that 
many so think of him even in the present day seems hardly 
open to question; nevertheless, the educated portion of 
mankind shrink from thus materialising the Deity, and yet 
if you ask them what .they mean by a personal God the 
answer is by no means clear. They may, and generally 
do, define a personal God as a being without bodily orga
nisation, in whom cognitions reside and in whom volitions 
flow; in other words, a Being who possesses a mental 
organisation differing in degree from our own—one, in short, 
who thinks, wills, and acts—but as we know or can know 
nothing of mind apart from bodily organisation, the defini- 
tion fails to enlighten us much. The fact is, when we 
consider the matter closely it is by no means easy to think 
of a personal God without thinking of him as a person. 
We know nothing of personality apart from bodily organi
sation, and nothing is gained by defining a thing unless 
you make it more comprehensible by the process. A defi
nition is not an explanation. I therefore hold that the use 
of the term “personal God” is a misnomer. But setting this 
aside as of no moment, what we want to know, as I have 
said before, is whether the power by which all things 
exist possesses any of the attributes I have enumerated^ 
whether it is possible to think of it, or Him, as in any way 
caring for what He has brought into existence. This is 
the real question at issue, in which I take a lively interest; 
and I wish in the first instance to consider it apart from 
any question of revelation, and to ask myself the question 
—and if possible find an answer to it—whether nature 
affords any evidence, and if so, what evidence for the 
existence of such a Being.

The evidence generally adduced in support of the exis
tence of a moral being, or governor of the universe, is the 
evidence afforded by the moral nature of man. It is said 
that a cause cannot be less than its effects, and it is argued 
that if a moral nature exists in man, it must have been
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implanted by a power higher than man, and the 
Being who implanted it must also be moral. Now if it 
be true, as it probably is, that all the moral feelings have 
been evolved from the simple feelings of pleasure and 
pain, inherent I presume in the lowest living organism, then 
logically it is not necessary to credit an intelligent Being 
—the author of all things—with possessing moral feelings 
akin to our own, any more than it is to credit Him with 
our vices. A cause need not be like its effect. It may be 
as well in this connexion to quote J. S. Mill, and Professor 
Huxley. The former says “there is not an idea, feeling, or 
power in the human mind, which requires to be accounted 
for on any other theory than that of experience”. 
Huxley says “ with respect to the development of the 
moral sense out of the simple feelings of pleasure and 
pain, liking and disliking, with which the animals are pro
vided, I can find nothing in the arguments of those who 
deny this to be so which have not been satisfactorily met ”. 
I am not therefore prepared to admit that the moral nature 
©f man proves the existence of a Being possessing analogous 
feelings. There may, however, be a parentage for morals, 
and it may consist in the endowment of every sentient 
creature with the simple feelings of pleasure and pain, out 
of which our moral feelings have been gradually evolved. 
The moral nature of man and conscience are, if not inter
changeable terms, so closely allied, that the present question 
will be elucidated by the consideration of what conscience 
really is, and how far it is a reliable guide to our actions 
in life.

Conscience is spoken of as the voice of God, in the soul 
of man. Theodore Parker tells us that there is a small 
voice within us, which if we obey will always guide us aright. 
(The italics are mine.) Another writer, Mr. Armstrong, 
says “ Let me tell you how it seems to me how I have made 
acquaintance with God. I find that at certain moments 
of my life there is that within me which I can best describe 
as a voice—though it is but a metaphor—addressing me, 
and largely influencing my conduct. I call the source of 
that voice which I fancy speaks to me ‘ God ’. I call 
the source of all those monitions and warnings which rise 
within me ‘God’. I find when my mind is bewildered 
and in doubt that somehow or other when I address that 
Being there comes to my soul a clear, shining light, and
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I see things plainer and more beautiful than before. I 
apply to him in pain and in sorrow, and the pain and 
sorrow become light, and I am instantly assured that God 
is there to comfort and console. I pray to him in weakness 
when my strength fails, and what is the result: a new 
strength comes to me.”

_ Now so far from denying the reality of these impres
sions, I am the first to admit their genuineness ; but I 
believe they are the result of the reflex action of prayer on 
the mind. A Roman Catholic prays to the Virgin Mary 
(see Crown hymn-book) as well as invokes the saints, and 
a new strength comes to him. The curate of Ars (whose 
biography is one of the most interesting ever published) 
was in the habit of spending hours on his knees invoking 
his favorite saint, St. Philomine, and a new strength cam® 
to him too. I have seen a Mahomedan criminal ascend 
the scaffold, supplicating his prophet in his hour of ex
tremity, and assuredly a new strength came to him also, 
and who can doubt that pious Hindus derive consolation 
from invoking one or more of the persons of the Hindu 
trinity ? This being so, I fail to see that Mr. Armstrong’s 
argument is of much weight.

As regards what Theodore Parker says about the con
science, I observe that it may prick us when we act 
contrary to what we believe to be right ; but unfortunately 
it does not supply us with an index to what is right. It 
may, and often does, lamentably err. A South Sea 
Islander feels no qualms of conscience in killing and 
afterwards eating his victim, nor a Thug in strangling his. 
It is or was part of his religion to do so. Should tho 
latter’s conscience prick him at all, it would be if, in a 
moment of weakness, he allowed his victim to escape. As 
Mr. Lecky has well observed, “ Phillip II. and Ferdinand 
and Isabella of Spain—zealous Roman Catholics—inflicted 
more suffering in obedience to their consciences than Nero 
or Domitian did in obedience to their lusts.” One man’s 
conscience leads him to Rome, and another’s to Geneva. 
Calvin’s led him to burn Servetus, and the early Pilgrim 
Fathers committed the most abominable cruelties in 
obedience to their consciences, especially in the way they 
dealt with reputed cases of witchcraft. Mrs. Gaskell’s 
story of Loué the Witch is a true account of the horrible 
atrocities that can be committed by upright and honorable 
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men. for conscience sake. In short, it seems a mere waste 
of time to adduce arguments to show that conscience is an 
uncertain and sometimes erroneous guide. It is a product 
of the evolution of the human mind, and expands and 
grows with knowledge and experience. We merely attribute 
it to the still small voice to God because we already believe 
j® a God. Those who have been brought up without any 
Such belief have, of course, no feelings of the kind. As 
the late G. H. Lewis remarked, “could we suppose a man 
born with inherited aptitudes, left solitary on an island 
before having had access to any of the stores of knowledge 
accumulated by his race, he might acquire a rudimentary 
knowledge of cosmical relations, although, without lan
guage or any access to the store of the experience of others 
on which to proceed, there would necessarily be little in 
him above that of an animal. Of mere intelligence there 
Would not be a trace.” To such a person as here described 
there would be neither moral intelligence or any conception 
of a divine Being. To my mind the fact that conscience 
is often a blind and misleading guide is a strong argument 
against it being the voice of God speaking to us, as many 
have declared it to be. Just conceive for instance, what 
a tremendously powerful support for the existence of a 
moral law-giver would be afforded if conscience were in
deed an infallible guide. If by simply inquiring within 
we could ascertain the right or wrong of things, we should 
then be able triumphantly to appeal without fear of con
tradiction to this circumstance as an irrefragable argument 
for the existence of a moral law-giver.

It appears to me that the conscience argument, to prove 
the existence of amoral Being with moral feelings differing 
in degree only from our own, is not only of no moment, but 
actually tells with some force against those who use it. 
There are hundreds and thousands of people in the world 
whose consciences are always pricking them for acts of 
omission and commission of a most trivial character, in 
which others of a more robust mental organisation see no 
harm whatever. I repeat again, at the risk of being 
accused of wearisome reiteration, that a certain line of 
conduct, or mode of action, is considered right or wrong 
according to one’s preconceived beliefs, arrived at partly 
by inheritance and partly by education.

Mr. Armstrong remarks: “Conscience is simply the voice of 
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God, which says, ‘ Do the right, do not do the wrong 
It does not in any way say what is right and what is 
wrong. That which I call the right, is the gradual develop
ment and evolution of history, and is largely dependent on 
climate and other external surroundings. The idea of 
right and wrong is purifying and clarifying in the course of 
history. The conception of what is right and wrong is 
better now than what it was a hundred years ago. Many 
of the things then considered laudable are now considered 
base, and vice versa.” Quite so. But why, then, persist in 
calling it (conscience) the voice of God in the soul of man ? 
Is it not rather the re-echo of our own beliefs, partly in
herited and partly acquired ?

It has been suggested to me that if the Ruler of the 
Universe had made conscience an infallible guide in all 
cases—alike to the ignorant savage and to the educated 
man—this would have been to make him as it were a 
God, knowing good and evil. As to this I cannot say; 
but given a God—a moral Governor and Ruler of the 
universe—who wishes to impress his law upon his 
creatures, I see nothing absurd or contrary to reason in the 
idea of his making conscience a true and infallible guide in 
all circumstances, and in all our relations in lif e, alike to the 
savage as well as to the civilized man. Under this view of the 
case knowledge might be, as it now is, progressive, without 
clashing with the prerogative of conscience. A savage 
might be endowed with the innate idea that it was wrong 
to steal or murder, without interfering with his capacity 
for gradually acquiring a knowledge of the arts and 
sciences. He might be left to his own devices in regard to 
so small a matter as the preliminary knowledge required 
for striking a light, and yet be intuitively aware that it is 
wrong to scalp his neighbor.

So far, then, I have endeavored to show that conscience 
is the result of several factors working together, and that 
its prickings are not due to the working of God’s spirit in 
the mind of man, but to natural causes, easily explainable, 
and that invariably to follow its dictates may, and does 
often, lead to grievous error.

Do I seem then to say that we are to turn a deaf ear to 
the voice of conscience, when it tells us not to steal, or He, 
or slander our neighbor ? By no means. Conscience is a 
real thing, whatever may be its parentage. At any rate, 
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W® know that amongst civilized, races there is not only 
nowadays a tolerable unanimity of opinion that certain 
acts are wrong and hurtful, but the higher minds amongst 
us know that they are not only hurtful to the community, 
but also to those who are guilty of them. This is true 
whether we accept the utilitarian or intuitive theory of 
morals. In a properly instructed and cultivated mind, 
B violated moral instinct avenges itself in regret and 
remorse. Is conscience to be treated as of no account 
because we occasionally hear of startling individual aber
rations, or because when the race was in its infancy, or 
more ignorant than it is at present, it (conscience) led men 
to commit acts which we now look upon with horror? Cer
tainly not. The law of evolution holds good in morals as 
in other things, and the conscience grows and expands in 
the individual as it does in the race. But to pursue this 
question further would carry me beyond the scope of this 
essay; all I have endeavoured to show is that conscience 
is not the direct voice of God in the soul of man, but the 
product of the evolution of the human mind, and that the 
existence of moral feelings in man is no proof of the 
existence of similar feelings in the mind of the Deity.

The next, and to my mind most important, stage in the 
discussion is, whether the intelligent power whose existence 
we have shown to be highly probable possesses attributes, 
such as perfect love, perfect wisdom, and unlimited power. 
If he has not all three, the outlook for us poor mortals is 
Hot very promising. If he possesses the two former without 
the latter, however much he may have the will, he may 
not have the power to help us; and if he possesses the last 
only, without the two former, the case seems even worse 
still. The subject is a very large, and, even amongst 
orthodox theologians, a confessedly difficult, one to deal 
with. The problem of course is how to reconcile the moral 
and physical evil we see in the world with the existence of 
a Being of perfect wisdom, perfect love, and perfect power; 
Though the contributions to apologetic literature under 
this head have been enormous, and would fill libraries, the 
problem remains nearly as dark as ever, and the more 
candid of the writers are obliged to acknowledge that it is so. 
Curiously enough, Professor Rogers, with a very different 
obj ectinview, permitshimself to write as follows in his answer 
to Newman’s Phases: “He (God) sends his pestilence, and 
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produces horrors on which the imagination dares not dwell, 
not only physical, but indirectly moral, often transforming 
man into something like the fiend, so many say he can 
never become. He sends his pestilence and thousands 
perish—men, women, and the child that knows not its 
right hand from its left, in prolonged and frightful agonies. 
He opens the mouths of volcanoes and lakes; and.boils 
and fries the population of a whole city in torrents of 
burning lava.” Professor Rogers, himself a Theist of the 
orthodox type, supposes himself to be addressing Theists, 
and his object is not of course, to disprove the existence 
of an allwise and loving God (for that he takes for granted), 
but to show that nature’s difficulties are just as great as 
those of revelation. He argues, in fact, on the lines of 
Bishop Butler and his school, that nothing in the Christian 
revelation appearing to reflect on the goodness of the 
Creator can really do so, while nature itself presents the 
same if not greater difficulties. In other words, if a Being 
of infinite love and infinite power can boil and fry a whole 
population in burning lava, where is the difficulty in 
believing that he will boil and fry thousands and millions 
for ever and ever in hell fire. John Henry Newman also 
asks, “ How can we believe in a good God when the 
world is what we see ? ”, and yet he answers the question 
somehow in the affirmative. It has been well said, 
that such writers adopt a very dangerous course, and sug
gest more doubts than they solve. Admitting their 
premises, it is not easy to deny their conclusions. If the 
God of nature can be called very good, there is no reason 
for denying that quality to the God of revelation, although 
the vast majority of mankind will be tormented in hell for 
ever. But does the world we inhabit afford satisfactory 
evidence of goodness, as we understand the word? I am 
by no means blind to the many harmonies and beneficent 
arrangements to be found in nature. The sun rejoices 
us with her light and warmth,1 the trees bear fruit for our 
Use. The streams refresh us with their sparkling waters; 

1 The earth receives but the 2,170 millionth part of the sun’s heat. 
A little more, or a little less, would be fatal to the existence of life on 
the planet. Were the sun’s heat doubled to-morrow we should be 
exposed to a temperature of over 500 degrees; that is to say a heat 
sufficient to melt lead, and to convert all the waters on the earth’s 
surface into steam.
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thousands of forms of colors and sounds are blended into 
combinations, which, varying for ever, are for ever beautiful. 
The planet which we inhabit moves in regular course round 
the sun at the rate of 1140 miles a minute, and this goes on 
year after year, and yet no collision takes place. And so all 
things proceed, as if a master’s hand were at work; but 
look on the reverse side of the medal. I confess that I 
recognise with something of the Pessimist’s view the 
discordancies and malevolencies of nature. Appeal, if 
you will, to the experiences of a city missionary, or medical 
officer in a poor London dis .rict, and ask him what he has to 
say to the miseries which come under his daily observation. 
Multiply his experiences a hundredfold, and you will then 
have but a faint idea of the sin, misery and wretchedness 
existing in London during the short space of twenty-four 
hours ; and London is after all but a very small portion of 
the habitable globe. I have been reading an article called 
il Poverty, Clean and Squalid ”, by Archibald Brown, an 
East End clergyman, which makes one almost sick with 
sorrow that such things should be. Here are a few extracts.

* ‘ Have you ever thought, reader, what it must be to wake of 
a morning, not only without a shilling in the house, but without 
an idea where to find one? To start the day without breakfast, 
to tramp miles to find work, and then tramp miles back without 
having got any—to see the wife take some of her scanty under
clothing to the pawn shop to get something for the children— 
to battle with hunger until chairs, tables, blankets, and beds 
have all gone in the conflict ? Have you ever grasped the idea 
of the anguish suffered through those weary days ? and yet all 
this and much more is being endured by thousands as I write. 
Squalid poverty”—the writer adds—“is a revolting picture. 
.... The blunting process has been complete. Hope has 
died out, self-respect has been starved to death, and the man 
and woman sink to the level of their surroundings. Whole 
districts seem socially damned. The people corrupt one another 
and drag one another down. My visits to such places are 
generally made at night, with a box of wax vestas to find 
where the stairs are, and light me into these dens, for I find it 
better to visit them at night. But, oh, the squalor ! Dirt on 
the floor, dirt on the walls, dirty rags on dirty people, and one 
indescribable collection of filthy sacks and rotting rugs for the 
Shake down or bed. Do you wonder if the people who reside 
in such dens, live morally dirty lives and die squalid in soul 
as well as body ? Under the coverlet of night what a ferment
ing butt of misery and muck lies simmering in London, A 
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stunted moral and physical manhood is inevitably the result of 
certain conditions of existence; so writes a scientist. His words 
are true, and we have named the conditions. And to all this 
misery must be added the slow starvation process which 
thousands are undergoing, owing to want of the common 
necessaries of life—food and fuel—augmented by the present 
severe weather, which has now lasted more than a fortnight. 
January, 1886.”

This is the actual experience of an East End minister, 
remember, who has no object in exaggerating matters. 
I would ask you to reflect for a moment on the amount 
of misery which an all-powerful Being standing in the 
relation of a father to his people might remove if he had 
the desire to do so. Take the Indian famine of 1878-79 
as an illustration. This was probably attended with a 
greater amount of suffering than any other single event of 
history. It is computed that four millions of souls perished 
during its continuance. It was not only, it must be remem
bered, the mere physical pain of slow starvation that had 
to be endured, but the more grievous mental torture in
volved in witnessing the sufferings of others—wives and 
little children, tender babes at their mothers’ breasts, all 
perishing day by day, and their natural protectors unable 
to help them. And mark this: all this suffering might 
have been prevented by a few seasonable showers of rain, 
which came not, though prayers were offered up for them 
week after week in all the churches throughout the length 
and breadth of the land. Then try to realise in imagina
tion the sufferings of the early Christians under Nero, the 
far more grievous tortures inflicted by the high priests of 
religion on reputed heretics,1 the judicial burnings, hang- 
ings, and disembowellings that were committed for many 
centuries in Europe alone—nay, the sufferings of the pre
sent day. I read the following in to-day’s newspaper: 
“The snowstorm is making itself felt in more ways than 
one. Not merely are our streets in a condition dangerous

1 Torquemada’s victims alone amounted to 114,401, and of these 
10,220 were roasted to death. Spain’s total of victims done to death 
hy the Inquisition amounted to 323,362. In addition, 3,000,000 of 
Jews and Moors were expelled from her soil, and many thousands of 
them died of privation. In the ninth century the Empress Theodora 
put to death 100.000 heretics. 14,000 Huguenots at least were slain 
in the massacre of St. Bartholomew in 1572.
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to life, "but there is in our midst a constant amount of 
semi-destitution, to the miseries of which the snow must 
be perfectly appalling...............At the present moment there
are, it is said, no fewer than 5,000,000 of men, women, 
and children who are absolutely starving.’’—Jan., 1886.

But, after all, what is this compared with the sum-total 
of suffering now existing in the world ? Beckoning the 
population of the world at 1,200,000,000, it would be no 
exaggeration to say that at the present moment, whilst I am 
writing these lines, there are at least 10,000 human beings 
undergoing the extremest amount of suffering that the 
human body is capable of sustaining, longing for the 
death that is so long in. coming, and many hundreds of 
thousands, more probably, whose condition is not much 
better. Why is all this suffering permitted, if a God of 
infinite love and tender pity really reigns on high ? 
Should I be told that the Almighty, having endowed man 
with free will, is not responsible for the result, I reply, in 
the first place I am not so sure of this. If the Almighty 
is omniscient, it seems to me He is responsible; besides, 
we haVe high authority for saying he is the author of evil 
as well as good. In the second place, I rejoin that even 
if I concede the point and admit that God is not bound in 
justice to interfere in man’s inhumanities to man, how are 
we to reconcile the great catastrophes of nature,, every 
year claiming their hecatombs of victims, with the existence 
of a God of love and mercy.

I have already instanced the Indian famine—one out of 
many. I would cite the great Bengal cyclone of 1876— 
and there have been several minor ones since—which 
claimed its hundreds of thousands of victims.

Mr. Voysey instances the fire at Santiago., in Chili, in 
1864, where a church was struck by lightning and des
troyed, containing 2,000 human beings in the very act of 
prayer, most of whom perished by suffocation or were 
burnt alive. Then, in 1881, an earthquake occurred at 
Chio, in Asiatic Turkey, when in the town itself only fifty 
houses were left standing, whole lines of streets having 
disappeared. On all sides, we are told, from the ruins 
were heard cries of distress, voices supplicating assistance, 
which in most cases were in vain, the buried victims being 
left to perish. In short, as a recent writer puts it, “Nature 
impales men, breaks them on the wheel, casts them to be 
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devoured by wild beasts, burns them to death, crushes 
them with stones, starves them with hunger, freezes them 
with cold, poisons them by quick or slow venom of her 
exhalations, and has hundreds of other hideous deaths in 
reserve, such as the ingenious cruelty of a Nero or a 
Domitian never surpassed. All this Nature does with the 
most supercilious disregard of mercy and justice.”

This thought has often occurred to me. If, indeed, 
there is a. God who has a mind akin to our own, and 
mercy and justice signify the same things with him as they 
do with us, how is he able to bear the shrieks of thousands 
of men, women, and childrenthat daily and hourly, from all 
quarters of the world, ascend to the “mercy seat on high”, 
and will continue to ascend as long as life endures ? Does 
he experience any of the feelings that would arise in the 
heart, of a .man ? If so, they must, humanly speaking, 
exercise a disturbing influence on his mind. But to ask such 
a question is to answer it. To imagine such a thing is to 
introduce an anthropomorphic conception of the Deity which 
is impossible to entertain. If, on the other hand, Dean 
Hansel is right in asserting that with the Deity justice, 
mercy, and goodness differ not only in degree, but in kind, 
from the realities which go by these names amongst men, 
then how can we possibly feel that we have a father in 
heaven who is touched by our infirmities ? The problem 
is insoluble from whichever side we view it, and we can 
but echo back the poet’s mournful cry—we are but

“ Children crying in the night,
Crying for the light, 
With no language but a cry

If we turn, to the brute creation, do we find a happier 
state of things ? I trow not. Beneficent arrangements 
are to be found no doubt, but what of the malevolences ? 
Nature—as some writer puts it—has most elaborately 
adapted the teeth, of the shark, the talons of the eagle, 
the claws of the tiger, the poison-fang of the serpent, to
strike, to torture, and to destroy. Theologians have, of
course, made many attempts to justify the ways of God to 
man as well as to the brute creation, and if they fail in
their efforts it is for no lack of ability in marshalling
their facts, but from the inherent weakness of the cause 
they are defending.



GOD. AND REVELATION.

The arguments generally adduced in explanation of the 
evils of life are those I am about to consider. I am not 
aware that there are others, though many of them, in the 
hands of a skilful apologist, are capable of considerable 
amplification, and may be made to look more plausible 
than in the guise I am able to present them.

First, then, it is said :
(a) Pain is necessary for our protection and safety; 

our very lives depend on our susceptibility to pain—e.y., if 
falling down were not painful children would never learn 
to walk upright; if contact with fire did not cause pain 
a person might lose his life before even he knew that he 
was being burned.

(¿) All our knowledge has sprung out of our pain ; our 
sufferings have been a perpetual stimulus to our minds 
to acquire knowledge. We should never have made so 
much progress in the arts and sciences if we had not 
experienced many tumbles in climbing the ascent leading 
to knowledge.

(c) If there were no pain, there would be no pleasure. 
None of us can compute how much of actual pleasure 
is derived from contrast with pain. To enjoy pleasure 
at all there must be alternations of pain. For instance, 
a man after recovering from a severe attack of gout ex
periences by contrast a greater amount of pleasure than he 
did before the attack commenced.

(rf) Pain enlarges our sympathies, and teaches us 
patience; it excites some of the noblest faculties of the 
human mind; there would be no sympathy and love were 
it not for sorrow and suffering which called them forth. 
(N.B.—This argument is susceptible of great amplifica
tion.)

(0) Pain and death are often the results of our own vices 
and imprudences, and we have no right to expect the Cre
ator to intervene, for that would be to tamper with man’s 
free will.

(/) Pain is much exaggerated; pain occupies a compara
tively small portion of a man’s life : the greater portion of 
human existence is passed in painlessness, or in actual en
joyment; even in exceptional cases of a long life of pain, 
the time after all is as nothing compared with eternity.

(y) Pain and suffering may be for our good, though we 
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know it not. How many things which at one time were 
thought to he evil, have turned out blessings ? It may be 
argued that as human beings, full of tenderness and 
compassion, especially parents, find themselves compelled 
to inflict pain and sorrow on those they love; similarly, 
our heavenly father may find it necessary to inflict pain on 
those whom he loves, for their good.

(A) Pain or death is, after all, only the pain or death of 
the individual: the mere fact of many hundreds or even 
thousands being overwhelmed in the same calamity does 
not increase the actual quantity of pain endured by each 
individual. We have therefore no right to appeal to the 
evidence afforded by a catastrophe like an Indian famine 
or cyclone as an evidence of want of love, any more than 
we have to a catastrophe in which one life only is involved. 
On the contrary, it has been argued that a body of men 
collectively meet death much more philosophically than a 
single individual does.

(¿) Death after all may be nothing more than a change 
of life under different conditions, and may prove a blessing 
instead of a misfortune.

(/) Catastrophes, like a famine, or an earthquake, or a 
pestilence, are in the long run beneficial to the human race, 
as they decrease the population, which would otherwise 
inconveniently increase, or they may serve other useful 
ends, although we may be unable to discern them.

(&) Pain, as regards the animal world, is not so exces
sive as we imagine ; and in the case of animals it may be 
intended to serve some good purpose. Paley says “it (mean
ing the destruction of animals by one another) is rather a 
merciful arrangement than otherwise, as if the beasts 
were left to die of old age, the world would be filled with 
drooping, superannuated, half-starved animals, who would 
linger and die after all a more painful death than if killed 
by other animals ”.

Now, in considering the foregoing, it appears to me that 
most of them are quite beside the mark. I am not pre
pared to argue that the existence of some pain in the 
world is incompatible with the belief in divine beneficence. 
We will take the case of a boy who, when climbing a tree, 
misses his hold, tumbles to the ground, and sustains a com
pound fracture of his leg. This is very painful to him, no 
doubt. But is the accident any impeachment of the divine 
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love ? It is true that the law of gravitation might have 
been altered in the boy’s behalf, or his bones might have 
been made impervious to the shock, or he might have been 
endowed with the foreknowledge of what was going to 
happen, and so have been prevented from climbing the 
tree. But because none of these things were done, shall 
we impute a want of beneficence to the Deity ? Similarly 
if I build my house over a cesspool, or sleep in the wind, 
or do any other foolish act, have I a right to complain if 
I suffer in consequence ? I think not. Experience will 
teach me that nature’s laws cannot be defied with impunity, 
and I shall if I am wise abstain from such acts in future. 
Can, however, such horrors as the Indian mutiny, or the 
seething mass of human misery that exists in every large 
town all over the world, be disposed of by a similar line of 
argument ? Not altogether. The innocent child when 
tossed on the point of the bayonet of the mutinous siphaee, 
before its mother’s eyes, was guilty of neither ignorance 
nor folly. Similarly, the condition of many of our London 
poor is owing to no fault of their own. An article by 
Cardinal Manning, headed “ The Child of the English 
Savage,” reveals a depth of cruelty to children which 
Would be incredible were it not vouched for on the best 
authority.

Charles Kingsley, writing of the Indian mutiny, says :—
“ I can think of nothing but these Indian massacres; the 

moral problems they involve make me half wild. Night and 
day the heaven seems black to me, though I never was so 
prosperous and blest in my life as I am now. I can hardly 
bear to look at woman or child. They raise some horrible 
images from which I can’t escape. What does it all mean ? 
Christ is king, nevertheless! I tell my people so. I should 
do, I dare not think what—if I did not believe so. But I sorely 
want someone to tell me that he believes it too.”
He may well ask the question, “ What does it all mean ? ” 
if an omnipotent and benevolent Being rules the Universe!

Should I be told that man having been endowed with 
free will, God cannot interfere to frustrate that free will, 
though indescribable miseries may result from his non
interference, I reply, “ Suppose I admit the justness of 
the argument—which I do not—there still remains the 
great catastrophes of nature to be accounted for, which 
have nothing to do with man’s free will. I see a column 
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in this morning’s newspaper headed with the words 
“ Disastrous floods; great destruction of life and property 
all over Europe ”. Who is reponsible for these floods 
and the miseries they have caused ? The details in some 
cases are too harrowing. How are these things to be 
reconciled with the existence of a God of love ? Man here 
is passive. It is nature that is actively at work to 
mutilate and destroy, and is not nature’s God responsible 
for the result ? The argument adduced in (y) is quite inap
plicable to such cases of apparently ruthless barbarity. Pain 
in certain cases may be beneficial, though in others it hardens. 
But what has this to do with the wholesale slaughterings 
of nature ? Again, the parallelism—even in the case of 
ordinary every-day suffering—drawn between the acts 
of an earthly and heavenly parent will not hold good. 
It may be necessary for the former to inflict pain on his 
children. But why ? Because he has, or thinks he has, no 
other means of effecting his object. If he had, I should 
maintain his mode was a cruel one. It is with him but a 
choice between two evils. The case, however, is different 
with a Being of unlimited power and with full choice of 
means; and, therefore, to my mind, the one case affords 
no analogy to the other.

The argument in (A) does not appear to me to be of 
much cogency. We are rot considering the case of the 
sufferer so much as the Being who caused the suffering. A 
case of suffering where millions are involved, seems to me 
to make the indictment all the heavier against the Being 
who caused or permitted the suffering, than if one single 
death only resulted.

In reply to (¿), I would remark that the explanation 
put forward is purely hypothetical; such evidence as we 
possess is insufficient to make it even probable. In the 
first place, even if true, it fails to account for the difficulty, 
for happiness conferred hereafter is not a sufficient justifi
cation for the infliction of torture here. If all deaths were 
natural deaths, without pain and without suffering either 
to oneself or to one’s belongings, there might be some
thing in the argument; and if it be indeed for a man’s 
good to be removed to another world, why should it be 
necessary, in the felicitous words of Professor Rogers, 
to fry him first in red hot lava, or scald him to death in 
boiling water, or to torture him by withholding the means 
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of sustenance till he ¿Lies from exhaustion ? Besides, 
looking at the case from another point of view, what 
grounds have we for supposing that the sufferer’s condition 
will be improved in the next world ? The teachings of our 
orthodox pulpits point to a very different conclusion. 
Should you reply, that we are not tied down to the ortho
dox view, and that you believe that “ good shall somehow 
be the final gaol of ill”, I rejoin: “I cannot prove that 
your optimist view is wrong, but judging from what goes 
on here you are very unlikely to be right After all, this 
is only another phase of the blessings in disguise argu
ment. Mr. Voysey writes in this connection: “Though 
the facts are beyond dispute, there is not a tittle of evidence 
to prove any malicious, merciless, or cruel design, or any 
criminal carelessness, on the part of the great destroyer; 
on the contrary, there is everything to prove that since 
death is a blessing to every individual as well as to the race [the 
italics are mine], the slaughter of many thousands at one 
time by the periodic or exceptional convulsions of nature 
is a sign rather of benificence than of malignity ”, Every
thing to prove that death is a blessing! Well, in a sense 
it may be. It may be better for those overwhelmed by 
the calamities of life, to sink as Byron has it, into the 
barren womb of nothingness, than to live out a life of 
misery here; but this is not the sense intended by the 
writer. He speaks of death as God’s messenger, sent to 
call us to our home above. If it is so, where is the proof ? 
And supposing for argument’s sake that it is so, is this 
a sufficient justification for the infliction of ruthless cruel
ties here? The slaughter of many thousands a sign of 
beneficence? The slow slaughter of 4,000,000 in the great 
Indian famine a sign of beneficence! I will believe it 
when the earth’s motion is reversed, or the stars fall from 
heaven, but not before !

As regards (j). Here again we have an appeal to our 
ignorance. Admitting that some ultimate benefit to the 
race does come out of a catastrophe like the great Indian 
famine of 1858-1859: is this an adequate excuse for its 
infliction? Such lame and inadequate explanations are 
to me simply exasperating. Surely we have a right to 
expect a merciful and all-powerful Being to gain the desired 
©nd by some less revolting means. It cannot surely be neces
sary to boil and fry or starve to death thousands of human 
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beings in order that some good may result to the survivors' 
Besides, why should nature require patching and mend
ing at all ? Does not this imply a defect in the artificer ?

Consider once more the immense amount of suffering 
caused by the existence of venomous reptiles—snakes, 
scorpions, centipedes, and the like—not only to man, but 
to animals. Paley endeavors to make light of the afflic
tion. He says, in effect, that the bite of the rattlesnake 
(he probably had not heard of the cobra) is not often fatal; 
that they (venomous reptiles) are seldom found in places 
or countries inhabited or frequented by man, and that if 
man invades their territories, he must take the conse
quences. Of course this is utter rubbish. Around almost 
every native village in India hundreds of venomous reptiles 
abound, which invade the dwellings of the inhabitants and 
cause much havoc amongst them. What would Paley 
have said had he known that there are annually 20,000 
deaths reported from snake-bite in India alone, and pro
bably many more unreported ! After this it were bathos 
to say anything about the number of cattle, sheep, etc., 
destroyed by similar means. Is the existence of these 
things in a world where man has not too much room for 
his own needs, no impeachment of the divine love ? Do 
they not rather make us question the beneficent arrange
ments in nature which theologians are so fond of parading 
for our benefit ?

As regards the reply given in (¿), I observe that it 
is miserably inadequate and untrue. It is not a fact, 
within my experience, that animals suffer little pain in 
their lives, or that their deaths are generally painless ones. 
A pack of wild dogs only obey their natural instincts when 
they hunt down a sombhur to death. A cat instinctively 
tortures a mouse to death. The boa-constrictor often 
paralyses his victim with fear before he embraces him 
in his deadly coil. A hunting cheta commits terrible 
havoc amongst deer and other ruminants. Rabbits 
suffer greatly from the stoat and weasel tribe. It was 
only this morning that, hearing a great cry (almost human 
it seemed to me) as of an animal in pain in the plantation 
behind my house, I went to see what occasioned it, and 
found a stoat hanging on to the back of the head of a 
young rabbit, the latter making frantic but unsuccessful 
efforts to shake off its assailant.
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I have more than once witnessed, in India, a crow
pheasant manipulating a frog of the largest size, merely 
tearing out and eating its entrails, the agonising croak 
of the animal during the operation being horrible—far 
worse than when in ordinary course, a frog is slowly 
disappearing down the throat of a snake, or even a larger 
frog. It was always a source of wonder to me that 
nature should be so needlessly cruel. A dog takes a 
positive pleasure in hunting down a hare. Cattle, both 
in their domesticated and wild condition, suffer tortures 
from the foot and mouth disease; numbers of animals 
undergo lingering deaths from attacks of parasites; in 
fact, wherever we look, we see more or less of suffering 
in the animal world. I shall be told in reply that the 
pain is more apparent than real. I see a writer in one 
of the quarterly reviews cites several instances in support 
of this view, asserting, that a leech may be divided in the 
middle while it is sucking blood, and be so little dis
turbed by the operation that it will continue to suck for 
some minutes afterwards ; that the dragon-fly will devour 
its own tail and fly away afterwards as briskly as ever; 
that insects impaled with a pin will eat with as much 
avidity as when free and unhurt. It is stated that on one 
occasion a scientific collector impaled a carnivorous beetle 
with a pin, that it somehow managed to get loose, and, in 
spite of the pin in its body, devoured all the other speci
mens in the case. The story of Dr. Livingtone and the 
lion is pressed into the service of natural theologians. 
That distinguished traveller relates that when he was 
seized by the lion he felt no particular pain; that the 
shock produced a stupor similar to that felt by a mouse 
after the first shake of the cat. How Dr. Livingstone 
could have been aware of the mouse’s sensations it is 
difficult to say; but most people will, in spite of the 
learned doctor, still continue to think that the mouse has 
a very bad quarter of an hour indeed, after being seized 
by a cat.

How far the other instances given by the quarterly re
viewer are correct I am unable to say; but no one doubts 
that where there is feeble brain organisation and little or 
no nervous system, there is correspondingly little pain ; 
but all warm-blooded animals must and do feel acutely’ 
and the higher we ascend in the scale, the more suscepti
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bility to pain do we find. It is impossible for apologists to 
deny all physical suffering in the animal creation, but they 
try to minimize the amount as much as possible, asserting 
that the pains are a trifle as compared with the pleasures 
and enjoyments of life. This is a question which every 
one must answer for himself—for my part, I am unable to 
agree with the apologists, or to admit that, even if the 
assertion be true, it is a sufficient explanation of the suffer
ings which none can deny. In short, let theologians argue 
as they will, there is no denying the fact, as Physicus points 
out, “that we stand in the midst of a wonderful and beauti
ful, but also of a terrible and cruel, world, and a world more
over inwhich pain and cruelty, the slaughter of the weak by 
the strong, and their decay and death by their own imperfect 
organization, are not accidental defects, but are of the 
very essence of the development of life on the globe, and 
go back ages before man’s appearance on its surface. So 
far as life and the improvement of life are the outcome of 
the struggle for existence, the organic world seems to have 
its roots in suffering. In such a view evil is no longer to 
be dismissed as a temporary incident, but as a tremendous 
reality, bound up with the very constitution of things ”

I may be told that it is exceedingly presumptuous of me to 
presume to sit in judgment on the acts of the Almighty, 
and that I am not a competent judge in the matter. To 
this I reply that I am not sure they are the acts of the 
Almighty—certainly not of the Deity of Professor Flint— 
besides, I am asked to pronounce an opinion, when the facts 
of nature are favorable, and exhibit beneficent design (for 
this is the whole scope and purport of writers of natural 
theology), but when they appear unfavorable, or male
volent, I am told I am presumptuous if I dare to pro
nounce an opinion upon them. I am also informed that I 
have not the necessary knowledge—and that if I were 
behind the scenes—I should judge very differently. To 
which I reply, that I am competent,—as far as my know
ledge extends,—to form an opinion on what goes on before 
my very eyes, and to doubt my own competency in this 
respect is like doubting the multiplication table because 
I am ignorant of the differential calculus. Is it a mark 
of reverence to say that black is white when black it 
appears to me to be ? Besides, the argument, as an argu
ment, appears to be worthless, because it might be, with
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equal cogency, pressed into the service of a believer in one 
of the Pagan Deities in justification of an act (which 
appeared to us cruel or immoral) popularly assigned to that 
Deity.

The author of “A Candid Examination of Theism ” 
says :—

‘ ‘ If natural selection has played any large share in the 
process of organic evolution, it is evident that animal enjoy
ment being an important factor in the natural cause must 
always have been furthered to the extent in which it was 
necessary for the adaptation of organisms to their environment, 
and such we invariably find to be the limits within which all 
enjoyments are confined. On the other hand, so long as the 
adaptations in question are not complete, so long must there be 
more or less suffering. Thus, whether we look to animal 
pleasures or animal pains, the result is just what we should 
expect to find on the supposition of those pleasures or pains 
having been due to necessary and physical, as distinguished 
from intelligent and moral, antecedents ; for how different is 
that which is, from that which might have been. Not only 
might beneficient selection have eliminated the countless species 
of parasites which now destroy the health and happiness of the 
higher organisms ; not only might survival of the fittest, in a 
moral sense, have determined that rapacious and carnivorous 
animals should yield their places to harmless and gentle ones ; 
not only might life have been without sickness, and death 
without pain ; but how might the exigencies and the welfare 
of species have been consulted by the structures and habits of 
One another.” t

Is it any explanation of the mystery to be told in reply 
that our knowledge is partial, and could we but see the 
whole, the objections would probably disappear?; or is 
the difficulty minimised by the contention that we are 
looking at a work which is not yet finished, and that the 
imperfections we see may be a necessary part of a large 
but yet only partially carried out design? I think not. 
The argumentum ad ignorantiam is a favorite one with theo
logians ; but it convinces no one. Besides, the great catas
trophes of Nature can hardly be called imperfections. 
Furthermore, supposing that the miseries of life do possess 
an occult quality of promoting good in the far off future : 
what then ? Does the end, according to our moral code, 
justify the means ? Hidden good often conies out of 
human misdeeds and crimes, but that does not prevent 
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them from remaining misdeeds and crimes ; and, in like 
manner, if in the order of nature good comes out of the 
mass of misery and injustice with which the world teems, 
that does not lessen the significance of the fact that the 
method by which the supposed good is attained is a method 
of misery and injustice.

Should I be told, as I have been told before now, that 
all the misery which surrounds us, physical and moral, 
is the result of the transgression of our first parents, I 
reply that the difficulty is only removed one step farther 
back. The Creator of the Universe, supposing him to be 
all-powerful and possessing all knowledge, is equally 
responsible for the result. Besides, as regards the brute 
creation at any rate, the earth has yielded up her secrets, 
and we know that animals existed, preyed upon one 
another, and died, under much the same conditions as 
they now live and die, ages before man’s appearance on 
the globe.

In concluding this part of my essay, I would quote the 
words of a living Roman Catholic writer, not because they 
by any means afford a satisfactory explanation of the diffi
culties I have been considering, but because the writer 
sees, as clearly as I do, the malevolences of Nature, and 
because also his explanation is largely imbued with the 
merciful spirit of the age, which seems to find expression 
in the words of Lord Tennyson :—

“ Behold we know not anything ; 
We can but hope that good shall fall 
At last far off—at last—to all, 
And ever winter turn to spring.”

The writer referred to says :
“ I can no more reconcile the evil and misery in the world 

with the existence of a bénéficient creator than you can. 
It is one of those overwhelming and heart-piercing mys
teries that encumber human life. But is not the Christian 
explanation upon the face of it more reasonable than any other ? 
Sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and does not the 
teaching of all religions echo back the eternal law ? Here of 
course we all throw back upon another of those unsolved and 
insoluble mysteries that surround men on all sides—the mystery 
of free will, as to which I do not see how we can get further 
back than St. Augustine’s teaching ; that a world m which a 
moral order or period of probation was established, wherein 
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rational creatures should work out their own eternal destiny by 
their own merit, is more excellent than one containing no such 
order, and that the existence of the moral order implies liberty 
to sin, as a concomitant of liberty to do right.”
And, adds the writer—
“ of this I am confident, and it seems blasphemous to doubt it, 
that the eventual condition of every soul will be such as is best 
for that soul—the best that is possible for it, as being what it 
is, and what it has made itself to be. This is the larger hope, 
which we may not only faintly trust but assuredly believe—the 
one ray of light in the great darkness.”

This is all very well as far as it goes, and is a remark
able admission, as coming from a Roman Catholic,1 but 
the mystery of free will affords little assistance to the mind 
overwhelmed by the great catastrophies of nature, or aghast 
at the apparently needless sufferings of the brute creation. 
In truth, the mystery is, as Mr. Lilly himself admits, in
soluble.

1 Very different from the view taken by the Rev. Father Furness 
(a Roman Catholic writer), who speaks of hell being paved with the 
skulls of infants only a foot long.

The conclusion of the whole matter appears to be 
this. To one who, on independent grounds, say on the 
dictum of an infallible church, or an infallible record, be
lieves in spite of indications in nature to the contrary, in 
an all-wise, all-powerful, and all-merciful Deity, it may be 
possible to avoid facing the dilemma, and to rest content 
with the assumption that the two horns of the dilemma 
may be made to meet, in some inconceivable way ; but in 
the absence of such grounds, and should he care to exercise 
his reasoning faculties at all on the subject (a task he is 
invited to undertake by the numerous writers on natural 
theology from Paley downwards), he can hardly avoid the 
conclusion that the power which the universe manifests to 
him is non-infinite in its resources, or non-beneficent in 
its designs.



PART II.

I have said, it may be possible for one who on indepen
dent grounds, believes in the existence of an all-powerful, 
all-wise, and all-inerciful Deity, to avoid facing the 
dilemma, etc. ; but, on carefully considering the matter, 
it seems questionable whether any authority whatsoever 
would suffice to win our intellectual assent to a proposition 
which is, as I believe, contradicted by the evidence of our 
senses.

Moral and physical evil confront us on every side—much 
of it probably remediable—but much more entirely beyond 
our control, for which the Creator of the Universe is 
directly responsible. Nevertheless, in spite of this fact, 
if we are satisfied that He has made a revelation to man, 
we must believe that in some way or other He cares for 
the creatures He has brought into existence (else why 
would He make a revelation at all?). He may not be all- 
powerful, or He may be deficient in benevolence ; never-. 
theless we may be sure that He exists, and we are bound 
to accept what He has been pleased to reveal to us—and 
reject it at our peril—provided always that we are satis
fied that it emanates from a Being who governs the world.

There are some who assert that they know intuitively 
that God exists (as Theodore Parker expresses it, the 
voice of God in the soul of man), but they only arrive 
at this conclusion because they have imbibed the idea 
at some period or other of their lives. If a child of 
Christian parents were taken away from its home when 
only a few months old, and brought up by a race who had 
no ideas of God, or a future state, the child would remain 
as ignorant as its foster parents of these beliefs. It has 
been said that no races or tribes exist whose minds are a 
complete blank in regard to the existence of a Supreme' 

(36)
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Being. Be this as it may, it is beyond dispute that the 
Ordinary savage’s religion (if such it can be called) consists 
merely in a belief in a Fetish or Devil of some kind, 
whom he seeks to propitiate by offerings and sacrifices, 
but this is a very different thing from a belief in. an 
intelligent Personal Governor of the Universe—-a conscious 
Supreme Power with whom we can enter into personal 
relations.

Further, some of the acutest minds of this or any other 
age, lack any such intuitive knowledge. They, it is true, 
acknowledge some power or force in the universe—an 
eternal energy from which all things proceed—but confess 
their utter ignorance of its attributes. I think, therefore, 
we must dismiss the idea that God has intuitively revealed 
himself to mankind.

As regards the evidence afforded by nature for the 
existence of a Supreme Being, I have already discussed 
the question in the first part of this essay, the conclusion 
arrived at being that there is reasonable evidence to. esta
blish the existence of an intelligent Power, but that is all. 
We must therefore turn to revelation, and examine the 
evidence on which it rests, in view to ascertaining whether 
it affords us reasonable grounds for believing that it 
emanated from a Being who rules the universe, who is 
also all-powerful, wise, and good. Although history.records 
more revelations than one, I shall content myself with con
sidering the Christian revelation, being willing to accept 
Paley’s dictum, that if the Christian religion (that is the 
revelation of the Christian religion) be not credible, no 
one with whom we have to do will support the pretensions 
of any other.

Paley, after supposing or assuming more than he has 
any right to assume, asks, “Under these circumstances, is 
it improbable that a revelation should be made ? Suppose 
God to design for mankind a future state, is it unlikely that 
he should acquaint him with the fact ? ” To which I 
reply, By no means; but then I deny the premiss on which 
the whole argument is based. We have no right to assume 
certain alleged facts, viz., the existence of a Moral Governor 
and Ruler of the Universe, who designs a future state for 
man, and then to argue from these facts for the probability 
of a revelation. I conceive the more legitimate way of 
dealing with the question, if we are to argue at all on 
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probabilities, is to take the Christian revelation as it 
stands, and then ask ourselves the question, Is it probable ?

What, then, is this Christian revelation ? or of what does 
it consist ? If I read my Bible correctly, we are told that 
some six or seven thousand years ago (the time is of no 
great consequence) the Almighty planted a garden in Eden 
(wherever that may have been); and there caused a full- 
grown man suddenly to rise out of the ground, endowed with 
intellect, speech and conscience ; that this man being cast 
into a deep sleep, an incision was made in his side, from 
which a woman was formed; that after a time the woman 
—in spite of God’s injunction to the contrary—beguiled by 
a serpent, partook of the fruit of a particular tree, and 
persuaded the man to do so too, m consequence of which 
act of disobedience, they (the man and the woman) were 
driven out of the Garden of Eden, and made to work for 
their daily bread. That Adam lived for 930 years, and 
begat children,1 but his descendants become so hopelessly 
bad, that God regretted that he had made man, and deter
mined to destroy both man and beast from the face of the 
earth, excepting Noah and his children, and their wives 
and families; and this intention the Almighty carried out 
by means of a flood, which covered the whole earth—that 
is to say, all the high hills that were under the whole 
heaven—and so all life was destroyed except Noah and his 
family, and the beasts that he had taken with him into 
the ark. Nevertheless, this wholesale purification failed 
to improve the moral character of man, for the race lapsed 
into wickedness again, till at length, after some thousands 
of years, God, according to a purpose which he had formed 
before the foundation of the world, incarnated himself in 
the person of Jesus Christ, the second person of the 
Trinity, who, after a ministry of about three years (query: 
was it one?) on the earth, was crucified by the Roman 

1 Charles Bray says :—“ For God to make a Paradise out of which 
he knew his new-made creatures would be very shortly driven, was a 
mockery, a delusion, and a snare. But it may be said that Eve must 
have been left free or there would have been no virtue in resisting-. 
What, left free to destroy herself and all her race ? Surely no such 
fatal gift could be safely entrusted to so frail a creature, particularly 
as God knew perfectly well how it would all end. And then, again, 
if on the day of her disobedience she had surely died according to 
promise, no great harm would have been done, for she would not then 
have brought a curse on her whole posterity.”
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Power, at the instigation of the Jewish nation, but with 
the foreknowledge and consent of God the Father, m 
order that he (Jesus Christ) might be a propitiation 
for the sins of the whole world; in other words, that the 
first person of the Trinity might consistently, with his 
attribute of justice, forgive the sinner, who accepted the 
second person of the Trinity as his Saviour. As Milton 
says:—

“ Man losing all,
To expiate his treason had nought left 
But to destruction, sacred and devote, 
He with his whole posterity must die; 
Die he, or justice must, 
Unless some other able and as willing pay. 
The rigid satisfaction death for death.”

This, or something very like it, is the revelation which 
we are called upon to believe. I ask is it prima facie 
probable? I am not denying that it possibly may be 
true; all I say is, that it is not the sort,of story that 
commends itself to our intelligence. Tertullian says of it: 
** Credo quia incredibile,” that is, u I believe it because it 
is too improbable for anyone to have invented it.” At any 
rate, it is not too much to say that the whole story of the 
creation of man, the deluge, and the ark, conflicts not only 
with the scientific knowledge of the present day, but the 
doctrine of the atonement (softened down though it 
may be by modern apologists) with our sense, of right 
and wrong; for how, it may be asked, can it consist 
with justice to allow guilt to be transferred from the 
guilty to the innocent ? I do not say it is all impossible; 
all I do say is, that before we give in our adhesion to the 
story, we are entitled to demand the strongest possible 
evidence that God has really revealed it. Paley sajs . 
“ I remember hearing an unbeliever say that if God, had 
given a revelation He would have written it on the skies. 
Allowing for metaphorical language, I think He would. 
'Were an earthly potentate to send a messenger to his 
subjects charged with a message improbable in itself, but 
of paramount importance; the contents of which, if ueg- 
lected, would entail utter ruin upon them, and their 
descendants, we are entitled to say that it would be 
incumbent upon him so to accredit his messenger, that no 
reasonable doubt be left in the minds of any of his
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subjects as to his (the messengers) authority and mission. 
Similarly, I think we are entitled to expect an equally ex- 
plicit attestation of the heavenly message.

Paley observes that if the evidences of revelation were 
overpowenngly strong, it would have the effect of restrain
ing our voluntary powers too much, and would call for no 
exercise of humility and faith. It would be no trial or 
thanks, he says, to the most sensual wretch to forbear 
sinning if heaven and hell were open to his sight The 
same line of argument has only to be used in the hypo
thetical case I have cited above, to show what nonsense it 
amounts to The fact is, not only is faith magnified above 
its deserts, but it is put m the wrong place. If God has 
unquestionably spoken, reason is silenced. It is super
seded by faith. But the question is whether God has 
spoken, and until that question is decided, there is no 
legitimate scope for the exercise of faith. To do so before 
would be to make faith and credulity interchangeable 
terms. Take the incarnation of the Supreme Being This 
is a mystery which my intellect cannot fathom, but I 
rightly accept it on faith, if I am sure that it has been 
revealed Similarly, as regards the Romish doctrine of 
transubstantiation, my intellect may be quite unable to 
fathom. the mystery of the transformation of the bread 
and wine into the body and blood of Christ, but if I 
believe the doctrine to be taught by divine authority, then 
1 am bound to accept it on faith; and so again a Mussulman 
is morally bound to accept the Koran as his rule of faith, 
in spite of its inherent improbabilities, if he is satisfied that 
it has.been written by the inspiration of the Almighty • 
but it is too much to ask him or anyone else to exercise faith 

th\mAssage 'before he is satisfied that God has spoken 
through Mahomed, in the pages of the Koran. And so it 
X T/eRrd to the Christian revelation. If I am sure 
i d-iG0™8 ®poken either through the medium of an In
fallible Church, or in the pages of the Bible, I bow my 
head, and accept the revelation he has been pleased to 
make; but I must know first of all that he has really 
spoken, or else I shall only be guilty of credulity in 
accepting it.

As I shall probably be told that sufficient evidence 
does exist to convince any reasonable person that the 
Christian revelation is a direct revelation from Almighty 
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God, I shall now proceed to consider the question, as 
'briefly as I can.

First of all, the Roman Catholic Church claims not only 
to be the true Church of God, the infallible interpreter of 
God’s revelation to man, “ but the depository of a mass of 
unwritten tradition handed down in unbroken succession 
from the time of St. Peter (the alleged first Bishop of 
Rome) to the present day, which it is incumbent on its 
followers to believe. It is also very exclusive, for it teaches 
that none beyond its pale can be saved.

Admitting that it was within the compass of divine 
power to have communioated to the world the certitude 
that the Roman Catholic Church is the one true and 
infallible Church ; as a matter of fact, such a communica
tion has not been made. The Roman Catholic Church may 
claim to be the mouthpiece of Almighty God, and the 
Pope, his vice-regent on earth, but when we ask for her 
credentials, she has none to show. She may appeal to the 
Bible and tradition, but it is obvious, that to those who 
believe neither in the infallibility of the one, or the truth 
of the other, this is no proof at all. If we meditate upon 
her past history, we shall hardly be tempted to take her 
word for her assumptions. Her previous character is too 
bad. It is impossible to deny that she is directly respon
sible for the horrors of the inquisition which claimed their 
hundreds of thousands of victims. She, or rather the head 
of the Church, ordered a medal to be struck in commemo
ration of the massacre of St. Bartholomew. M. Bouzique 
writes :—

“Of all the persecutions which the Roman Catholic Church 
has carried on against religious liberty in France, none has a 
more odious character than that which followed the revocation 
of the Edict of Nantes. The crusades against the Albigenses, 
the slaughter of the Vaudois, the massacre of St. Bartholomew 
itself, may in part be referred to the barbarousness of the time, 
but the Dragonades surpasses them all in horror.”

The history of French Protestantism, from the end of 
the seventeenth century to the end of the eighteenth, 
presents one long history of bloodshed and horror. The 
same writer remarks :—

“ The Protestants of every condition, age, and sex, given up 
as a prey to the violence of a fanatical soldiery, to the hateful 
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passions of the Roman Catholic clergy, had to suffer all the 
afflictions and tortures, all the horrors and infamies that could 
be devised by the grossest brutality, united to a cruelty the 
most exquisite.”

The whole of this system of robbery, brutality, and 
murder, which ancient paganism cannot parallel or ap
proach, Jiad its source in three base authorities—Louis 
XIV., Pere la Chaize, his confessor, and Pope Innocent XT. 
The latter, instead of interposing his1 authority to put a 
stop to these horrors, writes to his obedient son, Louis XIV., 
on the subject of the revocation of the Edict of Nantes, as 
follows :—

“Our very Dear Brother in Jesus Christ,—Among all the 
illustrious proofs that your Majesty has given of your natural 
piety, there is none more striking than the truly worthy zeal of 
the.most Christian King, which has led him to revoke all the 
ordinances rendered in favour of the heretics of his kingdom, 
and the provision he has made by very wise edicts for the pro
pagation of the orthodox faith; as we have learnt from our 
very dear son, the Duke d’Astrees, your ambassador at our 
Court. We have thought it our duty to write to you this letter, 
in order to. give an authentic and durable testimony of the 
eulogies which we bestow on the fine religious sentiments which 
your spirit manifests ; and to congratulate you on the load of 
immortal commendations which, by this last act, you have 
added to all those which, down to this time, render your life so 
glorious. The Catholic Church will not forget to mark in its 
annals so great a proof of your devotion to it. I will never 
cease to praise your name. But, above all, you may safely 
expect from the divine goodness the reward of so fine a resolu
tion, and to be assured that for that result we shall continually 
put up the most ardent prayers to that same goodness. Our 
venerable brother the Archbishop of Fano will say to you the 
rest, and in cordial earnestness we give your Majesty our 
apostolical benediction.

“ Given at Rome the 13th November, 1685.”
And this from a man who professed to be a follower of 
Jesus Christ, and the head of God’s infallible Church on 
earth!

. At the time when the act of revocation was issued, the 
king was living in adultery with Madame Maintenon, who 
had not long succeeded her predecessor in adultery, 
Madame Montensan. A worthy son of the Church 
indeed!!
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The sale of indulgences, under the authority of Leo X., 
was a disgrace to any church, and was one, if not the chief 
cause, that brought about the reformation. A certain 
dealer in indulgences (Bernardin Sampson) unblushingly 
declared he could forgive all sins, and that, heaven and 
hell were subject to his power. He maintained that he 
could sell the merits of Christ to anyone who could buy 
them for ready money. He boasted of having levied 
enormous sums from the poor as well as the rich. Did the 
Pope take any steps to stop this blasphemy ? No; he 
directly encouraged it, in order that the money so levied 
might replenish his exhausted coffers. A worthy follower 
of Christ indeed !!

In 1493 Pope Alexander VI. issued a bull laying down 
the axiom that the earth was fiat. In the 13th century 
Pope Boniface VIII. interdicted dissection as sacrilege..

The Church burnt Giordano Bruno for promulgating 
the opinion that the earth revolved round the sun. Galileo 
narrowly escaped the same fate, after being harried and 
worried to death’s door, and made to recant his so-called 
errors.

Not only have many of the Popes been grossly 
immoral in their lives—some of them, for instance the 
Borgias, monsters of iniquity—but they have been the 
determined enemies of all progress, as well as of civil and 
religious liberty; even so recently as the reign of the last 
Pope (Pius IX.) a syllabus was issued, the 78th 
and 80th propositions of which declare, “ Cursed be he 
who holds that in Catholic countries the free exercise of 
other religions may laudably be allowed, or that the 
Roman Pontiff may, or ought to come to terms with 
progress, liberalism, and modern civilisation.”

For my part I share the opinion of those who hold that 
the Roman Church only lacks the power to be as great a 
tyrant over the liberties and consciences of the people 
as she has been in the days of the past; and that were 
the Roman Catholic religion predominant over the 
length and breadth of the land, real progress would be 
impossible.

As Dr. Beard says, in answer to the Bishop of Salford, 
‘1 You bring a bad character with you. You revive memories 
most adverse to your claims. You speak as a lamb now, 
but if you gain power, you will resume your inborn pro
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penalties, and become the very wolf we expelled from 
England many years ago.” Does anyone donbt that this 
would be so ?

Again, the Church prides herself on her unchangeable
ness ; she declares that her teachings have been the same 
yesterday, to-day, and will be the same for ever. But this 
is not true. As Dr. Beard says, “Without denying the 
fundamental truths of Christianity, she disfigured and 
mutilated them so as to render them scarcely recognisable. 
The unchangeable Church changed every century, until 
she had transmuted the simple and sublime religion of Christ 
into a complicated mass of unparalleled absurdities.”

Boman Catholics would probably deny this, but I ask 
them, Was not the Bible a sealed book which laymen were 
forbidden to read ? Is it, or is it not true, as Dean Stanley 
says, that the Eucharist was up to the 13th century ad
ministered to infants in the Roman Catholic Church, and that 
total immersion was also practised by the same Church up to 
the same period ” ? If true, does the practice exist now ? 
Recently we have had the doctrine of the Infallibility of 
the Pope added to the list of beliefs which the Roman 
Catholic Church imposes on the consciences of its followers, 
to say nothing of the immaculate conception of the Virgin 
Mary.

If it be asked how it is that the Roman Catholic Church 
has satisfied the consciences and claimed the allegiance 
of such men as Newman and Manning, who were once 
aliens from its fold, I reply, “ I cannot say, further than 
this, that there is no accounting for religious beliefs ”. 
With Newman, I suppose his logical mind saw the necessity 
for an infallible interpreter of God’s word. If I understand 
his. writings correctly, he seems to say that there is no 
logical halting place between Atheism on the one hand and 
an infallible Church on the other. I do not dispute his 
immense learning and his dialectical skill, but what is it 
all worth when he is ready to surrender his intelligence 
and judgment to a belief in such an absurdity as the 
miracle of the liquifaction of St. Januarius’ blood ? I have 
not his “Apologia” by me to refer to, but I distinctly 
remember when reading his controversy with Charles 
Kingsley, that while admitting that any Roman Catholic 
was justified in rejecting the miracle if he chose, he 
(Newman) thought it rather more likely to be genuine 
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than otherwise I1 Putting Newman aside, why do the 
Popes permit such a jugglery as this to take place 
year after year if they really are what they claim 
to be ?

1 Since writing the above, I see from an extract from the British 
and Foreign Evangelical Review that Newman says, “ I think it impos
sible to withstand the evidence which is broughtforward for the liquefac
tion of the blood of St. Januarius, and for motion of the eyes of the 
Madonna. I firmly believe that portions of the true cross are at Rome 
and elsewhere. I firmly believe that relics of the saints are doing 
innumerable miracles daily. I firmly believe that the saints in their 
lifetime have before now raised the dead to life.”

Others there are again, who, tormented with doubt, seek 
rest for their souls in the arms of an infallible Church. 
They allow their intellects to go to sleep, that their hearts 
may have food, and comfort, and rest. Once make the 
final plunge, and everything else is so easy! The Romanist 
points to the 140 sects into which Protestantism is divided, 
and asks triumphantly, “ Can the truth be here ? ”. The 
Church invites its hearers to come to it, and promises 
them a solution of all their difficulties. If only you can 
believe in the one infallible Church, your difficulties may 
be made to vanish. How much depends on that little 
word “ if ” !

I have referred to the lives and teachings of the 
Popes as evidence against the claims of the Church. 
I think this is important, because we must not forget 
they are selected by the whole body of the Cardinals after 
solemn prayer that their choice may be guided aright. Is 
it credible that if the Almighty had really established a 
visible church on earth, he would have permitted the election 
of such creatures for his viceregents as many of the Popes 
have been, e.g., Paul II., Sixtus IV., Innocent VIII., 
Alexander VI., and Julius II.—some of them steeped 
in every form of vice known to the most depraved 
imagination?

I have said that the Roman Catholic Church appeals to 
the Bible and tradition in support of its claims. But 
allowing, for the sake of argument, that the Bible is 
inspired, can the Church’s claim to be the head of Christ’s 
Church on earth be made out from it ? Mr. Spurgeon, 
than whom, I suppose, no one has a better textual 
acquaintance with the Bible, evidently thinks not, for he 
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permits himself to write as follows of the Roman Catholic 
Church:
“We think too much of God’s foes, and talk of them with too 
much respect. Who is this Pope of Rome ? His Holiness ? 
Call him not so, but call him his blasphemy, his profanity, 
his impudence I What are he and his cardinals and his legates 
but the image and incarnation of Anti-Christ, to be in due 
time cast with the beast and the false prophet into the lake of 
fire?”

Mr. Spurgeon may not be a competent authority on the 
claims of the Roman Catholic Church, but no man 
knows the Bible better than he does, and he certainly 
fails to find any support for the Church’s claim in its 
pages. Besides, he is not exactly alone in his opinion, 
though the use of such forcible language may be quite 
exceptional.

What, then, is an individual of average intelligence 
to do who is in search of a belief ? To embrace the 
Roman Catholic religion; to cast in his lot with Mr. 
Spurgeon, or any other of the numerous dissenting bodies; 
to join the English Established Church as by law esta
blished ; or to associate himself with Mr. Voysey’s Free 
Church; or with the Unitarian body? It were hard to say, 
i.e., if he insists on having a definite creed of some kind. 
Excepting the Romanists and the Theists (in which I 
include the Unitarians), most churches hold that the Bible 
contains the sole rule of faith. I shall therefore proceed 
to consider the claims that it has to be considered the 
infallible word of God. Before doing so, however, it may 

■be as well to notice some, at any rate, of the different 
theories that have been formulated from time to time in 
regard to the inspiration of the Bible. In my younger 
days one, and only one theory was generally admissible, 
viz., that the writers of the several books of the Bible 
were mere amanuenses, writing at the dictation of the 
Holy Ghost, and that no mistakes were possible; in other 
words, the theory maintained was that of the verbal and 
plenary inspiration of the Bible. You hear it still in 
almost every orthodox dissenting chapel in England ; it is 
the doctrine taught by evangelists of the Moody and 
Sankey type; it is held by the Salvation Army, but it is 
losing its hold on the educated portion of our orthodox 
divines.



GOD AND REVELATION. 47

The late Dr. Baylee, one of the first Hebrew scholars of 
his day, and a man of very considerable intellectual 
ability, whom I had the pleasure of meeting when he 
filled the office of Principal of the Birkenhead Theological 

—Training College, says in a manual written for the use of 
his students :
“ The Bible cannot be less than verbally inspired—every word, 
every syllable, every letter, is just what it would be had God 
spoken from Heaven, without any human intervention. Every 
scientific statement is infallibly accurate—all its history and 
narratives of every kind are without any inaccuracy.”

The late Bishop of Lincoln, when Canon Wordsworth, 
used almost identical language, but I have not his book to 
refer to. Burgin writes, “ The Bible is none other than the 
voice of him that sitteth upon the throne. Every book of 
it—every chapter of it—every syllable of it—every letter of 
it, is the direct utterance of the Most High ” ; and scores 
of other writers might be quoted who use almost identi
cally the same language.

The uneducated masses who believe in the Bible at aH 
hold this view, but of late years the ground has shifted a 
little, and educated and cultivated minds, influenced un
consciously perhaps by the liberalism of the age no less 
than by the advancing tide of knowledge, have to some 
extent broken away from the old moorings. We hear less 
nowadays of verbal and dynamical inspiration of the Bible, 
and more of the human element it contains.

The view taken by Dr. Harold Brown, Bishop of Win
chester, is this : '
“ The inspiration claimed for the Bible is infallible so far as 
it relates to things pertaining to God, and fallible in matters of 
history and daily life. Thus, some portions of the Bible are 
given by organic inspiration, God Himself speaking through 
the medium of man’s organism; other portions are simply the 
expression of the author’s own sentiments, it may be under the 
influence of a general inspiration, or by the exaltation of his 
natural faculties.”
The difficulty, adds the Bishop, of enunciating a definite 
theory of inspiration, consists exactly in this—in assigning 
the true weight respectively to the Divine and human 
elements. And a difficulty it remains, for the learned 
Bishop does nothing to clear it up ; he leaves us with a 
Bible containing a mixture of fallible and infallible state
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merits, and tells us that those statements which refer to 
God—which are just those we have no power to test the 
truth of—are the words of Almighty God himself; and 
that those statements referring to natural phenomena, of 
which we are capable of judging (at all events, to some 
extent) are simply the opinions of the writers, and there
fore fallible. The conclusions of such men as Cardinals 
Newman and Manning are logical. The believer in a 
special infallible revelation, if he be rational and logical, 
is driven to find an infallible interpreter for his infallible 
book.

The Rev. M. F. Sadler, Prebendary of Wells and Rector 
of Honiton, (belonging to the Evangelical School) writes: 
“There are undoubtedly great difficulties attending the enun
ciation of any clearly defined theory of inspiration—as, for 
instance, whether it is verbal, plenary, or dynamic; whether 
all the various books of the Bible were written with equal 
divine assistance. Whether all parts of it have the same 
authority for all purposes, as, for instance, whether all its state
ments may be quoted with equal confidence on matters of 
doctrine, matters of fact, matters pertaining to civil history or 
natural science. Again, the question of inspiration is practically 
allied with considerations respecting the present state of the 
text of the original—its translation and its interpretation.”

He goes on to say:
“ God must have exercised such a superintendence both over 
the minds and pens of the Evangelists that they are to be 
implicitly relied upon for the account they give of Christ. 
The exact nature of the superintendence we may be unable to 
define, but that it was of such a sort as to enable the children 
of God to exercise unbounded faith in the narrative, as giving 
them a reliable view of the person, work, power, and pretensions 
of Christ seems beyond doubt. What we are as sure of as our 
own existence is that if there be any Holy Ghost, he was in the 
four men (the Evangelists) cognisant of, and taking into account 
every sentence they wrote, superintending and controlling 
every plan they formed, recalling to the memory of two, if not 
three, the partially forgotten words, or their source ; so ordeiing 
that the Church should have need of all of them, and not be 
able to dispense with any one of them, and, what is more, not 
be able to weave the fourfold story into one, but each must be 
read separately, one by one, one after another, so that each 
child of the kingdom may have the more deeply engravened 
on his heart every divine lineament of the features of the king 
in his beauty. In order to do this, the inspiring divine intelli
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gence in the Evangelists so order matters that they are not 
exempt from mistake of time, and place, and arrangement. Even 
if they are so exempt, that exemption is to us as if it were not, 
for we cannot reconcile their seeming discrepancies, and never 
shall in this world. But these very discrepancies, and diver
gencies are under the cognisance of the Holy Spirit, distinctly 
permitted by him, inasmuch as they were not corrected, but 
allowed for manifold purposes, as, for instance, in avast number 
of cases, to assure us that we have the true meaning—one report 
supplying the comment to the other; in other cases allowed, I 
believe, for the express purpose of preventing our weaving the 
four narratives into one, and so cheating our souls of that 
multifold realisation of Christ s personal life which is in the 
sight of God of such moment to our spiritual life.”

This seems to me great rubbish; but the writer at any 
rate recognises and admits very freely the human element 
in the Bible, but his mode of accounting for its being there 
is truly wonderful.

Mallock, the author of “ Is Life worth Living ? writes 
as follows :

” What then has modern criticism accomplished on the 
Bible ? The biblical account of the creation has been shown 
to be, in its literal sense, an impossible fable. Stories that were 
accepted with a solemn reverence seem childish, ridiculous, 
grotesque, and not unfrequently barbarous; or if we are hardly 
prepared to admit so much as this—this much at least has been 
established firmly—that the Bible, if it does not give the lie 
itself to the astonishing claims that have been made for it, 
contains nothing in itself, at any rate, that can of itself be 
sufficient to support them. This applies to the New Testament 
just as much as to the Old, and the consequences here are 
much more momentous. Weighed as mere human testimony, 
the value of the Gospels becomes doubtful or insignificant. For 
the miracles of Christ, and for his superhuman nature, they 
contain little evidence that tends to be satisfactory and even 
his (Christ’s) daily words and actions it seems probable may 
have been inaccurately reported, in some cases perhaps invented, 
and in others supplied by a deceiving memory. When we pass 
from the Gospels to the Epistles, a kindred sight presents 
itself; we discern in them the writings of men not inspired 
from above, but with many disagreements amongst themselves, 
and influenced by a variety of existing views, and doubtful 
which of them to assimilate. We discern in them, as we do in 
other writers, the products of their age and circumstances; and 
if we follow the Church’s history further, and examine the 
appearance and growth of her great subsequent dogmas, we
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can trace all of them to a natural and non-Christian origin. 
Two centuries before the birth of Christ, Buddha is said to have 
been born without a human father. Angels sang in heaven to 
announce his advent; an aged hermit blessed him in his 
pother’s arms ; a monarch was advised—though he refused—to 
destroy the child, who, it was predicted, should be a universal 
ruler. It is told how he was once lost and found again in the 
temple, and how his young wisdom astonished all the doctors. 
His prophetic career began when he was about thirty years 
old, and one of the most solemn events of it is his temptation 
in solitude by the evil one. And thus the fatal inference is drawn 
that all religions have sprung from a common and earthly 
root.” J
And these reflections emanate from sincere believers in 
Christianity, the last only being a Boman Catholic, whose 
aim and purpose are doubtless to exalt authority at the 
expense of the Bible ; nevertheless, in my opinion, there is 
much truth in his contention.

In this connection Mr. Gladstone remarks :
“ It is perfectly conceivable that a document penned by the 
human hand, and transmitted by human means, may contain 
matters questionable, uncertain, or even mistaken, and yet may 
by its contents as a whole, present such moral proofs of truth 
divinely imparted, as ought to command our assent and govern 
our practice.”
This is, of course, quite possible, but the question is whether 
it is true; and if true, how are we to ascertain where the 
human elem ent ends and the divine begins ?

I will now pass on to consider what claim the Bible has 
to be regarded as divinely inspired.

Let us consider the Old Testament writings, in the first 
instance.

We have in the first and second chapters of Genesis an 
account of the creation, which, if true, would no doubt go 
far to convince us that the writer of that portion of it, at 
any rate, was under the inspiration of the Almighty when 
he wrote it. Now nothing in polemical writing has struck 
me more forcibly than the discussion between Mr. Gladstone 
and Professor Huxley on the cosmogony of Moses, which 
has lately appeared in the Nineteenth Century. Does any 
human being gifted even with a minimum of ratiocinative 
power, doubt for a moment on which side the victory lies? 
Is not Professor Huxley’s last reply perfectly crushing? 
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For my part I was under the impression that the question 
‘1 whether the cosmogony was or was not opposed to the 
conclusions of science ” had been definitely settled nearly a 
quarter of a century ago by one of the writers of that now 
almost forgotten book, “Essays and reviews,” but it 
appears I was mistaken, for of late the question has cropped 
up again, but I believe only to result in the further dis
comfiture of the reconcilers.

1 I see that Professor Dana, the American geologist, states it to be 
his opinion that the first chapter of Genesis and science are in accord. 
It would be satisfactory if he informed us how he arrived at this 
conclusion.

A Dr. Einns has during the last year or two been lec
turing and writing on Genesis. His book fell into my hands 
some little time back, and the impression it left on my 
mind was that though it contained some interesting facts in 
natural history, it utterly failed in its purpose, which was 
to shew that the Mosaic record of the creation was scien
tifically correct. Judge therefore of my surprise on reading 
some rem arks of the Lord Chancellor at the conclusion 
of a lecture on Genesis, delivered by Dr. Kinns.

Lord Halsbury said:
“ It was a matter of congratulation that a man like Dr. Kinns 
should be able to show that the Bible and the words of science 
had in them the same inspiration. Philosophaters—for they 
could not be called philosophers—spoke of Dr. Kinns as having 
no right to speak on such subjects as science; but all the first 
men of science were with him.’’
Is this so; or, rather, is it not absolutely false ?

Professor Huxley in his later article remarks :
“ My belief is, and long has been, that the Pentateuchal story of 
the creation is simply a myth. I suppose it to be an hypothesis 
respecting the origin of the Universe which some ancient thinker 
found himself able to reconcile with his knowledge of the 
nature of things, and therefore assumed to be true.”
And is not this opinion endorsed by the vast majority of 
scientific thinkers ?’

Professor Drummond, the author of “Natural Law in 
the Spiritual World,” and orthodox, I believe, as ortho
doxy goes, says :
“ That the championship of a position (by Mr. Gladstone), which 
many earnest students of modern religious questions have seen
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reason wholly to abandon, cannot but excite misgiving’s of a 
serious kind,” °
and adds:
“ To theological science the whole underlying theory of the 
reconcilers is as exploded as Bathybius.”

The present Bishop of London takes somewhat different 
ground in his Bampton lectures for 1884. He says:

“It is quite certain that the purpose of revelation is not 
to teach science at all. Where the creation is mentioned, 
there is clearly no intention to say by what process [what!] it 
was effected, or how long it took [what!] to work out the 
process.”

The obvious reply is, that although the purpose of reve
lation may not have been to teach science, nevertheless we 
should expect facts—whether intended to teach science 
or not—when stated in an inspired record, to be cor
rectly stated, if mentioned at all—not for instance, 
that grasses, herbs, and fruit trees were created, or 
brought into existence, before there was any sun by 
which their life might be vivified and supported. Later 
on the Bishop speaks of the narrative as an allegory, 
though he is careful to add that there is nothing in the 
allegory that crosses the path of science. If this means 
that. the statements put forth are scientifically correct, 
nothing can well be more inaccurate, and the Bishop must 
feel that this is so, or else why should he emphasise the 
fact that the purpose of revelation is not to teach science ?

Dr. Temple apparently does not feel himself able to 
deny the truth of the theory of evolution, even in regard 
to man, for he says :
“His (man s body) may have been developed according to the 
theory of evolution, but at any rate it branched off from other 
animals at a very early point in the descent of animal life,” 
and adds, in conclusion,

We cannot find that science, in teaching evolution, has yet 
asserted anything that is inconsistent with revelation, unless we 
assume that revelation was intended not to teach spiritual truth, but 
physical truth also. [The italics are mine.J
I would ask, what is the use of adding this note of caution 
if the evolution theory is not opposed to scriptural teach
ing as regards the creation of man and animals ?



GOD AND REVELATION. 53

Surely this sort of argument is worse than useless. The 
question is whether the Bible states fact or fiction. 
Apologetic Christian writers nowadays for the most part 
turn their attention to the task of showing that the 
Darwinian theory (which is now too well established for 
them to put on one side) is not Atheistic ; they argue in 
fact that this theory redounds more to the honor and 
glory of the Creator than does the older theory of special 
creation. A recent writer observes :
“The attitude of orthodoxy towards the new discoveries in 
science goes through three stages. First we are told that they 
are false and damnable (this is exactly what we were told of 
the Darwinian theory of descent some 20 or 25 years ago); 
next that they are deserving of cautious examination; lastly, 
that they are, and always have been, matters of general 
notoriety, and are without any bearing whatever on religion 
or morality.”
The theory of evolution is rapidly passing into the third 
stage.

But apologists forget that the question isn’t whether this 
(the Darwinian) theory does away with the necessity for 
a first cause, but whether it is not vitally opposed to 
the revelation of the Bible. Dr. Temple thinks not, on 
the ground apparently that revelation was not intended to 
teach physical truths. Not intended to teach physical 
truths indeed! But this is not the question. It is whether 
the story of the creation of man and animals, as narrated 
in Genesis, is opposed to what we now know to be true. 
As Mr. Laing observes :
“ It is absolutely certain that portions of the Bible, and those 
important portions relating to the creation of the world and of 
man, are not true, and therefore not inspired. It is certain that 
the sun, moon, and stars, and earth were not created as the 
author of Genesis supposes them to have been created.”
And as regards man, we have good reason for believing 
that he has progressed from a state of the rudest savagery 
towards civilisation and morality, and that his existence 
dates back probably to the last glacial period—probably 
200,000 years. This being so, how can these facts be 
reconciled with the theory of Adam’s fall, which is the 
foundation of the whole superstructure of redemption and 
regeneration ?



54 GOD AND REVELATION.

If, however, anyone should deny, as possibly he fairly 
may, that man’s great antiquity has not been proved, I 
would ask him to turn to the first chapter of Genesis, and 
see whether it be possible to square the theory of the evo
lution of man, and animals with the statement of their 
mode of creation in Genesis. If he can do this, he will 
have performed little short of a miracle.

It is all very well for Dr. Temple to remind us that the 
object of the Bible is not to teach us science, and that 
where the creation of man is mentioned, there is clearly no 
intention to say by what process this creation was effected. 
As I have already pointed out, when questions involving 
science are touched on in an inspired narrative, we should 
expect them to be correctly stated; and that when we read 
that man was created a living soul about 6,000 or 8,000 
years ago, endowed with speech and intellect; that state
ment does not mean, and cannot mean (unless words have no 
meaning at all) that he was, countless ages back, evolved from 
some lower form of life, and gradually progressed from the 
rudest savagery to his present comparatively high state of 
civilisation. The special creation theory, or the evolution 
theory (either the one or the other), may conceivably be 
true, but it is only trifling with language to maintain that 
they are not fundamentally opposed to one another; and 
to assert that the Biblical account of the creation is in har
mony with the Darwinian theory is, in my opinion, to talk 
nonsense.

Mr. Gladstone does not even touch on the question as to 
whether the creation of man, as stated in Genesis, is in 
accordance with scientific knowledge of the present day : 
all he attempts to show is that the fourfold division of 
animated creation, as stated in Genesis, viz.:

1. Water population;
2. Air population;
3. Land population of animals ;
4. Man;

is substantially correct.
But Professor Huxley shows that this is not even the 

case.
It is not, however, merely in regard to the story of the 

creation alone that we are unable to signify our assent. 
There are many Biblical stories which, while they cannot . 
be demonstrated to be false (like the story of the creation, 
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for instance), are almost more incredible, e.g., the story of the 
universal deluge and the ark, and the many impossibilities 
the narrative involves. Also such stories as the following.

(1) The plagues of Egypt (Exodus iv.). Moses casts 
his rod on the ground, and its becomes a serpent; on 
seizing it by the tail, it becomes a rod again.. The repe
tition of the miracle before Pharaoh and his servants; 
and, most strange of all, the ability of Pharaoh s .magi
cians to perform the same wonder ; and then the climax : 
Moses’ rod (serpent, I presume.) swallows up all the others.

(2) The extreme improbability, not to say impossibility,
in its physical results, of the story narrated in Genesis xix., 
33 to 36. .

(3) Samson catches 300 foxes and ties their tails to
gether, with a firebrand between each (Judges xv., 4), and 
sends them amongst the Philistines’ corn, to destroy it.

(4) His slaughter of a thousand men with the jawbone 
of an ass (Judges xv., 15).

(5) The raising up of Samuel by the witch of Endor 
(1 Sam. xxviii.).

(6) The cursing in the name of the Lord by Elisha of 
mocking little children who knew no better, and the 
destruction of forty-two of them by bears in consequence 
(2 Kings ii., 24).

(7) The story of the building of the tower of Babel, and 
the reason assigned for the confusion of tongues.

The list might be extended almost indefinitely, but cm bono? 
If these miracles are credible, others of the same nature 
are so too; if not, it is only a waste of time to add to 
their number.

It is not that I deny the possibility of divine inter
ference in the affairs of men, but many of the miracles 
of the Old Testament have an air of grotesqueness 
about them, that stamps them as mythical. Is any
thing gained by calling them parables, as Mr. Laing 
apparently does ? or allegories, as they are termed by the 
New Jerusalem Church ? One can at any rate understand 
the utility of some of the New Testament miracles as a 
manifestation of God’s power, and as evidence of the 
divine mission of the person who performed them ; but 
this explanation will not hold good with regard to many, 
at any rate, of those related in the Old Testament. .

Whatever else may be true—whatever theory of inspira
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tion we may hold—we know that these wonderful narra
tives did not and could not have happened as related ; 
and. ah the persuasive eloquence of the most eminent of 
Christian apologists will hardly persuade us that they did. 
But do they believe them themselves ? I can hardly credit 
it, though it is difficult to say what a man may not believe 
if he gives his mmd to it—Cardinal Newman being an 
instance in point. Then, again, does any human being 
not tied hand and foot to traditional modes of 
thought .believe that the Almighty held those long 
conversations with Moses related in the 25th and 
following chapters of Exodus, or that he was turned 
from his purpose (Numbers xiv., 12) because of the 
arguments of Moses (verses 13 to 16 of the same chapter) ? 
I know it is the fashion to say, ‘ ‘ Oh, these words don’t 
mean that: they mean something else ” ; but if words have 
any meaning at all, they mean here exactly what they say. 
The very idea is inconceivable ! How are we to explain 
it. all ? Will Dr. Harold Brown’s theory meet the case, 
viz., that the Bible is infallible as far as it relates to God, 
but fallible in matters of history and daily life ?

There is another difficulty in regard to accepting the Old 
Testament as the word of God, and that is the difficulty of 
recognising parts of its moral teaching as having emanated 
from a God of holiness and purity. I have by me the 
Rev. J. H. Titcomb’s lecture on this subject, published at 
the request of the Christian Evidence Society. He says:—

‘‘No one can possibly shrink more than I do from these 
divine injunctions which the Old Testament records concerning 
the massacre of whole cities and peoples. I stand in imagina
tion amidst those scenes of terrific slaughter, and as I listen to 
the shrieks of helpless women and children, mercilessly sabred 
and speared, I lift up my eyes to heaven, and exclaim, ‘ Can 
this be thy work, O merciful Father ? Surely, oh surely, these 
murderers have mistaken their self-barbarity for a divine 
commission I ’ ”
‘ ‘ Such, I suppose, ’’ the writer adds, 1 ‘ are the first instincts of 
every feeling heart in this day of nineteenth century civilisa
tion.” Well, how does he get over the difficulty? In this way. 
The nations thus given over to slaughter were hopelessly 
conupt (an assumption which I notice all Biblical apolo
gists make, without much evidence to support it), and 
therefore it was the most merciful course to annihilate • 
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them, with their women and children, because, argues the 
writer, these children if spared would certainly have grown 
up like their parents, and perpetuated the same contagion. 
The case must be desperate indeed if it be necessary to 
resort to such an apology as this, and yet it admits of no 
other, excepting, probably, the true one, viz., that the 
writers fell into the error of attributing to God the bar
barities of man. Is not this explanation, on the face of it, 
a thousand times more probable than that a benevolent 
Being—a moral Governor of the Universe—ordered the 
slaughter of women and little children by the thousand!

As regards the treatment of the Midianites, when Moses 
ordered the slaughter of all of them—save the virgins, whom 
the Israelites were permitted to keep for their own depraved 
purposes. The apologists explanation is, that Moses, in 
this instance, acted on his own responsibility : that Moses 
was inspired to record it, but not necessarily to give the 
order. It is true that the Bible does not say that the 
Almighty ordered it, but He certainly does not condemn 
it, and if we read the 31st chapter of Numbers, verse 25, 
to 30, it will be seen that the historian makes the Almighty 
not only tacitly acquiesce in the arrangement, but issue 
explicit instructions as to the distribution of the booty 
taken from the Midianites, of which the 32,000 virgins 
formed a part (see verse 35). A canon of criticism which 
Dr. Titcomb lays down a little later on may meet the diffi
culty. It is “that the Jewish writers were frequently in 
the habit of attributing to God himself the evils which He 
permitted in his providence ”; but, on the other hand, it 
creates another, and we naturally ask : “ How are we to 
know when the biblical writers are giving us their own 
views, or writing under the guidance of Gods holy spirit ? ”. 
To me the difficulties of accepting the whole of the Old 
Testament as genuine history are simply insurmountable. 
For my own part, I feel as satisfied as I do of my own ex
istence that many of the stories therein related are not 
true. If, however, we admit one half of the Bishop of 
Winchester’s canon of criticism, viz., that the writers are 
fallible in matters of history and daily life, the task of the 
reconciler ought to be at an end; as to the other half, 
there is no proof whatever that it is true.

But, after all, it has been urged that we need not trouble 
ourselves about Old Testament history: what specially 



58 GOD AND REVELATION.

concerns us is the New. Let us therefore turn to it, and 
see what grounds there are for accepting it as the in
spired word of God, written for our instruction and guidance 
in all matters relating to our spiritual well-being.

First of all, it is not known with any degree of certainty 
when or by whom the four Gospels were written. The 
three, first are manifestly not independent narratives, but 
compiled from a common source. Froude thinks, that 
though the synoptics may have had no communication with 
each other, they were supplementing from other sources of 
information a central narrative which they all had before 
them. As regards Matthew, there can be no doubt he 
wrote primarily for the Jews, and actually makes Christ 
say: “I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house 
of Israel.” The question as to the time he wrote hardly 
admits of a definite answer, because of the way the work 
originated. Matthew wrote the substance of his gospel in 
Aramcean, probably before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
It was afterwards translated into Greek; but the date of 
our present gospel Dr. Samuel Davidson assigns to about 
the year a.d. 105; Luke’s to the year 110; Mark’s to about 
120, and John’s to about a.d. 150 ; but in no case have we 
sufficient evidence to show that any one of the gospels con
tains the evidence of an eye witness.

St. John may or may not have written the gospel which 
bears his name. Volumes have been written on this sub- 
j ect alone; but the general consensus of opinion is against 
him. At any rate, it is certain that the latter presents a 
marvellous contrast to the clear addresses to be found in 
the Synoptics. If Jesus spoke in the simple way described 
in Matthew, Mark, and Luke, it is almost impossible to 
conceive of his having uttered the long metaphorical dis
courses contained in the 4th. But this is not a point I 
wish to press. Even if St. John be the author of the 
4th Gospel, the difficulties which encumber our path will 
not be removed one hair’s breadth.

What I wish to consider is this: Whether the in
ternal evidence of the four Gospels is of such a 
nature as to incline . us to accept the statements of 
the writers as true statements. As I have said be
fore, the theory of the verbal inspiration of the Bible 
has nearly died out, but still it may be not amiss to note, 
a few of the verbal inaccuracies to be found in the New 
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Testament, showing at any rate that whatever other ideas 
about inspiration may be true, the verbal and mechanical 
theory will not stand the test of criticism.

(1) Purification of the Temple.—Did it occur shortly before
the crucifixion (see Matt, xxi., 12), or was it 
at the commencement of the ministry of Jesus 
(John ii., 13).

(2) Recognition of Jesus as the Messiah.—Was Jesus at once
i.e., at the commencement of his ministry, recog
nised as the Messiah by John the Baptist (John 
i., 29, 39-45), by Andrew, Simon, Peter,
Philip, and Nathaniel, or are the synoptics correct 
in saying that none of the disciples (not even 
John the Baptist) arrived at that conviction till 
a comparatively late period of Jesus’s ministry 
(see Matt, xi., 2, 3, also xvi., 14—17).

(3.) The anointing of the feet of Jesus.—When was it done 
and where. Luke says (Luke vii., 11 and 37) it 
occurred early in the ministry of Jesus in the 
house of a Pharisee in Nain; that the anointer 
was a sinner—that is, a woman of immoral 
character. Matthew says (Matt, xxvi., 6) the 
scene took place in Bethany, in the house of 
Simon the leper. John says (John xi., 2; 
xii., 1) that it occurred in Bethany six days 
before the Passover; he does not actually 
say in whose house it took place, but the reader 
is entitled to infer from the context that the event 
took place in the house of Lazarus, for we are 
told that Martha served, and that the anointer 
was Mary, the sister of Lazarus, who was certainly 
not a sinner in the sense intended to be conveyed 
by St. Luke.

The last Supper.—Was it the Passover feast, or was it 
not ? The Synoptics positively assert the former. 
St. John the latter. (Matt, xxvi., 19 ; Luke xxii., 
15 ; John xviii., 28 ; xix., 31).

Crucifixion of Jesus.—Was Jesus crucified at the third 
hour (9 a.m.), and gave up the ghost at the ninth 
hour (3 p.m.)—(Matt, xxvii., 46 ; Mark xv., 23), 
or is John right in asserting that at 12 noon 
Jesus was still before Pilate?
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The thieves on the Cross.—Did one only, or both, the 
thieves, revile Jesus. Matthew says both did; 
Luke only one. (Matt, xxviii., 44; Luke xxiv., 43.V1

The hearing of the Cross.—Did Jesus himself bear the 
cross to the place of execution (John xix., 17), 
or was it carried for him by one Simon (Matt’, 
xxvii., 32).

No advantage is likely to accrue by extending the list of 
contradictions that are to be found in the New Testament ; 
but for those who wish to see all that can be said in this 
connection, Thomas Scott’s “ English life of Jesus ” affords 
the necessary medium—a work below that of Strauss in 
erudition; but what it loses in this respect is more than 
made up by incisiveness and clearness of style—a work, I 
may add, which though written 14 years ago, has never yet 
been answered in spite of challenges to the Christian Evi
dence Society to undertake the task.

Of course, answers have been found to these and other 
contradictions by so-called orthodox theologians, but 
these harmonisers of the text of the Bible have, in 
my opinion, . made matters worse than they found 
them, and simply injured the cause they have at 
heart by the obvious weakness of their arguments,2

. 1 Canon Farrar says: “ Here we might suppose that there was an 
irreconcileable contradiction. But though the Evangelists sometimes 
seem on the very verge of mutual contradiction, no single instance of 
a positive contradiction can be adduced from their independent pages. 
The reason of this is partly that they wrote under divine guidance, 
and partly that they wrote the simple truth. The first two synoptics 
tell us that both the robbers during the early part of the hours of the 
crucifixion reproached Jesus ; but we learn from St. Luke that only 
one of them used injurious and insulting language to Him ”

Now I have a great respect for Canon Farrar’s bearing and acumen, 
but what are they all worth when he condescends to the use of 
language like this ? What meaning does it convey to anyone’s mind 
when read in conjunction with the biblical texts bearing on the 
subject ? The 1st Evangelist says the thieves cast the same in His 
teeth ; Mark, that they that were crucified with Him reviled Him. 
Luke, on the other hand, that one of the thieves only did so, and that 
the other rebuked, his fellow malefactor for his presumption, The 
discrepancy js hardly worth mentioning, but Canon Farrar’s attempt 
at harmonising the two accounts is truly wonderful. It simply shows 
how utterly untrustworthy are those as guides to others, who have a 
preconceived theory to support.

- Origen held that there were three anointings, as others have held 
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It would surely be better—in the interests of Chris
tianity I mean—to abandon untenable positions and 
concentrate one’s whole strength in defending the main 
fortress. A Christian may regret that he has not an in
fallible record to refer to, and argue that the proba
bilities are all in favor of the infallibility of a book 
revelation which proceeds from God, but if he has not got 
it he had better accept with a good grace what Mr. Glad
stone says may be conceivable, viz., that the Bible may 
contain matter questionable, uncertain, or even mistaken, 
and yet as a whole present such moral proofs of its divine 
origin as to command our assent. Whether it does so 
will be considered further on.

We come now to consider questions involving something 
more than mere mistakes of time and place, that is, state
ments of events which, if they did not occur, go far to 
impeach the credit of the writers who narrate them as 
faithful—though not necessarily dishonest—historians.

(1) Matthew records the flight of Joseph and Mary with 
the infant Jesus into Egypt almost immediately after his 
birth, where they remained, we are told, till after Herod’s 
death. Luke, on the other hand, not only makes no mention 
of the fact, but informs us of the birth and the circum
cision on the eighth day, followed by the presentation in 
the temple at Jerusalem, where, after a peaceable per
formance of all things ordered in the law of the Lord, they 
(the parents and the young child) depart from Jerusalem 
and return to their own city, Nazareth. It is not only 
that there is no mention of the flight in Luke, but Luke’s 
account appears to exclude it. The two narratives must be 
read together to appreciate the force of this.

Again, the account given in Matthew of the massacre of 
all the young children in Bethlehem under two years of 
age is not only not alluded to by Luke, but is extremely 
improbable in itself. Herod no doubt committed many 
acts of cruelty during his reign, which Josephus narrates 
with no intention of sparing his character; and yet the 
Jewish historian makes no allusion to the massacre of the

there were two purifications; but acts and words do not repeat them
selves. The same objections in each case to the work of the woman 
would not be raised by the lookers on ; nor is it possible that Jesus 
would defend the act in each case by the same arguments. 
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young children. The event is not absolutely impossible, 
but it is so improbable as to entitle us to refuse our 
assent to it, when we reflect that it rests on the authority 
of a writer who misquotes prophecy in order apparently 
to enhance the credibility of the narrative. It need hardly 
be pointed out that the prophecy in Jeremiah (xxxi., 15) 
refers not to children slaughtered at Bethlehem hundreds 
of years after the prophet’s death, but to persons taken 
captive at Rama, near the tomb of Rachel, who is repre
sented in the prophecy as weeping for her children ; but 
these, Jeremiah adds, shall return, and her sorrow shall 
be turned into joy. How, then, can it possibly be made 
to refer to Jesus of Nazareth? (See Matt, ii., 17.)

Similarly in regard to the temptation of Jesus. The 
narratives of the Synoptics spread it over a period of forty 
days, and inform us that Jesus was taken by the devil 
through the air and placed on a pinnacle of the temple.

The story is extremely difficult to credit from whatever 
point of view we regard it. Thomas Aquinas, I think it is, 
who refers to this wonder in support of the then prevailing 
belief in witchcraft. He says : “ If the devil had the power 
of transporting Jesus through the air, why deny him the 
power of transporting an old woman through the air on a 
broomstick?” So improbable does the event seem that 
many orthodox commentators have enunciated the theory, 
that the occurrence was merely subjective, and had no 
real existence in actual fact. But why I especially allude to 
this narrative is that the fourth gospei not only makes no 
mention of it, but leaves no room for it. Within a week 
after his baptism, Jesus is described as surrounded by dis
ciples in Galilee, while according to the Synoptics he is 
fasting in the wilderness, not having yet gained a single 
disciple.

Casting out of devils.—Many instances of this are given 
in the Synoptics, but the case referred to in Matthew viii. 
28, et seq., makes more demands on our faith than the 
others.

In the first place we read that devils, inhabiting human 
frames, address Jesus and deprecate their being cast out 
at all; but if it must be so, then they ask permission to be 
allowed to go into the bodies of a herd of swine; and we 
know the fate that attended the latter in consequence of the 
request being acceded to. The story to my mind is simply 
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incredible and impossible. It indicates either that Jesus 
shared the common opinions of his day in regard to demon
iacal possession, or that the New Testament writers have 
made him responsible for their own views on the subject. 
It has been said by apologists that Jesus only accommodated 
himself to the understanding of his audience: that per
sonally he did not believe in demoniacal possession. But 
how is this to be reconciled with the statement of his that 
“this kind only goeth out by prayer and fasting”? There 
are some people I know who, even at the present day, 
maintain that demons inhabit the human body. With such 
persons I cannot argue. Let them hold their opinions if 
they like, but they must not expect me to listen to them.

The extraordinary prohibition of Jesus to his twelve 
apostles (Matt, x., 5) not to go into the way of the Gentiles 
or into any of the Samaritan cities, but rather to the Jews 
—a most improbable order to have emanated from Jesus 
himself; especially in view of the fact (John iv.) that Jesus 
himself was in an early period of his ministry hospitably 
entertained by the Samaritans, and dwelt two days in 
their city, receiving their acknowledgement—or at any rate 
of some of them—of his Messiahship. In the 23rd verse of 
the former chapter we read that Jesus informs his disciples 
that they shall not have gone over the cities of Israel till 
the son of man be come. Surely this is an anachronism. 
Jesus, at the time he is reported to have said this, had not 
even informed his disciples of his death. Any allusion to 
his second coming would have been unintelligible to them. 
It seems to me certain that the words were attributed to 
him, long after his death, by a writer who failed to see the 
incongruity of the speech. Another anachronism is to be 
found in the words : “ From the days of John the Baptist 
until now ”. If the Baptist had been dead some years the 
remark would have been intelligible, but seeing that he 
was in prison at the time, we must conclude that the speech 
was put into Jesus’s mouth long after the Baptist’s death. 
A third is to be found in Matt, xxiii., 35, Baruch, or 
Barachias, was not slain till thirty-five years after Christ.

The miracle of the reduplication of the loaves and fishes.— 
If the miracle recorded in the 14th of chapter of Matthew 
really occurred, it seems incredible that the disciples should 
have replied when their Master observed that he could not 
send the multitude away fasting (Matt. 15), “Whence 
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should we have so much bread in the wilderness as to fill so 
great a multitude?”—rather would they not have entreated 
Jesus to do again what he had shown himself already able 
to perform ?

The miracle at the pool of Bethesda (John v.). This I take 
it to be one of the most extraordinary and improbable 
narratives in the New Testament. The account seems to 
me to involve the belief (1) that there was a certain pool 
of water in the populous city of Jerusalem which had some 
miraculous power imparted to it through the instru
mentality of an angel, by which arrangement the first 
person (and the first person only of the multitudes who were 
congregated on its brink) who managed to struggle into it 
was cured of any infirmity he might happen to be suffering 
from; (2) that the troubling the water was a periodic 
affair ; that is to say, we are given to understand that an 
angel was in the habit of coming down from heaven from 
time to time to impart miraculous restorative power to the 
water of the pool.

If the writer had informed us that Jesus imparted the 
power for a particular purpose, and on a particular occasion, 
the narrative would have been neither more or less impro
bable than many others of the miracles attributed to him ; 
but the periodic performance of the miracle by an angelic 
visitor, with all its concomitant improbabilities, is really 
too great a tax on our faith. Visits of angels to 
men were so common before and even after the Christian 
era, that they appear to have excited no surprise. But 
can we in the 19th century take the same view ? Can we 
in the least realise the possibility of multitudes of sick 
people anxiously waiting in the porch for the coming of 
an angel, who was to impart certain restorative power to 
the water of the pool ? Positively, I cannot. In short, it 
makes miracles íhe normal condition of things, and as such 
they were regarded by those who lived and wrote in the 
first century of our era. Of course there are people living 
in the latter end of the 19th century who see nothing in
congruous in the fact of an angel visiting this earth and 
interfering in its affairs ; but such people seem to me to 
live in a different atmosphere of thought altogether from 
ordinary mortals, and anything you may say opposed to 
the traditional view seems to have no effect on them.

The cursing of the barren fig-tree.—This is the only puni-
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tive miracle ascribed to Jesus, and has certainly exercised 
tbe judgment and divided the opinions of even orthodox 
commentators. Is it credible, I ask, that Jesus should cause 
a fig-tree to wither up because it had no fruit upon it 
out of season (Mark says “the time of figs was not yet ”) ; 
or is it likely that Jesus should have expected to find figs 
upon it at an unseasonable time of the year ?

Many explanations have been offered for this apparent 
anomaly. It has been said that the act was simply a 
symbolical one, designed to impress on the minds of 
the disciples that every tree which brought not forth 
good fruit shall be hewn down and cast into the fire; 
others, again, have considered it as symbolical of the 
Jewish nation. But there are no grounds for either 
assumption. The remarks of Jesus after the event have 
no reference to anything of a symbolical character, but 
refer altogether to the power of faith which, if they 
possess, would enable the disciples to do a far greater 
wonder than the cursing and withering up of the fig-tree.

The miraculous event immediately after the crucifixion of 
/ms.—Mark and Luke tell us that there was darkness 
over the whole land for the space of three hours, and that 
the veil of the temple was rent in twain, but Matthew 
(xxvi. 51) goes further, and says, “The graves were 
opened, and many bodies of the saints which slept arose, 
and came out of their graves after his resurrection, and 
Went into the city and appeared unto many

It positively takes one’s breath away when such a 
phenomenon as this is gravely propounded for our accept
ance ! What even are orthodox believers to make of it ? 
In respect to this stupendous event Canon Farrar remarks:

“ It is quite possible that the darkness was local gloom which 
hung densely over the guilty city and its immediate neighbour
hood, and as an earthquake shook the city, and split the rocks, 
and as it rolled away from their places the great stones which 
closed the cavern sepulchres of the Jews, so it seemed to the 
imagination of many [the italics are mine] to have disimprisoned 
the spirits of the dead, and to have filled the air with ghostly 
visitants who, after Christ had risen, appeared to linger in the 
holy city.”
This explanation may be better than insisting on the 
literal performance of the miracle, but it has its dangers 
too, for if wo apply a similar canon of criticism to almost 
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any other of the miracles—even to the crowning miracle of 
all, that of the resurrection—it will evaporate into thin 
air, leaving nothing behind but the theory of a subjective 
vision, which is, I think, all that Paulus and writers of the 
rationalistic school ever contended for.

The resurrection of Lazarus.—This, perhaps the most 
marvellous and certainly the most circumstantially detailed 
event of any recorded in the New Testament, is not even 
alluded to by any of the synoptics. We have only John’s 
word for it. How are we to explain the silence of the 
synoptics, if the event really occurred ? They wrote much 
nearer in point of time to the alleged miracle than did the 
author of the 4th Gospel, and yet they say nothing about 
it, although—mark this I—it is represented as the point on 
which the subsequent catastrophe turned! It brought 
about the secret meeting of the Sanhedrim; it led that body 
to plot and scheme for Christ’s apprehension ; it must have 
been more talked of and generally known (had it occurred) 
than any other event in the history of Jesus; it ultimately 
led to his arrest; and yet the synoptics are wholly silent 
about the matter!

Many absurd and far-fetched explanations have been 
offered for their silence, one being that the event was 
too well-known to everyone to need any record—an 
argument, as Scott observes, which would apply equally 
to the narrative of the crucifixion. The fact is, their 
silence cannot be explained on any reasonable hypo
thesis. I know there are some minds on whom such an 
omission made no impression, so tied down are they to 
traditional ideas; but to me their silence is almost con
clusive as to the non-performance of the miracle, for I 
cannot on any other ground account for their failure to 
mention it.

In addition to the foregoing, there is another difficulty 
which has to be explained. I allude to the apparent omni
science of the Evangelists. On the theory that they were 
merely amanuenses, writing down events at the dictation of 
the Holy Ghost, the difficulty vanishes. But we know 
that they were nothing of the kind. How then are we to 
suppose they came by the knowledge of events which 
happened when they could by no possibility have been 
present: for instance, how did they get their knowledge of 
what transpired between Jesus and the devil during the 
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temptation; or the angel Gabriel’s speech to Mary, and her 
reply to him; or Mary’s hymn, commencing, “ My soul 
doth magnify the Lord ” ; or the speech of Pilate’s wife to 
her husband about Jesus; or the conversation that passed 
between Herod and the daughter of Herodias concerning 
John the Baptist; or Jesus’ prayer in the garden of 
Gethsemane when his disciples were asleep ?

As it is by no means my intention to give a complete list 
of the difficulties which stand in the way of accepting the 
theory of the infallibility, or even the inspiration of the 
Bible, I will now pass on to the consideration of the famous 
speech of Jesus in Matt xxiv., and its counterpart in Mark 
xiii. and Luke xxi. After describing the destruction of the 
Holy City, and the woe that shall come upon the people, he 
goes on to say, “ Immediately after the tribulation of those 
days shall the sun be darkened .... and they shall see 
the Son of Man coming in the clouds of heaven with power 
and great glory; and he shall send his angels with the 
sound of a trumpet, and they shall gather together his elect, 
&c., &c.,” adding (in Matt, xxiv., 24), “Verily I say unto you, 
this generation shall not pass away till all these things be 
fulfilled ” ; and again, in the 44th verse, “ Therefore be ye 
also ready, for in such an hour as ye think not the Son of 
Man cometh”. This discourse, as given in Matthew and 
Mark, is to all appearance as plain as any statement can be : 
it asserts positively not only that the temple and city should 
be destroyed within a very short time, but that the world 
should come to an end, and the final judgment of all man
kind be completed within the lifetime of that generation, 
all that was uncertain being the exact day and hour. More 
than 18 centuries have passed away, and Christ’s second 
coming is still delayed. All sorts of desperate attempts 
have been made to explain away these statements, but they 
have failed ignominously. Either one or the other alter
native must be accepted: either Jesus uttered the prophecy 
or ho did not. If he did, subsequent history has falsified 
the prediction ; if he did not, we have another instance of 
the Evangelists making their Master responsible for words 
he never uttered.

Mr. Hatton, an orthodox commentator (one of the very 
few who look difficulties fairly in the face), says: “ That the 
prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem is greatly confused 
with the vision of spiritual judgment of all things is clear 



68 GOD AND REVELATION.

enough, and it is remarkable that two quite distinct state
ments as to time are jumbled up together in the oddest con
fusion. It is impossible that two such statements could have 
been made in the closest juxtaposition without a clear dis
tinction between the provisions to which they refer. The 
gathering of the armies, the slaughter, the famine, and the 
destruction of the city—all this is to take place within that 
generation; but the final judgment with which the disciples 
certainly confused it, was, apparently almost within the 
same breath, declared to be absolutely indeterminate and 
reserved by God amongst the eternal secrets.” That is to 
say, Mr.Hatton thinks the disciples misunderstood Jesus; 
but if they misunderstand him here, they must have mis- 
understood him on other occasions too; for there are other 
texts which go to show that Christ prophesied as to his 
speedy second coming, and these are in no way mixed up 
with the destruction of Jerusalem, e.g., “Verily, verily, I 
say unto you, there be some standing here which shall not 
taste of death till they see the Son of Man coming in his 
kingdom.” “Ye shall not have gone over all the cities of 
Israel until the Son of Man be come.” “ If I will that ye 
tarry till I come, what is that to thee?” “ Hereafter sb all 
ye see the Son of Man sitting on the right hand of power, 
and coming in the clouds of heaven.” That Christ’s disciples 
all confidently entertained the erroneous expectation of 
Christ’s speedy second coming, and entertained it on the 
supposed authority of their Master, there can be doubt 
whatever, says Greg; and this I think is as certain as 
anything can be, short of mathematical demonstration.

Professor Plumptre, the Dean of Wells, comments on 
the prophecy as follows :—
“ How are we to explain the fact that already more than 18 
centuries have rolled away, and the promise of his coming is 
still unfulfilled ? It is a partial answer to the question to say 
that God’s measurements of time are not as ours, but that 
which may seem the boldest is also the truest and most 
reverential. Of that day and hour knoweth no man, not even 
the Son, but the Father; and therefore He (Christ) as truly 
man, and as having therefore vouchsafed to accept the limita
tion of knowledge incident to man’s nature, speaks of the two 
events, as poets and prophets speak of the far-off future.”

The learned dean also seems to think that “ the words 
received a symbolical and therefore a partial and gormanent 
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accomplishment in the manifestation of the power of the 
Son of Man at and after the destruction of Jerusalem, but 
await their complete fulfilment till the final advent

What good can there possibly be in telling us that God’s 
measurements of time are not as ours, in explanation of the 
words of Christ that the existing order of things should 
come to an end in that generation, and that many standing 
before him should not die till he came in the clouds of 
heaven with power and great glory to judge the world ? 
And it seems to me equally useless to say that the prophecy 
received partial accomplishment at the destruction of 
Jerusalem, because Christianity then began to make way 
in the world. What is gained either in speaking of Christ’s 
limitation of knowledge in connection with prophetical 
language? If the dean had said boldly, “ Christ’s know
ledge was limited, and therefore he spoke under a mis- 
apprehension as to the time of his second coming” ; or if 
he had said he (Christ) “spoke with the licence of a 
poet ” and therefore we must not take his words literally, 
one could have at any rate understood either half of the 
proposition; but bracketed together they appear to me to 
make nonsense. The fact is no explanation is possible, 
except, of course, that the Evangelists were mistaken, 
or that Jesus spoke under limitations of knowledge, and 
therefore erroneously.

If the foregoing considerations do not altogether dis
prove Mr. Gladstone’s theory, viz., “ That although the 
Bible may contain matters questionable, uncertain, and 
even mistaken, yet it may by its contents as a whole present 
such moral proofs as ought to command our assent, etc. ”, 
they at any rate detract from its probability to a very 
considerable extent, for we naturally ask, If the writers 
were mistaken on so many points, and shared the common 
errors of their day, what ground have we for supposing 
that they were exempt from error in matters relating to 
things of the unseen world, or even spoke under inspiration 
at all ? It has been argued that if we think the evidence 
sufficient to establish the two great cardinal doctrines 
on which Christianity rests, viz., the incarnation and the 
resurrection of Christ, why trouble ourselves about minor 
matters ? What can it possibly signify, for instance, 
whether certain demoniacs were permitted to go into a 
herd of swine; or whether an angel came down periodically 
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to impart certain restorative power to the water of the 
pool of Bethesda, or whether 5,000 men were fed with 
five loaves and two fishes, so long as we have an 
assurance that Christ rose from the dead. If he did, 
says a well-known writer, “this miracle alone would 
prove that Christianity is a divine revelation ”. True, but 
the evidence on the point must be thoroughly convincing, 
in view of the fact that it is found recorded in a book which 
contains numerous errors and inaccuracies on matters of 
daily life and history.

Of course it is open to anyone to deny that this is so, 
but surely it is better, even in the interests of Christianity, 
to admit the fact, as so many Christian writers have done, 
than to resort to the extravagant hypotheses of the 
harmonists, who have, in my opinion, done more harm to 
the cause they have at heart than all the assaults of the 
unbelievers put together.

The Bishop of Carlyle remarks that the Apostles’ Creed 
speaks of two miraculous circumstances of our Lord’s earthly 
history, and two only: the coming into the world and the 
going out of it..“ He came amongst us ”, says the Bishop, 
“by an extraordinary birth. He left us by an extraordinary 
exit, involving a triumph over death. On these two great 
facts, each Christian expresses belief as a condition of 
baptism.” Although the Bishop does not say so in so many 
words, I infer from his remarks that a belief in these 
two occurrences is, in his opinion, alone necessary to 
salvation. Let us then first consider what grounds we 
have for belief in the former. It will be noted that the 
evidence for it rests entirely on certain statements made in 
Matthew and Luke. Are we prepared to accept so mar
vellous an event on the ipse dixit of writers who have been 
shown to be untrustworthy in so many matters of detail, 
especially when we remember that the idea of a virgin
birth was by no means new ? (Buddha was credited with a 
similar miraculous birth, so were many of the ancients— 
Pythagoras and Plato, for instance.) Matthew weakens 
the credit that might otherwise possibly attach to his narra
tive by quoting the occurrence as a fulfilment of prophecy. 
He says: “ Now all this was done that it might be fulfill cd 
which, was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying: 
Behold a virgin shall be with child, etc., etc.” Matthew 
Arnold remarks: “It becomes certain that in these words 
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read on. Christmas Day, the Prophet Isaiah (from which 
Matthew quotes) was not meaning to speak of Jesus Christ, 
but of a Prince of Judah, to be born in a year or two’s 
time.” Similarly the Evangelist misquotes, or rather 
misapplies prophecies, in three other cases in the same 
chapter. Now, how does the Bishop explain this ? Whilst 
admitting the misquotations, he says: “St. Matthew, 
apparently looking from a Jewish point of view, did not 
see things with exactly the same eyes as his English 
namesake ” (meaning Matthew Arnold). In order, the 
Bishop says, “ to enter into St. Matthew’s mind, we must 
remember the education to which the J ewish Church and 
nation had been subjected. . . . . Consequently, when a 
Jewish disciple came to write the history of the life and 
ministry of his Lord, whom he entirely believed to be the 
Messiah, he could naturally find up and down the pro
phetical books, references—some direct and some oblique, 
to Him for whose coming these books had unquestionably 
made preparation. Is it wonderful then that St. Matthew 
should see in the birth of our Lord Jesus Christ the fulfil
ment of these magnificent words of prophecy, ‘ Behold & 
virgin shall conceive, etc.’ ?” The reply isBy no. means 
wonderful, but just what we could expect, if we view the 
Evangelist as an ordinary Jewish writer not exempt from 
the beliefs and prejudices of his age and country; but very 
wonderful indeed if we look upon him as an inspired his
torian, writing under the guidance of the spirit of God. 
Such an explanation is to me no explanation at all.

There remains, then, St. Luke’s account for considera
tion. The Bishop sets a great store on St. Luke’s testimony. 
He credits him with being (probably correctly so) the 
author of the acts of the apostles. He says that
“ This narrative gives us unsurpassed opportunities of testing 
the honesty, the intelligence, and the power of observation 
appertaining to the author”. The Bishop refers to the 
story of the voyage of St. Paul from Palestine to Italy, 
and his (Paul’s) shipwreck on the coast of Malta, and in 
doing so says: “We must be impressed by a strong belief 
that St. Luke was a man possessing in a high degree the 
habit of careful observation which his medical profession 
demanded and fostered, and also that he had in eminent 
abundance the valuable faculty of setting down accurately and 
clearly the things which he observed”.
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I would observe that, in this history of the very voyage that 
the Bishop refers to, St. Luke tells us of a viper coin i ng 
out of the fire, and fastening on Paul’s hand. Now 
surely this was not an anecdote that would have emanated 
from a physician, highly skilled, and a careful observer of 
facts as distinguished from fictions ? The belief in such 
reptiles as salamanders (fabulous monsters supposed to 
live in fire) does not, I think, bear out the character 
assigned to Luke by the Bishop, especially if we remember 
that he was supposed to be writing as an eye-witness. 
Besides, if there is any truth in my previous criticism, Luke 
was by no means exempt from the mistakes and delusions 
of the other Biblical writers. In this view, we are not at 
all likely to accept the story of the incarnation as historical 
because we find it recorded in St. Luke’s Gospel.

In regard to the second miracle, viz., the resurrection of 
Jesus Christ from the dead. Here we have the very keystone 
of the Christian position. Take it away, and the whole fabric 
collapses. As St. Paul says, “ If Christ be not risen, then is 
our preaching vain, and.your faith also is in vain ”. It will 
be noted that the event is related with more or less circum
stantially by all four Evangelists; but unfortunately it is 
impossible to weave their several accounts into one 
harmonious whole, and none of them harmonise, in my 
opinion, with that given in the Acts of the Apostles. It is 
not, however, my intention to give chapter and verse for 
this assertion. Anyone can satisfy himself on this point 
by carefully perusing the Gospel narratives themselves. I 
will merely refer to one single instance. Jesus tells his 
disciples (Matt, xxvi., 32) that after he was risen again, he 
could go beyond them into Galilee; the angel repeats the 
injunction to Mary Magdalene (Matt, xxviii., 7); and we 
read that Jesus himself (Matt, xxviii., 10) on the first day 
of the week very early in the morning appeared unto the 
two Mary’s, and enjoined them to “ Tell my brethren that 
they go into Galilee, and there shall they see me”. 
Accordingly the eleven disciples went into Galilee to a 
mountain, as Jesus had appointed, and there he appeared 
unto them (Matt, xxviii., 16); but in the 24th chapter of 
Luke, we have a totally different account, viz., “ That the 
eleven disciples were gathered together at Jerusalem on the 
first day of the week (1st and 33rd verses), and Jesus stood 
in their midst ” (36th verse). It seems certain that if the 
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eleven, journeyod into Galilee and saw Jesus on a mountain 
they did not at the same time remain in Jerusalem and see 
him there too.

There is this, however, to be said, that while the Gospel 
writers contradict one another in detail, they all agree in 
the main point, viz., that Christ rose from the dead; but, 
considering the magnitude of the event, the many points 
on which they conflict, and that in no single case, not even 
in that of the writer of the 4th Gospel, can we be sure that 
we have the testimony of an eye witness, all I am disposed 
to allow from their unanimity of statement on this par
ticular point is, that at the time the Gospels were written 
the belief in the resurrection was a well-established fact 
amongst the Christian community. But we derive this 
information in a much more dependable form from St. Paul’s 
epistles. He wrote at a much earlier date. He stands 
prominently forward as a true historical character, and we 
know something about him, which is more than can be 
said in respect to the four Evangelistic writers.

Here we must pause for consideration. No one, I think, 
who reads the letters of the great apostle to the Gentiles, can 
fail to be deeply impressed with the writer’s earnestness and 
truthfulness of character. From a fanatical persecutor of 
the despised sect of the Nazarenes, he became their firmest 
supporter. His whole subsequent career was devoted to 
the cause of the Master he loved so well. “I count all 
things loss”, he says, “ for the knowledge of the excellence 
of Christ Jesus my Lord ”.

We feel certain that St. Paul is speaking the truth as far 
as he discerns it, and we know that his four most important 
letters, viz., one to the Romans, two to the Corinthians, and 
one to the Galatians, are genuine, whatever the others may 
be. At the same time, 1 do not think this excludes the possi
bility of interpolations in the text at a later date. From these 
letters we learn St. Paul’s whole mind towards Christianity. 
He was, after his conversion, it is unnecessary to say, a firm 
believer in the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. 
He goes so far as to say that if Christ be not risen, 
Christianity is a delusion, and “ we are of all men the most 
miserable.” He claims to have seen Christ, for he says, 
“Have I not seen Jesus Christ our Lord?” (1 Cor., 9); and 
again, “Last of all he was seen of me, also as of one born 
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out of due time” (1 Cor. xv., 8); and we may be quite suro 
that he meant what he said.

Further, we have St. Peter’s testimony (see his first 
epistle, which, however, we are not sure is genuine) 
where he says, “Blessed be the Lord, and Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, who, according to his abundant 
mercy, has begotten us again unto a lively hope by the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead’’—that is, 
“ who. hath restored us from the state of temporary despaii* 
in which we were after his death to a renewed hope by his 
resurrection ’; and, again, the author of the Acts (supposed 
to be Luke) makes Peter say that it was essential in filling 
up the place of Judas “ to choose one who had accompanied 
with the apostles all the time that the Lord Jesus went in 
and out amongst us, beginning from the baptism of John 
unto that same day that he was taken up from us, must 
one be ordained to be a witness with us of his resurrection.'1'1

Besides the testimony of St. Paul and St. Peter (if the 
latter’s epistle is genuine) and the writer of the Acts, we 
have the fact, as Mr. Hatton points out, that although all 
was confusion and dismay on the morrow of the Crucifixion, 
yet within two months after the death of Christ the Church 
at Jerusalem was increasing at a rate at which we have no 
reason to suppose the numbei' of Christ’s disciples ever 
increased during his lifetime. Mr. Hatton asks :
“ How could the blasted hopes of the apostles revive without 
some great substantial and even physical stimulus? If the 
person of our Lord was admitted by all to have reappeared 
amongst them, no doubt these hopes would have revived, but 
not otherwise. For my part I cannot doubt that the best 
explanation is that which is alleged to have been, viz., that 
Christ himself returned to his apostles after his death, and 
that it was his directing mind which gave them a new and 
powerful impulse.”

There is no doubt much plausibility in this con
tention, and if resurrections from the dead were in the 
nature of ordinary occurrences, or even if we had but one 
previous well authenticated instance of a resurrection of a 
dead person, we might perhaps accept Mr. Hatton’s ex
planation as the easiest solution of the difficulty: but 
have we ?

The late W. R. Greg seems to think we may account 
for the belief by supposing that Christ never really 
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died, but rose from the grave only. The circum
stance of his being taken down from the. cross much 
earlier than was customary—he was only six hours on 
the cross; according to St. John only three—coupled 
with the fact that Josephus narrates an instance of resusci
tation after crucifixion, which came under his own observa
tion, lends some support to this hypothesis. Nevertheless, 
there are so many difficulties in the way of accepting it 
that, without pronouncing it absolutely impossible, I think 
it cannot be admitted as a solution of the problem.

How, then, did the report arise that Christ had risen from 
the dead if he did not come to life again and appear cor
poreally to His disciples after the crucifixion? It by 
no means follows that because we are unable to give a 
satisfactory answer, the resurrection story must be his
torically true. Events are happening every. day that 
are quite inexplicable to us on any hypothesis we can 
frame, but that is no reason why we should refer them to 
a supernatural origin. How can we account for the belief in 
the -miráeles worked by the Curate of Ars, who only died 
somewhere about the middle of the present century ? 
His miracles, especially those of healing, were vouched for 
by half a dozen credible witnesses—doctors of medicine 
amongst their number—some of whom may possibly be 
alive at the present day. He made more converts than 
St. Paul probably did, and gave up his whole life to the 
service of the Church he loved so well.

It is best, I think, to acknowledge that at this 
distance of time, and with much that is obscure and 
hidden from our view, we must be content to leave the 
question as to how the belief in the resurrection first 
arose, in conjecture, not forgetting that in those days it 
was no difficult matter to induce a belief in the resurrec
tion of a dead person. Matthew Arnold points out that 
the resurrection of the just was in St. Paul’s time a ruling 
idea of a Jewish mind. Herod at once, and without 
difficulty, supposed that John the Baptist had risen from 
the dead, and in telling the story of the crucifixion, the 
writer of the first Gospel added, quite naturally, that when 
it was con summ ated many bodies of the saints which slept 
arose and appeared unto many. Renan thinks that it is 
to Mary Magdalene’s impressionable mind that we owe 
the first report of the resurrection. Who can tell ? All 
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we know is that in a very short time the belief in their 
Masters resurrection spread amongst his followers and 
that it was this belief, coupled with an assurance of his 
speedy return to judge the world, which made the estab
lishment of Christianity a possibility.

St. Paul’s testimony is of a later date. He doos not 
appear on the scene till eight or ten years after the cruci
fixion, and his most important epistles were not written for 
certainly ten or fifteen years after that. Nevertheless he 
distinctly affirms that he had seen Christ. But, we may 
ask, when, and under what circumstances ? Was it on that 
celebrated journey of his to Damascus ? He does not say 
so m any of his Epistles, but from the narrative in the 
Acts it would appear likely. At any rate, we have his 
testimony to the fact. But the question is, what is it 
worth without the test of cross-examination ?

Dr. Carpenter, speaking of alleged supernatural or non
natural occurrences, says:
“ Granting that the narrators write what they firmly believe 
to be true,, as having themselves seen, or thought they had 
seen, is their belief sufficient justification for ours ? What is 
the extent of allowance which we are to make for prepossession 
(1) as to modifying their conception of an occurrence at the 
time; and (2) as modifying their subsequent remembrance of 
it. . .. . . The result of my enquiries into curious phenomena 
is such as to force upon me the conviction that as to all which 
concerns the supernatural, the allowance that has to be made 
for prepossession is so large as practically to destroy the validity 
of any testimony which is not submitted to the severest scrutiny.” 
If this be true in regard to events happening towards the 
close of the nineteenth century, how much more so in the 
first century, when supernatural events were looked upon 
in the light of ordinary occurrences! It must be remem
bered, that the history of religious enthusiasm in all ages 
supplies us with abundant illustrations of men who have 
identified the overpowering impressions of their own ■mind 
with divine communication, or have taken subjective 
visions for real appearances of divine persons. (The case 
of Emanuel Swedenborg is a noted instance in point.) 
AV© know that before his conversion St. Paul signalised 
himself by the persecution of the early Christian converts, 
and that he took a part in the stoning of Stephen. Is it 
not conceivable that the dying words of the proto-martyr 
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may have sunk deeply into his soul, and given him grave 
cause for reflection ? When setting out on that journey of 
his to Damascus, cannot wo imagino his asking himself 
the question : “ Is it not possible that these despised Naza- 
renes, who so cheerfully sacrifice their lives and their 
possessions for the sake of their master, may be right after 
all ? If so, then mine must be devil’s work.” Possibly 
agitated with thoughts something like these, and overcome 
with the fatigues of the journey, is there anything impro
bable in conceiving that cerebral disturbances were induced 
which led Paul to see visions and hear voices ? Such 
occurrences are by no means uncommon. In this view 
there need be nothing miraculous in his sudden conversion. 
Once led to see the error of his ways, he would naturally 
become as enthusiastic in his efforts on behalf of Christi
anity, as he previously had been in his opposition to it; in 
short, Saul the persecutor would become Paul the apostle.

As Renan observes, “Violent and impulsive natures, 
inclined to proselytism, only change the object of their 
passion. As ardent for the new faith as he had been for 
the old, St. Paul, like Oomar, in one day dropped his part 
of persecutor for that of an apostle.”

If I remember rightly, the conversion of Ignatius Loyola 
approximated somewhat closely to that of St. Paul. Dif
ferences there were, but we read in his life that the Virgin 
Mary appeared to him with the infant Jesus in her arms, 
and from that hour to the day of his death, his conversion 
was as true and genuine as that of St. Paul.

Colonel Gardiner saw Jesus Christ on the cross, sus
pended in the air, and this was the turning-point in his 
life.

Samson Stainforth, a Methodist soldier of Cromwell’s 
army, thus relates his conversion : “ From twelve at night 
till two it was my turn to stand sentinel at a dangerous post. 
I had a fellow-sentinel, but I desired him to go away, which 
he willingly did. No sooner was I alone than I knelt down, 
determined not to rise until the Lord had mercy upon me. 
How long I was in this agony I cannot tell, but as I 
looked up to heaven I saw the clouds Open and Jesus 
hanging on the cross; at the same moment I heard the 
words, ‘ Thy sins are forgiven thee

Lord Herbert of Cherbury, before publishing his deistical 
work, “ De Veritate,” hoard a similar voice from heaven. 
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History abounds with instances of persons mistaking 
subjective visions for real appearances. Eoman Catholic 
literature is full of them, even at thepresent day. To Eo
man Catholics they are real; why must we assume that the 
appearances to St. Paul were of a fundamentally different 
«character ? Should you reply, 111 think your explanation 
ef St. Paul’s conversion very improbable ”, “Very well,” 
I rejoin, “formulate one for yourself”. All I contend 
for is that it is not necessary to resort to a supernatural 
hypothesis in St. Paul’s case, and to say that the appear
ances to him differed in kind from many we read of in 
history, and which we know were merely the result of dis
turbed cerebral action.

I havo been told that Paul was not at all the sort of 
person to see visions. Why? He tells us himself he was 
weak in body, of presence contemptible, and suffered from 
a thorn in the flesh, whatever that may have been. He 
speaks of himself (at least it is presumed he is narrating 
his own experiences) as having been caught up to the 
seventh heaven, and there having seen unspeakable things. 
And yet, however unable we may be to accept his visions 
as objective facts, how our hearts go along with him 
when we read the account of his labours, his love and 
sympathy for his fellow-men, and the entire consecration 
of his whole life to his master’s cause. Can we wonder that 
he had the rare gift of attracting men towards him. Sava- 
narola, Whitefield, Wesley, and many others who might 
be named, possessed a similar gift. All thoroughly earnest 
men who have an intense conviction of the truth of their 
mission have it more or less. We are hardly, then, 
surprised, when Agrippa says to St. Paul, “Almost thou 
pcrsuadest me to be a Christian”. St. Paul’s earnest
ness and eloquence in pleading on behalf of Christianity 
nearly turned the scale in the king’s mind—that is, if we 
are to believe the account given in the “Acts ”.

The Eev. C. A. Eowe, in his ‘ ‘ Historical evidence for the 
Eesurrection ”, asserts that there were more than 250 persons 
living who believed that they had seen Christ alive after 
his crucifixion. I call this a monstrous overstatement. It 
rests, of course, upon the 6th verse of the 15th Corinthians; 
but St. Paul could only have known of the appearance to 
the 500, from hearsay. Such evidence at the best, is only 
second-hand. What seems probable is, that a year or two 
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after the crucifixion, a report gained credence, from small 
beginnings, that Christ had appeared to a number of 
persons at once ; and that in the course of a few years, say 
within 10 or 15 years afterwards, the legend had assumed 
a more definite form, and had reached the number of 500.

Did St. Paul when speaking of the appearance of the 500 
allude to the ascension ? If so, Luke’s account of it does 
not accord with the statement, as we are led to infer from 
what he says, that the ascension took place in the presence 
of the 11 apostles only.

St. Paul says Jesus appeared to James, and then to all 
the apostles; but this is only second-hand testimony. They 
don’t say so for themselves. St. Peter in his first epistle 
speaks of the resurrection as a well-recognised fact, but 
he nowhere says, like St. Paul, “ I myself saw Christ after 
his resurrection” ; besides there is some doubt as to the 
genuineness of the epistle. Dr. Samuel Davidson, a dis
tinguished Biblical critic, assigns it to the year 113. The 
testimony of the writer of the Acts is not that of an eye
witness (as to the resurrection I mean), and there are two 
instances, if not more, in that work, in which the writer 
appears to have drawn upon his imagination. One instance 
I refer to, is that of the slaughter of Ananias and Sap- 
phira—a most improbable incident,—as Sir Eichard Han
son in his life of St. Paul justly points out.

However loth we may be at times to reject Paul’s 
testimony as to the resurrection, we must remember that it 
is almost, impossible to isolate it from the other events 
narrated in a book which purports to be an inspired record 
conveying a divine message from God to fallen man. Such 
a record can hardly contain errors and contradictions on 
material points without affecting the credit of the whole.

Dor instance, if we are told that an angel was in the 
habit of periodically coming down from heaven to impart 
healing properties to the water of Bethesda, or that Jesus 
Christ foretold the end of the then existing dispensation 
and his second coming in the clouds of heaven to judge the 
world during the lifetime of the generation then living 
(a statement fully accepted by St. Paul and other Christian 
converts), and a few pages afterwards we read that Christ 
rose from the dead and appeared to his disciples in a bodily 
form, we naturally ask ourselves the question, “If the story 
of the angel is incredible, or if the statement as to Christ’s 
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second coming has boon falsified by the eflux of time, why 
should wo credit the latter, resting as it does on the 
evidence of writers about whom we know little—whose 
writings may have been interpolated, who certainly shared 
the common errors of their day, who were mistaken on 
other points bearing on the Christian revelation, and who 
were just as likely to mistake subjective visions for 
objective ones, as any of the persons I have referred 
to?”.

We cannot pick and choose as we like. It is all very 
well to say if the evidence is sufficient to establish the fact 
of the resurrection, that will carry all else with it. Very 
good. But is the evidence sufficient ? I have endeavoured 
to show that it is not; and I further maintain that the 
evidence, such as it is, is considerably weakened by being 
found in close connection with narratives of events which 
wo feel satisfied never happened, and sayings which were 
never uttered ; or, if uttered, were erroneous. Just remem
ber how easy it would have been to establish the fact of 
Christ’s resurrection once, and for all time. Had he shown 
himself, as the author of “ Supernatural Religion ” points 
out, after his resurrection to the chief priests and elders, and 
confounded the Pharisees with the vision of him whom they 
had so cruelly nailed to the cross, how might not the future 
of his followers have been smoothed, and the faith of many 
made strong.

Cardinal Newman seems to think that we cannot account 
for the establishment of Christianity excepting on a super
natural basis. He asks, “ Is it conceivable that a rival 
power to Ceesar should have started out of so obscure and 
ignorant a spot as Galilee, and have prevailed without 
some extraordinary and divine gifts ?”.

A writer on Christian evidences also observes that the 
great Roman Empire crumbled to pieces before the power 
of the Gospel, and the last Pagan emperor when dying 
exclaimed in accents of despair, “ Oh, Galilean, thou hast 
conquered! ”. Julian (the emperor referred to) said nothing 
of the kind. Professor Rendall, in his Hulsem lectures 
for the year 1876, after eulogising the character of the 
Emperor, adds : “ The Christians fabled how Julian, after 
receiving the fatal javelin wound, cried out, ‘ Vicisti 
Galilaoe ’ I fear this is not the only story invented by the 
early Christians. As regards, however, the decline and fall 
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of the Roman Empire, and the establishment of Christianity 
on its.ruins, I would remark that it was falling to pieces 
from its own inherent decay, before Christianity came 
in contact with it; and with respect to its conversion to 
Christianity, there was, no doubt, that in the new religion 
which adapted itself to the wants and circumstances of the 
people with whom it came in contact. Lecky says :
“We can be at no loss to discover the cause of its (Christianity’s) 
triumph. No religion, under such circumstances, had ever 
combined so many distinct elements of power and attraction. 
It proclaimed the universal brotherhood of man. It taught 
the supreme sanctity of love. It was the religion of the suffering 
and the oppressed. The chief cause of its success was the 
congruity of its teaching with the spiritual nature of man.” 
Wo may extend the list, and say that one of its chief if 
not its greatest attraction—to the suffering and oppressed 
at any rate—was the overpowering boliof in the speedy 
second coming of Christ to judge the world, and reign with 
his saints on earth for 1,000 years.

To say that the conversion of the Roman Empire 
was as literally supernatural as the raising of the 
dead, is to talk, nonsense; but this has been said by 
Christian apologists. Just as Christianity adapted itself 
to the needs of the people of Palestine, and afterwards 
swayed the Roman world, so did Buddhism adapt itself to 
the wants of the Aryan races with which it came in contact. 
When the question is asked, “IIow is it possible to explain 
the success of Christianity without miraculous and divine 
assistance I would retort: How can you explain the 
success of Buddhism without similar divine assistance? 
1 he latter would be the more difficult task of the two for 
what Gautama preached was a gospel of pure human ethics, 
divorced not only from a future individual life, but even 
from the existence of a God; and yet Buddhism can 
boast of . a larger number of followers to-day than 
Christianity can—even if we give the latter the benefit of all 
her nominal adherents. Who can explain this? and vet 
it is- a fact. J

It has been argued that Christianity has sufficed to satisfy 
N® Fritinal A6*? Of ? Bacon’ a Shakespeare, and I 
Newton, that it has subdued and tamed the most savage 
natures, reclaimed the drunkard and the thief, and proved 
a blessing and a consolation to thousands of pious souls 
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borne down by the sorrows and calamities of life. Hence 
the inference is drawn that it must be divine.

That Christianity has claimed the allegiance of some of 
the greatest minds of this or any age, I am not in a position 
to deny. But it must not be overlooked that in the age of 
Bacon and Shakespeare miraculous Christianity did not pre
sent the same difficulties as it does to us. A well-educated 
schoolboy is, in certain branches of knowledge, ahead of 
the greatest _ sages of antiquity. Sir Matthew Hale was 
not inferior in intellect to a modern chief justice, because 
he believed in witchcraft. As a well-known writer says, 
“ The more enlightened modern who drops the errors of 
his forefathers by help of that mass of experience which 
his forefathers aided in accumulating, may often be, 
according to the well-known saying, ‘ a dwarf on grant’s 
shoulders

But as to the opinions of our leading men of the pre
sent day. In considering them as a guide to our own 
beliefs, I would eliminate the views of all professional 
theologians and teachers like Bishops Lightfoot and 
Magee, because, although gifted with great intellectual 
powers, they write and argue with preconceived views. 
The whole force of their great intellect is used in support 
of the beliefs they have been educated in, and for the 
dofence of which they hold a brief. They write in all 
honesty, but under a prepossession.

As regards the religious opinions of our leading 
scientific men, they, it is well known, are opposed to any 
view based on supernaturalism. But it is extremely diffi- 
cult to get at the opinions of men whose opinions are 
worth having. For the most part, they keep them to 
themselves. It would be ’ extremely interesting to know 
the religious views of, say, 100 of our leading statesmen, 
men of science, philosophers, poets, and historians, etc. 
The Pall Mall Gazette, who is always interviewing some one 
or other, and eliciting opinions on divers subjects of 
interest, might possibly help us here. Amongst the 
mighty dead, who have rejected supernatural Christianity, 
I would mention the names of Gibbon, Hume, Adam 
Smith, Condorcet, Von Humboldt, Goethe, Thomas 
Carlyle, George Eliot, and J. S. Mill. The latter 
points out that it would surprise us if we knew the 
religious opinions of some of our leading men. For my 
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own part, I have known at least two who have 
conformed to the religious rites of the Church, and 
yet have held “ sceptical views ” on religious subjects. 
In respect to what are called strictly orthodox views, I 
doubt whether one educated and thoughtful mind amongst 
fifty holds them. Who amongst us can truthfully say that 
he believes all that is embodied in our Church creeds? 
When we hear one of our Church’s dignitaries saying 
that he derives the greatest comfort and consolation from 
the Athanasian Creed, what are we to think of his habit 
of mind ? Is not this a very prostitution of the rational 
faculty ?

That the teaching of Christianity has been the 
support and mainstay of thousands; that it has in
fluenced the conduct, and altered the lives of thou
sands more, I should be the last to deny. There is 
that in Christianity, quite apart from its miracles, which 
satisfies the aspirations, and adapts itself to the wants and 
circumstances of those brought under its influence. If true 
Christianity consists, not in the acceptance of certain 
metaphysical dogmas about the person and work of 
Christ, and the nature of the Deity, but in the cultivation 
of that spirit of self-sacrificing love which was the distin
guishing characteristic of Jesus of Nazareth, then we need 

wonder at its claiming the allegiance of our 
highest and most cultivated minds—and if (as is generally 
the case) the belief in a future state of never-ending hap
piness,, as a reward for certain beliefs and lines of conduct 
here, influences the lives of thousands, converting the 
drunkard, and reclaiming the harlot and the thief, can we 
Wonder at it ? Who denies that Christianity has been 
an intense agency for good ? But we must not forget that 
there is a reverse side to the picture—a religion based on 
the Westminster confession of faith, and the shorter 
catechism, has driven thousands to the lunatic asylum.

P1 our own day, the doctrine of hell fire is not quite 
exploded. Father Ignatius, not long ago, preaching in a 
friend s church, created the greatest excitement and terror 
(as well he might) amongst his audience by bellowing 
ioith. in a voice of thunder the following :
, J lo?k /’ut into the churchyard I see the graves of 
hundreds of thousands of former villagers who have gone 
away. Where have they gone to ? Where ? Where, I ask ? 
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To hell or to heaven ? Which ? To heaven ? Not half of them. 
Your father is in hell! your mother is in hell! My dear people, 
added the preacher, you are not accustomed to be spoken to 
plainly, and in a matter-of-fact business-like way about your 
souls. You are talked to as if religion were a sentimental 
namby-pamby kind of thing.”
And Mr. Spurgeon is not far behind Jonathan Edwards1 in 
his viows of the state of the lost. He says :

1 J. Edwards says: “However the saints in heaven may have 
loved the damned whilst here, their eternal damnation will only serve 
to increase a relish for their own enjoyments ”,

“ What will you think when the last day comes to hear Christ 
say, ‘ Depart ye cursed, etc.’, and there will be a voice behind 
him saying, ‘ Amen and as you enquire whence came that 
voice, you will find it was your mother. Oh, young woman, 
when thou art cast away into utter darkness, what will you 
think to hear a voice saying ‘ Amen ’—and as you look, there 
sits your father, his lips still moving with the solemn curse.”

Is not this another and a lamentable instance of 
how men’s minds may become positively perverted, not 
to say depraved, by adopting and teaching Calvinistic 
theories of belief ? Oh, the pity of it! And yet, I 
suppose, Mr. Spurgeon is not less humane naturally than 
his unconverted brethren.

But to all this it may very fairly bo replied, “We 
have nothing to do with certain individual opinions— 
what does revelation teach?”. Well, that is a diffi
cult question to answer. If by revelation is meant the 
teaching of the Bible, all I can say is, that it is very 
diverse in its teaching, and this diversity is more clearly 
seen the more it is submitted to the test of candid exami
nation. I maintain that no single phase of Christianity, 
High Anglicanism or Evangelicalism, Trinitarianism or 
Unitarianism—eternal torment or universalism—or con
ditional immortality—derives exclusive support from the 
whole of the Bible. Each particular phase will find toxts 
to support it. How is it that the common saying is literally 
true—that we can prove almost anything from the Bible ? 
How is it that sects the most opposite in doctrine and 
belief do appeal to the Bible for their diverse beliefs ? How 
is it that men go on fighting, apparently for ever, the 
battle of the texts ? The simple and, I fancy, true expla
nation is that the Bible is written by men writing as 
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fallible human beings to the best of their judgment and 
belief, but holding diverse views, and not always holding 
the same views at all periods of their lives.

It is hard to say whether the doctrine of eternal torment is 
or is not taught in the Bible. In some places it appears to be, 
and in others not. St. Paul seems to me on the whole to 
have held the view of the total annihilation of the wicked, 
while Jesus Christ (at first sight, at any rate) appears to 
have taught the doctrine of everlasting torment; but it 
may well be, as Matthew Arnold points out, that all th© 
expressions about hell and judgment and eternal fire, used 
by him, were quotations from the book of Enoch; that he 
found the texts, ready at hand, which his hearers under
stood, and employed the ready-made notions of heaven 
and hell and judgment, just as Socrates talked of the rivers 
of Tartarus.

In contradistinction to the views of Mr. Spurgeon and 
others, it is only fair to quote the Rev. H. Allon, a well- 
known Congregational minister. In his lecture on the 
moral teaching of the New Testament (published at the 
request of the Christian Evidence Society), he says, 
“Whatever perplexity our minds may feel about the 
possible meaning (possible indeed!) of New Testament 
threatenings, we may surely trust his love, that it will bo 
nothing from which our human love would shrink If 
this be so, we may at once discard the doctrine of 
eternal punishment, for we may be quite sure that 
no earthly father, however brutal his instincts may 
be, would condemn even the worst of sons to an 
eternity of torment, though it should consist only of 
mental torment.

But is Mr. Allon’s teaching Biblical ? I doubt it.
The editor of the Christian is very wrath with those 

who assert the universal Fatherhood of God. He 
says: “We protest solemnly against this doctrine; first, 
because it cannot be found or proved from the Bible; 
secondly, because, like all other errors, it subverts the 
truth, and also because it does away with the necessity for 
the substitutionary work of Christ, for no true father needs 
expiation, and only a judge or a ruler demands satisfaction 
tor the law broken, and is bound by absoluto justice to 
exact punishment; but not so a father, he is ever ready to 
forgive ”. There is a good deal of unconscious irony in 
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all this, but bow far it accords with Biblical tomchiny it 
is difficult to say.

For my own part, I am inclined to think that the New 
Testament, on the whole, teaches the eternity of punish
ment (if not of physical torment), although a believer in 
conditional immortality, or a universalist, will find much 
in its pages to support either view. At any rate, when we 
find men like Canon Farrar and Professor Plumptre deny
ing that the doctrine of eternal punishment is taught 
in the Bible; and others, like the late Dr. Pusey and 
the late Bishop of Lincoln (no whit behind the other 
two in scholarship) declaring that it is, we begin to 
realise the impossibility of arriving at any decision on 
the point.

But supposing the Bible does teach the doctrine of 
eternal punishment; what then ? Must we believe it ? Not 
unless we are also prepared to believe in demoniacal posses
sion and witchcraft. John "Wesley was^ not far wrong, 
when he said that to give up a belief in witchcraft was 
tantamount to giving up a belief in the Bible.

It has, however, been suggested to me that, admitting 
the fallibility of the Church, and the non-inspiration of the 
Bible (inspiration is here referred to in the sense generally 
understood by Christian apologists), is it not possible that 
there may have been a gradual unfolding of revelation. 
For instance, in the physical world, secrets of the highest 
importance to the race to know—discoveries in medicine, 
in chemistry, in electricity, in sanitation, etc.—have been 
hidden for thousands of years, and are now only as it were’ 
coming to light and benefitting the race (we may even yet 
be only in the vestibule of knowledge). Is it not possible 
that a similar law may hold good in the moral world ? 
The planet we inhabit was not fashioned in a day. If the 
Deity works by slowly evolving processes in one depart
ment of the universe, may He not do so in another ? Who 
shall undertake to deny that he is not now, and ever has 
been, slowly but surely preparing the world for the recep
tion of spiritual truths, and bringing it to a knowledge of 
Himself. May not all religions that have claimed the 
allegiance of mankind contain some truths or adumbra
tions of the truth ? and, amongst all the greatest religious 
teachers the world has ever seen, may not the prophet of 
Nazareth have received the largest measure of inspiration 
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of them all, and yet not have been divine in the sense in 
which Christians generally understand the term ?

Granting the existence of a Being who desires to make a 
revelation to mankind^ I see nothing antecedently improbable 
in the • idea. Judging by analogy, it seems to me more 
likely to be true than the dogma of a final and stereotyped 
revelation (as contended for by Paley) delivered once for 
all to an ignorant and barbarous nation, residing in a small 
corner of the globe, to the exclusion of other nations, which 
were, to say the least of it, in quite as forward a state of 
civilisation, and therefore as fit to be the recipients of a 
revelation as the nation to which it is declared to have 
been especially vouchsafed; but however this may be, the 
idea of a gradual unfolding of revelation seems to me, at 
present at any. rate, incapable of verification, and must, 
therefore, remain an hypothesis at the best.

What, then, is the conclusion to which we have come ? 
This. (1) That nature affords no satisfactory evidence of 
the existence of a supreme, omnipotent, righteous, and 
benevolent Being, who is distinct from and independent of 
what. He has created (such evidence as there is rather 
pointing to. the existence of an intelligent Being, who is 
either wanting in benevolence or wanting in power); (2) 
that nature failing us, when we turn to the Christian 
revelation whether conveyed through the medium of an 
infallible or inspired Church, or book, or both—for evidence 
of what we seek, we find it, too, fails to support the desired 
conclusion.

This may seem to be a melancholy result at which to 
arrive, and the question may be asked, “What then 
remains if we have no sure ground of faith—nothing 
certain and tangible to reply upon ? ” Are we to eat, 
drink, and be merry, for to-morrow we die, and are no 
more seen ? If such a line of conduct yielded the highest 
form of happiness, I should be inclined to answer the 
question in the affirmative. For intelligent and rational 
human beings, however, we know that it does not. But for 
those who are not intelligent and rational, what then? 
How are we to make it plain to the brutal savage, or even 

j r Palely selfish nature, that virtue is better than vice 
and honesty better than dishonesty ? Plainly we cannot do 
so, the world being constituted as it is at present. As a 
thoughtful writer points out: “It is impossible to construct 
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a chain, of reasoning which shall recommend the grand 
principle of morality, apart from any question of rewards 
and punishments hereafter, to beings whose only thought 
it is to fill their bellies and gratify their lusts.” Upon such 
natures the fear of consequences exercises a wholesome re
straint (the fear of hell, as Burns has it, is a hangman’s whip 
to h’aud the wretch in order); but because we cannot do so, 
does this.afford any justification, to those who know better, 
for leading a life of self-indulgence, regardless of the 
wants, the rights, and privileges of others, and indifferent 
as to whether their conduct affects their neighbours 
injuriously or not ? Certainly not. But the question of 
“ why must I do what is right when it apparently conflicts 
with my own interests to do so ” is one which is foreign 
to the scope and purport of this essay. All that I would 
remark in this connection is, that it seems tome quite possible 
to reject dogma, and to believe that much in the Old and 
New Testament (especially the Old) is unhistorical; and 
yet to look to Christ as our highest exemplar, and to 
acknowledge that the ethics of the sermon on the mount 
will hold good for all time, and that the closer we follow 
its teaching, the better will it be, not only for our individual 
interests, but for those of the community of which we 
form but an infinitesimal part.

As to the question of a future state of existence, by 
which I mean the continuance in a future fife of the 
individual ego, I should bo sorry to dogmatise; but I must 
say, the difficulties of imagining anything of the kind are 
enormous. That any fool or idiot (as Charles Bray says) 
can have the powei’ to bring into existence a dozen beings 
that shall bo immortal, and whose condition may ultimately 
bo one of everlasting misery, is truly a wonderful and 
horrible conception; besides, if wo grant a future life to 
a Newton and a Shakespeare, must we not do so too to the 
uncultured savage, whoso moral ideas are nil, and whose 
language is not much above the clacking of hens, or the 
twittering of birds ?

As we stand by the death-bed of one inexpressibly 
dear to us, it seems impossible to realise the fact that 
wo are parting for ever; but if we reflect a little, it 
may occur to us that after the lapse of years our whole 
habits and thoughts so change, that a reunion may not be 
so desirable as it at one time appeared. The child loses 
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its mother; the child grows into an adult, forms other 
ties, and becomes in time a grey-headed old man ; he has 
almost, forgotten his mother, at any rate has ceased to 
look forward with rapturous delight to a reunion with her. 
Similarly the mother, if in another world, has also pre
sumably formed fresh ties and associations, and would fail 
to recognise her son in the old man, whose mind has 
presumably changed as much as his body.

As for the argument that without a future state it is 
impossible to justify the ways of God to man, it has no 
weight with those, of course, who are not Theists, and 
even for those who are, the argument seems to be a poor 
one. Mr. Voysey writes: “I would leave the Atheist far 
behind in my maledictions against the gross and unspeak
able cruelty and immorality of the course of this world, if 
there were no future state ” ; and Paracelsus says :

‘ ‘ Truly there needs another life to come !
If this be all-----
And other life awaits us not—for one 
I say ’tis a poor cheat, a stupid bungle, 
A wretched failure. I, for one, protest 
Against it, and hurl it back with scorn

But it seems to me that if God’s dealings with man cannot 
be justified here, they are not likely to be justified here
after.

Macaulay observes:
“Tn truth all the philosophers, ancient and modern, who 

have attempted without the help of revelation to prove the 
immortality of man, appear to have failed deplorably.”
And Professor Huxley says :
“ Our sole means of knowing anything is the reasoning 
faculty which God has given us, and that reasoning faculty 
not only denies any conception of a future state, but fails to 
furnish a single valid argument in favour of the belief that the 
mind will endure after the dissolution of the body.”
Nevertheless, it may. At any rate, whether there is a 
future life or not, it is plainly for our advantage (I mean 
for those who are civilised human beings) to improve our 
condition here, and to cultivate those moral instincts, which, 
whatever may be their origin, have become part and parcel 
of our nature, to the best of our ability—confident that in 
so doing we shall be playing our right part in the world, 
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and at the same time best fitting ourselves for any future state 
that may possibly be in store for us, and should none await 
us, then this world’s advantages, in their highest sense, 
will at least have been secured to us.






